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1 INTRODUCTION 

The City of Huron (City) does hereby prepare, declare, and post the Addendum to an adopted Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (MND) (State Clearinghouse No. 2019119045) for the following City of Huron and the 
Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project.  
 
This Addendum is in response to the proposed increase to the portable temporary pumps’ flow rate 
capacity at three points of diversion (Project), Point of Diversion 1 (POD1) is for 20 cfs maximum, Point of 
diversion 2 (POD2) is for a maximum of 20 cfs and point of diversion 3 (POD3) is for a maximum of 0.2 cfs 
for a total of 40.2 cfs. This Addendum discusses the potential impacts as a result of an increase to the 
distribution flow rate capacity of the original approved design from a maximum of 20 cubic feet per second 
(cfs) to up to a maximum of 40.2 cfs.  
 
The City has reviewed the Project and on the basis of the whole record, has determined that there is 
substantial evidence to support the determination that the attached original MND remains relevant in 
considering the environmental impacts of the project changes and that there is no substantial evidence to 
support a fair argument that the changes to the project, as identified in the attached addendum, would 
have a significant impact on the environment beyond that which was evaluated in the adopted MND. A 
subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or MND is not required pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Sections 21000, et. Seq., Public Resources Code of the State of 
California).  
 
This addendum to the original adopted MND has been prepared pursuant to Title 14, Sections 15162 and 
15164 of the California Code of Regulations.  
 
A copy of this document and all supportive documentation may be reviewed or obtained at the City of 
Huron’s office, 36311 S. Lassen Avenue, Huron, CA 93234, Monday through Friday from 8:00 am to 4:00 
pm.
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2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

2.1.1 PROJECT TITLE 

Addendum to the Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project  

2.1.2 LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS 

City of Huron  
36311 S. Lassen Ave 
Huron, CA 93234 
(559) 945-2241 

2.1.3 CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER 

Lead Agency Contact 

Alfonso Manrique 
alfonso.manrique@am-ce.com  
 
Jack Castro  
jcastro001@yahoo.com  

 
CEQA Consultant 
Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group 
Briza Sholars, Environmental Project Manager 
(559) 449-2700 

2.1.4 PROJECT LOCATION 

The Project is located in the southwestern portion of Fresno County, approximately 182 miles southeast of 
Sacramento and 82 miles northwest of Bakersfield (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). The proposed project site is 
located approximately two miles east of State Route 269 (SR 269), 2.8 miles south of SR 198, and six miles 
northeast of Interstate 5 (I-5) and, more specifically, on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 075-380-10ST, 078-020-
54S, 078-041-01S, 078-041-02S, 078-130-29S, 078-130-24ST, and 078-130-28ST. 

2.1.5 GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION AND ZONING 

The Fresno County General Plan Land Use Designation is Agriculture; the City of Huron General Plan Land 
Use Designation is Public Facility. 
The Fresno County Zoning designation is AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-Acre Minimum); the City of Huron 
Zoning designation is P-F (Public Facilities). 

2.1.6 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

2.1.6.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE 

An MND for the project was adopted on February 19, 2020, and is attached as an appendix. The MND 
evaluated the potential environmental impacts that would arise as a result of project implementation.  

mailto:alfonso.manrique@am-ce.com
mailto:jcastro001@yahoo.com
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2.1.6.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project would increase the flow rate capacity of the temporary pumps from between three 
and seven cubic feet per second (cfs), to 20 cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total of 
40.2 cfs. No additional changes or equipment would be needed with the proposed Project as the original 
equipment required in the MND would be adequate. Construction time is not anticipated to change from 
what was approved in the MND. Mitigation measures identified in the original MND would still apply, and 
the increased pump flow rate capacity would not require additional mitigation. The proposed Project would 
continue to assist the City and Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company in benefiting irrigated agriculture, 
municipal water supply, and flood relief by direct diversion and underground storage.  
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Figure 1: Regional Location Map  
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Figure 2: Original IS/MND (SCH #2019119045) Topographic Quadrangle Map 
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3 CEQA ANALYSIS 

3.1 DISCUSSION 

The discussion in this addendum confirms that the proposed Project changes have been evaluated for 
significant impacts pursuant to CEQA. The discussion is meaningfully different than a determination that a 
project is “exempt” from CEQA review, as the proposed Project is not exempt. Rather, the determination 
here is that the potential impacts of the proposed Project were in a previously adopted MND (i.e., the 
Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project MND) and that the MND provides 
a sufficient and adequate analysis of the environmental impacts of the proposed Project. While the Project 
is situated within agricultural and disturbed areas, considering the proposed Project would increase the cfs 
of the temporary pumps from 20 cfs total to 20 cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total 
of 40.2 cfs. The City determined that an addendum is the appropriate environmental document.  

3.1.1 AESTHETICS 
The Project site does not stand out from its surroundings in any remarkable fashion as the temporary 
aboveground pipeline at the three points of diversion would create approximately 1,200 square feet and 
18,300 square feet of ground disturbance, for a total of 19,500 square feet (or 0.45 acres) of ground 
disturbance. This, analyzed in the original MND, would not change as a result of increased flow rate capacity 
for the pumps. Moreover, the pumps would also not be permanent. Therefore, the proposed Project would 
not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site or its surroundings. Impacts 
would remain consistent with the MND, which were determined to be less than significant. 

3.1.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
Portions of the proposed Project are designated as Prime Farmland and Exclusive Agriculture. Water 
infrastructure is a permitted use in agricultural zoning districts and agricultural preserves, and the 
installation of pipelines is an allowed use on land with Wiliamson Act contracts. The proposed Project would 
not change or alter existing zoning designations, nor would they result in the loss of forest land, Williamson 
Act lands, or agricultural lands. Additionally, there would be no significant changes to the existing 
environment as a result of increasing the temporary pumps’ total flow rate capacity. As such, impacts to 
agricultural resources would be the same as the original MND, which found that no impacts would occur.  

3.1.3 AIR QUALITY 
Emissions of ozone precursor pollutants during the construction period would not exceed significance 
thresholds for the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) and would therefore not 
contribute to air quality violations in conflict with attainment plans. Exposure to construction emissions 
would be short-term and temporary. Subsequent to construction, the proposed Project would be passive 
in nature. Operational pollutant exposure would remain minimal, consisting only of maintenance vehicles 
driving to and from the tanks for required maintenance and would not occur long-term. The original MND 
identified that air quality impacts to the region would be less than significant. The proposed Project would 
not substantially change the air quality impacts; therefore, impacts would be consistent with the original 
MND. As such, the impacts would continue to be less than significant. 

3.1.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
As identified in the MND, mitigation measures would be included in the proposed Project to bring impacts 
to a less than significant level. The mitigation measures identified in the original MND would still apply and 
be sufficient for the proposed Project. The land and habitat where the temporary pumps are located, which 
involves the increase in flow rate capacity for the proposed Project, would remain the same as the original 
project. Therefore, impacts to biological resources would be less than significant.  
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3.1.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Field surveys were conducted by Æ for the original MND in July 2019. This involved a pedestrian survey of 
the APE, which includes the proposed Project. A records search was conducted at the Southern San Joaquin 
Valley Archaeological Information Center, California State University, Bakersfield. Based on assessments by 
Æ, the original MND found there to be no potential for the proposed Project to result in adverse impacts 
to significant or unique historical resources or historic properties. However, in the unlikely event that 
human remains are encountered, mitigation measures were provided. The proposed Project would not 
require additional mitigation measures, and impacts to cultural resources would remain less than 
significant with incorporation of regulatory laws and requirements identified in the original MND. 

3.1.6 ENERGY 
Increases in the use of energy as a result of the proposed Project would be miniscule. The proposed Project 
would be passive in nature once completed, and the pumps themselves would be temporary. The proposed 
Project would not conflict with current State energy efficiency or electricity supply requirements, or any 
local plans or programs for renewable energy or energy efficiency requirements. As found in the original 
MND, there would be no impacts. 

3.1.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
The proposed Project is located in an area traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic activity, and 
the proposed Project elements would be designed and constructed in accordance with accepted 
engineering standards and methods. The Project area is generally level, and no habitable structures would 
be built as part of the proposed Project. As a result, the proposed Project would not result in or expose 
people to potential additional impacts involving seismic shaking. In line with the original MND, impacts 
would be less than significant.  

3.1.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
The original MND determined that the estimated short-term and long-term greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions would result in a less than significant impact, and an increase in the total cfs flow rate capacity 
of the temporary pumps would not alter the original MND’s determination. Emissions would be 
predominantly short-term, construction-related impacts, while operational emissions would be negligible. 
Implementation of the proposed Project is not anticipated to conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation for reducing the emissions of GHGs. Impacts would remain less than significant as a result of the 
proposed Project. 

3.1.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Construction of the proposed Project could involve the use of hazardous materials associated with 
construction equipment, such as diesel fuel, lubricants, and solvents. Any potential accidental hazardous 
materials spills during construction are the responsibility of the contractor to remediate in accordance with 
industry best management practices and State and county regulations. The increase in flow rate capacity 
from 20 cfs total to 20 cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total of 40.2 cfs. for the 
temporary pumps would not be permanent, and the potential use or transport of hazardous materials, 
therefore, would be temporary. Additionally, the proposed Project does not involve land that is listed as a 
hazardous materials site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and is not included on a list 
compiled by the Department of Toxic Control Substances. The proposed Project does not involve the 
construction of any habitable structures; therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. The proposed Project would not alter the findings 
of the original MND, and impacts would be less than significant. 

3.1.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The original MND did not identify any potentially significant hydrology and water quality impacts. The 
proposed Project would allow runoff water during wet seasons to be diverted onto the proposed ponding 
area and utilized for irrigated agriculture and municipal water supply as well as groundwater recharge. As 
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a result, the net change in groundwater recharge potential surrounding the Project area would be positive. 
The proposed Project would not adversely affect surface or ground water quality. According to the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency National Flood Insurance Program Flood Insurance Rate Map, portions of 
the Project would be located within the 100-year Flood Zone. However, the construction of housing or 
habitable structures is not a part of the proposed Project. In line with the original MND, impacts to 
hydrology and water quality would be less than significant. 

3.1.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
While the flow rate capacity of the temporary pumps would increase as a result of the project, the amount 
of ground disturbance from the original MND would not change. In addition, as noted in the original MND, 
the General Plan and zoning designation for the site would remain unchanged. The proposed Project would 
not divide an established community, nor would it conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or 
natural community conservation plan. Thus, impacts to land use and planning are consistent with the 
original MND, and no impacts would occur. 

3.1.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 
The Project area has not been delineated with a Mineral Land Classification study nor does the Fresno 
County General Plan Background Report designate the area with any known mineral resources. The 
proposed Project would not result in the loss of a known available mineral resource. Furthermore, the 
Project area has not been designated as a locally important mineral resource recovery site by a general 
plan, specific plan, or land use plan. Therefore, impacts to mineral resources are consistent with the original 
MND, and no impacts would occur.  

3.1.13 NOISE 
Construction of the proposed Project would involve temporary noise sources, originating predominately 
from off-road construction equipment, such as excavators, backhoes, graders, skid steers, loaders, and 
hauling trucks. The proposed Project is located outside of the City of Huron limits and adjacent to 
agricultural lands, which is already accustomed to noises associated with farm equipment. The proposed 
Project would comply with the Fresno County Noise Control Ordinance and City of Huron General Plan 
Noise Element, where applicable. Impacts to noise are consistent with the original MND; impacts would 
remain less than significant. 

3.1.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
The proposed Project involves increasing the total cfs flow rate capacity for the proposed temporary pumps 
from 20 cfs total to 20 cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total of 40.2 cfs.. The proposed 
Project would be consistent with the original MND in that it found that the proposed Project would not 
induce population growth. No new housing or businesses would be a part of the proposed Project, and no 
housing or people would be displaced as a result of the Project. Thus, there would be no impact.  

3.1.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 
The proposed Project would continue to not significantly impact public services in the jurisdiction related 
to fire protection, police protection, parks, or landfill facilities. The proposed Project does not involve new 
housing or businesses, nor does it involve new infrastructure that could induce population growth. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would not induce population growth, nor would it displace housing or 
people. The proposed Project would have no impact as determined in the original MND. 

3.1.16 RECREATION 
The proposed Project would have no effect on neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities. The proposed Project itself does not involve recreational facilities, and it would not require the 
construction or expansion of existing recreational facilities. Project impacts to recreation would remain the 
same as described in the original MND; there would be no impact. 
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3.1.17 TRANSPORTATION 
The proposed Project would not result in a significant increase in vehicle miles traveled. The proposed 
Project would have no impact to CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 Subdivision (b), and the proposed Project 
would still not result in inadequate emergency access. Project impacts to transportation would remain the 
same as described in the original MND. There would be no additional impacts. 

3.1.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
The proposed Project is located in an area that has been previously disturbed. The original MND stated that 
representatives of potentially affected tribes were notified of the proposal, and the notified tribes did not 
send a response. A Sacred Lands File search of the APE had also been done as a part of the original MND, 
and the search results came back negative. However, in the event that human remains, or tribal cultural 
resources are discovered, a best practice mitigation measure was incorporated into the MND. This 
mitigation measure is still applicable to the proposed Project. Impacts are consistent with the original MND; 
there would be no additional impacts. 

3.1.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
The proposed Project would not result in significant impacts to utilities and service systems. The proposed 
Project would assist in delivering excess surface water for irrigated agriculture, municipal water supply, and 
flood relief. As determined in the original MND, there would be no impact. 

3.1.20 WILDFIRE 
As noted in the original MND, the Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones. The nearest State Responsibility Area (SRA) is 
approximately 11.8 miles to the southwest of the Project site and approximately 2.05 miles from the 
nearest Very High classification of Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). Additionally, there are no structures 
being built as part of the proposed Project and no population increase because of the proposed Project.  
No new infrastructure would need to be constructed to reduce fire risks, and no people or structures would 
be exposed to flooding or landslides as a result of the proposed Project. Impacts would remain consistent 
with the MND; there would be no impact. 

3.1.21 CONCLUSION 
The following identifies the standards set forth in Section 15162 as they relate to the proposed Project. The 
text in italics that follows the provisions of the law relate to the proposed Project.  
 

1. No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require major revisions of the 
previous MND due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

 
The proposed Project would change the proposed flow rate capacity for the temporary pumps from 20 cfs 
total to 20 cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total of 40.2 cfs. The increased flow rate 
capacity of the pumps would not result in an increase in the construction footprint, and no additional 
changes would be needed with the proposed Project. All mitigation measures adopted with the MND would 
apply to this project and reduce any impacts to less than significant.  
 

2. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken that would require major revisions of the previous MND due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effect or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects. 

 
The proposed Project would increase the flow rate capacity of the temporary pumps from 20 cfs total to 20 
cfs at POD1, 20 cfs at POD2, and 0.2 cfs at POD3, for a total of 40.2 cfs. The increased flow rate capacity 
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would be the only change in terms of impacts. The site would be visually consistent with the proposed project 
in the original MND. The impact would not be significant or substantial in nature.  
 

3. No new information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous MND was certified as 
complete or adopted, shows any of the following: 
a. The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous MND; 

 
As the proposed Project’s required construction equipment and construction time will stay 
approximately the same as discussed in the original MND, and would not result in additional 
hazards, the previous MND remains adequate. 
b. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in the 

previous MND; 
 

As concluded in this addendum, the increased pumps’ flow rate capacity would not substantially 
increase risk or result in more severe impacts than evaluated in the previous MND. All other 
operational characteristics of the proposed Project remain unchanged from those evaluated in the 
previous MND. 
c. Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 

feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but the 
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative, or; 

 
All the original mitigation measures would apply to the proposed Project. No new mitigation 
measures are necessary. 
d. Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in 

the previous MND would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative. 

 
The existing mitigation measures in the MND reduce all impacts to less than significant. No 
additional mitigation measures are warranted. 

 

As indicated in this Addendum, the impacts of the proposed Project do not represent a substantial change 
to the original adopted MND, nor does it have any substantial changes with respect to the circumstances 
under which the proposed Project is undertaken, that would require major revisions to the original adopted 
MND. Analysis of the proposed Project shows that there are no new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects as a result of the proposed 
Project.  
 

Impacts beyond those identified and analyzed in the adopted MND would not be expected to occur as a 
result of the proposed Project, and the proposed Project would remain subject to all applicable previously 
required mitigation measures from the adopted MND. The proposed Project would not result in any new 
information of substantial importance that would have new, more severe impacts, new mitigation 
measures, or new or revised alternatives from what was identified in the original adopted MND.  
 
Based on the record as a whole, there is no substantial evidence that the proposed Project would result in 
significant environmental impacts not previously studied in the MND and, accordingly, the proposed 
Project changes would not result in any conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. Thus, a 
supplemental or subsequent EIR or MND is not required for the proposed Project. 
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1 Chapter 1 Introduction 
Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (Provost & Pritchard) has prepared this Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) on behalf of the City of Huron (City) to address the environmental effects 
of the Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project (Project or proposed Project). 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Public Resources Code Section 21000 et.seq.  The City is the CEQA lead agency for this proposed Project.   
 
The site and the proposed Project are described in detail in the Chapter 2 Project Description. 

1.1 Regulatory Information 

An Initial Study (IS) is a document prepared by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a 
significant effect on the environment.  In accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 14 (Chapter 3, 
Section 15000, et seq.)-- also known as the CEQA Guidelines-- Section 15064 (a)(1) states that an 
environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared if there is substantial evidence in light of the whole 
record that the proposed Project under review may have a significant effect on the environment and should 
be further analyzed to determine mitigation measures or project alternatives that might avoid or reduce 
project impacts to less than significant levels.  A negative declaration (ND) may be prepared instead if the 
lead agency finds that there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project may have a 
significant effect on the environment.  An ND is a written statement describing the reasons why a proposed 
Project, not otherwise exempt from CEQA, would not have a significant effect on the environment and, 
therefore, why it would not require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15371).  According 
to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a ND or mitigated ND shall be prepared for a project subject to CEQA 
when either: 

a. The IS shows there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the 
proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment, or  

b. The IS identified potentially significant effects, but: 

1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant before the 
proposed MND and IS is released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the 
effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur is prepared, and 

2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the 
proposed Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.   

1.2 Document Format 

This IS/MND contains six chapters and four appendices. Chapter 1 Introduction, provides an overview of 
the proposed Project and the CEQA process.  Chapter 2 Project Description, provides a detailed 
description of proposed Project components and objectives.  Chapter 3 Impact Analysis, presents the 
CEQA checklist and environmental analysis for all impact areas, mandatory findings of significance, and 
feasible mitigation measures.  If the proposed Project does not have the potential to significantly impact a 
given issue area, the relevant section provides a brief discussion of the reasons why no impacts are expected.  
If the proposed Project could have a potentially significant impact on a resource, the issue area discussion 
provides a description of potential impacts, and appropriate mitigation measures and/or permit requirements 
that would reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. Chapter 4 Mitigation Monitoring and 
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Reporting Program (MMRP), provides the proposed mitigation measures, implementation timelines, and 
the entity/agency responsible for ensuring implementation.  

The CalEEMod Output Files, Biological Evaluation, Cultural Resources Inventory and NRCS Soils Report 
are provided as technical Appendix A, Appendix B and Appendix C respectively, at the end of this 
document.   

The analyses of environmental impacts in Chapter 3 Impact Analysis are separated into the following 
categories: 

Potentially Significant Impact.  This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 
significant, and no feasible mitigation measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level.  If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an 
EIR is required. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  This category applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures would reduce an effect from a “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”  
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measure(s), and briefly explain how they would reduce the 
effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be cross-referenced).  

Less Than Significant Impact.  This category is identified when the proposed Project would result in impacts 
below the threshold of significance, and no mitigation measures are required. 

No Impact.  This category applies when a project would not create an impact in the specific environmental 
issue area.  “No Impact” answers do not require a detailed explanation if they are adequately supported by the 
information sources cited by the lead agency, which show that the impact does not apply to the specific 
project (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). 
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2 Chapter 2 Project Description 

2.1 Project Background and Objectives 

 Project Title 

Arroyo Pasajero/Westside Detention Basin Groundwater Recharge Project   

 Lead Agency Name and Address 

City of Huron  
36311 S. Lassen Ave 
Huron, CA 93234 
(559) 945-2241 

 Contact Person and Phone Number 

Lead Agency Contact 
Alfonso Manrique 
alfonso.manrique@am-ce.com  
 
Jack Castro  
jcastro001@yahoo.com  
 
City of Huron  
36311 S. Lassen Ave 
Huron, CA 93234 
(559) 945-2241 

 
CEQA Consultant 
Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group 
Briza Sholars, Environmental Project Manager 
(559) 449-2700  

 Project Location 

The Project is located in south-western portion of Fresno County, central California, approximately 182 miles 
southeast of Sacramento and 82 miles northwest of Bakersfield (see Figure 2-1). The proposed project site is 
located approximately 2 miles east of State Route 269 (SR 269), 2.8 miles south of SR 198, and 6 miles 
northeast of Interstate 5 (I-5) and more specifically, on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 075-380-10ST, 078-020-
54S, 078-041-01S, 078-041-02S, 078-130-29S, 078-130-24ST, 078-130-28ST. See Figure 2-3. 

 Latitude and Longitude 

The approximate location of each Project component are as follows: Pump #1: 36.196125, -120.057209, 
Pump #2: 36.184526, -120.057094, Pump #3: 36.210829, -120.068031. 

mailto:alfonso.manrique@am-ce.com
mailto:jcastro001@yahoo.com
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 General Plan Designation 

The Fresno County General Plan Land Use Designation is Agriculture. The City of Huron General Plan 
Land Use Designation is Public Facility.  

 Zoning 

The Fresno County Zoning designation is AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-Acre Minimum). The City of 
Huron Zoning designation is P-F (Public Facilities). 

 Description of Project 

2.1.8.1 Project Description 

The applicant, Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company proposes to divert water which reaches the Westside 
Detention Basin (WSDB) ponding area along the Aqueduct adjacent to Gale Avenue for the benefit of the 
Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company and the City of Huron for irrigated agriculture, municipal water 
supply, and flood relief by direct diversion and underground storage. Runoff from the Arroyo Pasajero 
Watershed an area of approximately 529 square miles which consists of Los Gatos, Warthan, Jacalitos, and 
Zapato Chino Creeks of drains into the Arroyo Pasajero and then ponds at the WSDB along the westerly 
embankment of the California Aqueduct (Aqueduct or San Luis Canal), north and east of the City of Huron.  
 
The existing facilities are owned by the US Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), the City of Huron, and 
private landowners. Water builds up against the Aqueduct and in the WSDB and then onto the private 
property in Sections 1, 6, 7, and 18 and during large rain events can possibly overflow at Gale Avenue into 
Section 19 (Township 20 South, Range 18 East, M.D.B. & M.). The landowners will manage the water that 
ponds and infiltrates on their property and propose to install up to four portable temporary pumps (totaling 
20 cfs maximum) at the three points of diversion (each approximately 400 square feet) for the distribution of 
water to percolate over additional existing bermed ponding areas. In addition to the pumps, approximately 
6,100 linear feet of temporary, surface pipeline will be used to transport the water. With a 3-foot buffer will 
equate to an approximate 18,300 square feet. The total area will be approximately 0.447 acres. The infiltration 
area is approximately 538 acres and includes agricultural land and the City of Huron percolation ponds.  
Recovery of stored water will be from existing agricultural irrigation wells near the ponded areas for beneficial 
use of irrigated agriculture and municipal water supply with Place of Use of 6,664 acres. See Exhibit for the 
location of facilities and diversion points.  
 
The temporary diversion facilities include a booster pump with a flow rate between 3 and 7 cfs, the pipeline 
will be 10” diameter aluminum pipe, a flow meter meeting the SB88 requirements for reporting under the 
water right.  The suction end will have a screen and a float assembly.   
 
Flooding occurs at the Arroyo Pasajero Creek and Lassen Avenue, and once the WSDB fills, an under 
extremely wet years, the excess water spills over Gale Avenue. The proposed diversion will relieve pressure 
on the WSDB and therefore potentially reducing flooding and associated impacts at main roads used by City 
of Huron residents. 

2.1.8.1 Construction, Operation and Maintenance 

There is no excavation of dirt or construction associated with the project. There are three pump locations 
where temporary portable pumps and pipelines will be placed. There may be minor vegetation removal as 
required.  
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 Surrounding Land Uses and Setting 

The Project site is surrounded by agricultural lands, most of which is currently in production and percolation 
ponds owned by the City of Huron. The Project will take place at three points of diversion (See Figure 2.3). 
Points 1 and 2 are located on privately owned property. Point 3 will be located on property owned by the City 
of Huron. Directly east of the three points is the Westside Detention Basin (WSDB). Beyond the WSDB is 
the California Aqueduct. West of the Project is the City of Huron. The distance of which varies between 
Points 1 and 2 (approximately 1.58 miles), however, Point 3 is within the City’s boundary. North of the 
Project is the Union Pacific Railroad. South of the Project is W. Gale Avenue.  
 
The Project site is zoned as AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-Acre Minimum) by Fresno County and P-F 
(Public Facilities) designated by the City of Huron. The Project is planned as Agriculture by the Fresno 
County General Plan and Public Facilities by the City of Huron General Plan. The majority of neighboring 
properties are also designated Agriculture by Fresno County.  

 Other Public Agencies Whose Approval May Be Required 

• Unites States Bureau of Reclamation  

• City of Huron  

• California Department of Water Resources  

 Consultation with California Native American Tribes 

Assembly Bill 52 (AB 52; codified at Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq.) requires that a lead 
agency, within 14 days of determining that it will undertake a project, must notify in writing any California 
Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the project if that 
Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area.  The notice must briefly 
describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal consultation.  Tribes have 
30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation.  The lead agency then has 30 days to 
initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an agreement regarding necessary 
mitigation or agree that no mitigation is needed, or one or both parties determine that negotiation occurred in 
good faith, but no agreement will be made. 

The City of Huron has not received any written correspondence from a Tribe pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.3.1 requesting notification of proposed projects. All other Tribal correspondence is 
discussed in further detail in Section 3.5 and 3.18 of Chapter 3.   
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Figure 2-1.  Regional Vicinity Map
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Figure 2-2.  Topographic Quadrangle Map  
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Figure 2-3.  Area of Potential Effect.
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as indicated by the 
checklist and subsequent discussion on the following pages. 

 

  Aesthetics   Agriculture Resources   Air Quality 

  Biological Resources   Cultural Resources   Energy 

  Geology/Soils   Greenhouse Gas Emissions   Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

  Hydrology/Water Quality   Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

  Noise   Population/Housing  Public Services 

  Recreation   Transportation/Traffic   Tribal Cultural Resources 

  Utilities/Service Systems   Wildfire   Mandatory Findings of 
significance 

 
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 

 
______________________________________    
Printed Name/Position     
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3 Chapter 3 Impact Analysis 

3.1 Aesthetics 

Table 3-1.  Aesthetics Impacts 

Aesthetics 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significa
nt Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located in the southwestern portion of Fresno County in the Central San Joaquin Valley. Lands 
in the vicinity consist of relatively flat irrigated agricultural land and percolation ponds owned by the City of 
Huron. In Fresno County, a portion of State Route 180 (SR 180) has been officially identified by Caltrans as a 
“designated State Scenic Highway;” however, that segment is approximately 54 miles northeast of the site. 
The Project site is located approximately 11 miles east of the Coastal Range and approximately 52 miles west 
of the foothills of the Sierra Nevada. Neither of these foothills or mountain ranges are typically visible from 
the vantage point of the Project site. Rural roadways, agricultural lands, and regional water distribution canals 
are in the immediate vicinity. The Project will be consistent with the aesthetics of the area. 

3.1.1.1 Local  

City of Huron General Plan1: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies that protect the 
visual character of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) No Impact. The primary scenic vistas in the region is the Coastal Range to the west or the vast expanse of 
agricultural land. The Project will not interfere with public views of either scenic vista during implementation 
or operation as all Project related activity will be restricted to the Project site (Figure 2-3). The Project will 

 
1 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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consist of the installation of four portable temporary pumps and 6,100 linear feet of pipeline (totaling 20 cfs 
maximum) at the three points of diversion for the distribution of water to percolate over additional existing 
bermed ponding areas and percolation ponds (Figure 2-3). Furthermore, the Project site does not stand out 
from its surroundings in any remarkable fashion because the three points of diversion will be approximately 
1,200 square feet and 18,300 square feet of ground disturbance for the temporary above ground pipeline, for 
a total of 19,500 square feet (or 0.45 acres) of ground disturbance. The pumps and above ground pipeline will 
not be permanent. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

b) No Impact. The Scenic Highway Program2 was created to preserve and protect scenic highway corridors 
from change would diminish the aesthetic value of lands adjacent to highways. A highway may be officially 
designated “scenic” depending upon how much of the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic 
quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler’s enjoyment of the 
view.  
 
In Fresno County, a 24-mile segment of State Route 180 located in the eastern portion of Fresno County has 
been officially identified by Caltrans as “designated State Scenic Highway”.3 However, the Project site is 
located approximately 54 miles southwest. Therefore, Project activities would not have the potential to affect 
the scenic highway. There would be no impact.  

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

c) No Impact. The Project site is primarily surrounded by agricultural land and water infrastructure in a non-
urbanized setting. The current visual character of the Project site is primarily agricultural land and percolation 
ponds. The Project will not affect the visual characteristics of the area. Additionally, the Project does not 
conflict with the onsite zoning designation. There will be no impact. 

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

d) No Impact. The Project site is primarily surrounded by agriculture lands. Lighting impacts will be 
negligible because there is no construction proposed. The temporary pumps will be brought to each point of 
diversion and pipes going from the WSDB into the proposed percolation area. If maintenance is to occur, 
vehicular traffic will be limited to on an as-needed basis which will be performed during daylight hours, 
except in an unforeseen emergency situation. Therefore, the Project will not create a new source of 
substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or be inconsistent with 
existing conditions. 
 

 
2 State Scenic Highways 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=SHC&division=1.&title=&part=&chapter=&article= 
Accessed April 30, 2019. 
3 Department of Transportation State Scenic Highway Designation for Fresno County  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/ Accessed April 30, 2019. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayexpandedbranch.xhtml?tocCode=SHC&division=1.&title=&part=&chapter=&article=
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/
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3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Table 3-2.  Agriculture and Forestry Resources Impacts 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located in the California’s Central San Joaquin Valley. Specifically, within an unincorporated 
area in Fresno County. Fresno County is located within California’s agricultural heartland. For crop year 
2016-2017, Fresno County ranked third for the top agricultural counties in the State in the annual market 
value of farm products.4 
 
A wide range of commodities are grown in the county, with major production of milk, poultry, livestock, and 
other animal commodities, row crops, nuts and fruit tree crops, and vegetables. Rich soil, irrigation water, 
Mediterranean climate and steady access to local, national and global markets make this possible.   
 

City of Huron General Plan5: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies that pertain to 
agricultural and forestry resources of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA 
review. 

 
4 USDA. California County Agricultural Commissioners’ Reports 2016-2017. 
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/California/Publications/AgComm/2017/2017cropyearcactb00.pdf Accessed April 30, 2019 
5 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/California/Publications/AgComm/2017/2017cropyearcactb00.pdf%20Accessed
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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 Impact Assessment 

II-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? 

a) No Impact. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program produces maps and statistical data used for 
analyzing impacts to California’s agriculture resources. These maps are updated on a biennial basis with the 
use of a computer mapping system, aerial imagery, public review, and field reconnaissance. The farmland 
maps identify eight land use categories, five of which are agriculture related: prime agriculture, farmland of 
statewide importance, unique farmland, farmland of local importance, and grazing land. The land use 
categories onsite and in the proximity of the Project are summarized below:  

• PRIME FARMLAND (P): Farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain 
long term agricultural production.  This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
produce sustained high yields.  Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the 
four years prior to the mapping date. 

• UNIQUE FARMLAND (U): Farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state's leading 
agricultural crops.  This land is usually irrigated but may include non- irrigated orchards or vineyards as found in some 
climatic zones in California.  Land must have been cropped at some time during the four years prior to the mapping 
date. 

• OTHER LAND (VACANT OR DISTURBED LAND (V): Land not included in any other mapping 
category. Common examples include low density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not 
suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water 
bodies smaller than forty acres.  Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban development and 
greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land. 

As demonstrated in Figure 3-1, the FMMP for Fresno County designates the site of the Project as Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Vacant or Disturbed Land. The intent of the Project will not convert the 
existing agricultural uses that are taking place within the proposed percolation area. Implementation of the 
Project will benefit the nearby agriculture lands by diverting water that has built up within the WSDB into an 
existing bermed ponding areas. Recovery of stored water will be from existing agricultural irrigation wells in 
the vicinity to be used to further irrigate agricultural land and municipal water supply. Also, the Project will 
assist in meeting existing agriculture irrigation demands during the irrigation season when limited surface 
water is available, especially during times of a drought. Please see Figure 3-1 for adjacent properties’ 
Farmland Designations. The Project has been zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-acre minimum) and P-
F (Public Facilities) by the City of Huron. It is designated for Agriculture uses by the Fresno County General 
Plan and Public Facility and Agriculture by the City of Huron General Plan. There will be no impact.  

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

b) No Impact. The Project has been zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-acre minimum) by Fresno 
County and P-F (Public Facilities) by the City of Huron. The Project is located within seven parcels. One of 
the three have a Williamson Act contract. Point of diversion 1 is within the Williamson Act Parcel. The 
footprint will be approximately 400 square feet, which will include the temporary portable pump, temporary 
pipeline (approximately 2,900 linear feet), and appurtenance devices. The Project will not conflict with the 
existing use of the parcel. Implementation of the Project will not result in a conflict with existing zoning for 
the AE-20 zone district or with a Williamson Act contract. There will be no impact.  

II-c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 
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4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 
51104(g))? 

II-d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

c and d) No Impact. There are no forest lands or timberlands within the Project site or vicinity. There will 
be no impact.  

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

e) No Impact. The Project involves the diverting of excess water built up within the WSDB into existing 
bermed ponding areas. The Project includes a maximum of four portable temporary pumps (totaling 20 cfs 
max), temporary above ground aluminum pipelines will be 10 inches in diameter. Pipelines vary from 300 feet 
to 2,900 feet. The approximate area of ground disturbance will be 400 square feet for each pump and 18,300 
square feet for the temporary pipelines. Ground disturbance will be very minimal and only involve placing the 
equipment on the ground, with no grading or digging.  The Project will not result in land use conversion of 
farmland or forest land, either directly or indirectly. There will be no impact.
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Figure 3-1.  Farmland Designation Map
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3.3 Air Quality 

Table 3-3.  Air Quality Impacts 

Air Quality 

Where available, the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality 

management district or air pollution control district 
may be relied upon to make the following 

determinations.  Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of 
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project lies within the eight-county San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB), which is managed by the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). Air quality in the SJVAB is influenced by a variety 
of factors, including topography, local and regional meteorology. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) and California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) have been established for the following 
criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (O3), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), 
particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), and lead (Pb).  The CAAQS also set standards for sulfates (SO4), 
hydrogen sulfide (H2S), vinyl chloride (C2H3Cl) and visibility.  

Air quality plans or attainment plans are used to bring the applicable air basin into attainment with all State 
and Federal ambient air quality standards designed to protect the health and safety of residents within that air 
basin. Areas are classified under the Federal Clean Air Act as either “attainment”, “nonattainment”, or 
“extreme nonattainment” areas for each criteria pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have been achieved 
or not. Attainment relative to the State standards is determined by the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB). The San Joaquin Valley is designated as a State and Federal nonattainment area for O3, a State and 
Federal nonattainment area for PM2.5, a State nonattainment area for PM10, a Federal and State attainment 

area for CO, SO2, and NO2, and a State attainment area for sulfates, vinyl chloride and Pb6. 

 Methodology 

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation Report (Appendix A) was prepared using 
CalEEmod, Version 2016.3.2 for the Project on May 28, 2019. The sections below detail the methodology of 
the air quality and greenhouse gas emissions report and its conclusions.  

 
6 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.  Ambient Air Quality Standards and Valley Attainment Status. 
http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm.   

http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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3.3.2.1 Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions 

Short-term construction emissions associated with the Project were calculated using CalEEmod, Version 
2016.3.2. The emissions modeling includes emissions generated by off-road used to haul the pumps and pipes 
into place and worker commute trips. Emissions were quantified based on anticipated implementation 
schedules provided by the Project applicant (approximately one week). All remaining assumptions were based 
on the default parameters contained in the model. Localized air quality impacts associated with the Project 
would be minor and were qualitatively assessed. Modeling assumptions and output files are included in 
Appendix A. 

3.3.2.2 Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project are estimated to be negligible to minimal in 
nature. Maintenance will be provided on an as needed basis by existing property owners, and the operational 
equipment, up to four temporary portable diesel pumps, are assumed to be permitted already by the Air 
District.  Any operational emissions would be negligible. Modeling assumptions and output files are included 
in Appendix A.  

3.3.2.3 Thresholds of Significance 

To assist local jurisdictions in the evaluation of air quality impacts, the SJVAPCD has published the Guide for 
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts.  This guidance document includes recommended thresholds of 
significance to be used for the evaluation of short-term construction, long-term operational, odor, toxic air 
contaminant, and cumulative air quality impacts. Accordingly, the SJVAPCD-recommended thresholds of 
significance are used to determine whether implementation of the Project would result in a significant air 
quality impact. Projects that exceed these recommended thresholds would be considered to have a potentially 
significant impact to human health and welfare. The thresholds of significance are summarized, as follows: 

Short-Term Emissions of Particulate Matter (PM10):  Construction impacts associated with the proposed 
Project would be considered significant if the feasible control measures for construction in compliance with 
Regulation VIII as listed in the SJVAPCD guidelines are not incorporated or implemented, or if project-
generated emissions would exceed 15 tons per year (TPY).  

Short-Term Emissions of Ozone Precursors (ROG and NOx):  Construction impacts associated with the 
proposed Project would be considered significant if the project generates emissions of Reactive Organic 
Gases (ROG) or NOX that exceeds 10 TPY. 

Long-Term Emissions of Particulate Matter (PM10):  Operational impacts associated with the proposed 
Project would be considered significant if the project generates emissions of PM10 that exceed 15 TPY. 

Long-Term Emissions of Ozone Precursors (ROG and NOx):  Operational impacts associated with the 
proposed Project would be considered significant if the project generates emissions of ROG or NOX that 
exceeds 10 TPY. 

Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Applicable Air Quality Plan: Due to the region’s nonattainment 
status for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, if the project-generated emissions of either of the ozone precursor 
pollutants (i.e., ROG and NOx) or PM10 would exceed the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds, then the 
project would be considered to conflict with the attainment plans. In addition, if the project would result in a 
change in land use and corresponding increases in vehicle miles traveled, the project may result in an increase 
in vehicle miles traveled that is unaccounted for in regional emissions inventories contained in regional air 
quality control plans.  
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Local Mobile-Source CO Concentrations: Local mobile source impacts associated with the Project would be 
considered significant if the project contributes to CO concentrations at receptor locations in excess of the 
CAAQS (i.e. 9.0 ppm for 8 hours or 20 ppm for 1 hour). 

Exposure to toxic air contaminants (TAC) would be considered significant if the probability of contracting 
cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (i.e., maximum individual risk) would exceed 10 in 1 million or 
would result in a Hazard Index greater than 1.  

Odor impacts associated with the Project would be considered significant if the project has the potential to 
frequently expose members of the public to objectionable odors. 

Table 3-4.  Summary of Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Designation 

Summary of Ambient Air Quality Standards & Attainment Designation 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

California Standards* National Standards* 

Concentration* 
Attainment 
Status 

Primary 
Attainment 
Status 

Ozone  
(O3) 

1-hour 0.09 ppm 
Nonattainment/ 
Severe 

– 
No Federal 
Standard 

8-hour 0.070 ppm Nonattainment 0.070 ppm 
Nonattainment 
(Extreme)** 

Particulate Matter  
(PM10) 

AAM 20 μg/m3 
Nonattainment 

– 
Attainment 

24-hour 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5) 

AAM 12 μg/m3 
Nonattainment 

12 μg/m3 
Nonattainment 

24-hour No Standard 35 μg/m3 

Carbon Monoxide  
(CO) 

1-hour 20 ppm 

Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

35 ppm 

Attainment/ 
Unclassified  

8-hour 9 ppm 9 ppm 

8-hour  
(Lake Tahoe) 

6 ppm – 

Nitrogen Dioxide  
(NO2) 

AAM 0.030 ppm 
Attainment 

53 ppb Attainment/ 
Unclassified 1-hour 0.18 ppm 100 ppb 

Sulfur Dioxide  
(SO2) 

AAM – 

Attainment 

-- 

Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

24-hour 0.04 ppm -- 

3-hour – 0.5 ppm 

1-hour 0.25 ppm 75 ppb 

Lead (Pb) 

30-day Average 1.5 μg/m3 

Attainment 

– 

No Designation/ 
Classification 

Calendar Quarter – -- 

Rolling 3-Month 
Average 

– 0.15 μg/m3 

Sulfates (SO4) 24-hour 25 μg/m3 Attainment 

No Federal Standards 

Hydrogen Sulfide 
(H2S) 

1-hour 
0.03 ppm  
(42 μg/m3) 

Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride 
(C2H3Cl) 

24-hour 
0.01 ppm  
(26 μg/m3) 

Attainment 
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Summary of Ambient Air Quality Standards & Attainment Designation 

Pollutant 
Averaging 
Time 

California Standards* National Standards* 

Concentration* 
Attainment 
Status 

Primary 
Attainment 
Status 

Visibility-Reducing 
Particle Matter 

8-hour 

Extinction 
coefficient: 0.23/km-
visibility of 10 miles 
or more due to 
particles when the 
relative humidity is 
less than 70%. 

Unclassified 

* For more information on standards visit: http//www.arb.ca.gov.research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf 
** No Federal 1-hour standard. Reclassified extreme nonattainment for the Federal 8-hour standard May 5, 2010. 
***Secondary Standard 
Source: CARB 2016; SJVAPCD 2016 

3.3.2.4 Local 

City of Huron General Plan7: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding air quality of the City and which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

• Policy AQ-3.4: To assist the City in meeting the clean air quality requirements of the federal and state Clean air Acts, 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District will be consulted to provide community planning guidance to 
help reduce potential air quality impacts. In conformance with State legislation. 

•  

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District: The SJVAPCD is the agency primarily responsible for 
ensuring that NAAQS and CAAQS are not exceeded and that air quality conditions are maintained in the 
SJVAB, within which the proposed Project is located. Responsibilities of the SJVAPCD include, but are not 
limited to, preparing plans for the attainment of ambient air quality standards, adopting and enforcing rules 
and regulations concerning sources of air pollution, issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution, 
inspecting stationary sources of air pollution and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air 
quality and meteorological conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by the CAA and 
the CCAA.  

The SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations that are applicable to the proposed Project include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Thresholds of Significance. Projects that produce emissions 
that exceed the following thresholds shall be considered significant for a project level and/or cumulatively 
considerable impact to air quality. The following thresholds are defined for purposes of determining 
cumulative effects as the baseline for “considerable”. Projects located within the SJVAPCD will be subject to 
the significance thresholds identified in section 3.3.2.3 above. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) No Impact. As noted in Impact Assessments III-b and III-c below, implementation of the Project would 
not result in short-term or long-term increases in emissions that would exceed applicable thresholds of 

 
7 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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significance. Projects that do not exceed the recommended thresholds would not be considered to conflict 
with or obstruct the implementation of applicable air quality plans.  

III-b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard? 

b) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions 

Construction-generated emissions are temporary in duration, lasting less than one year for site preparation 
and implementation of the Project. Project development includes mobilization, site preparation, and 
placement of the pumps and above ground pipeline.  The implementation of the Project would result in the 
temporary generation of emissions associated with motor vehicle exhaust associated with delivery equipment 
and worker trips, as well as the movement of delivery equipment on unpaved surfaces.  

Estimated construction-generated emissions and operational emissions are summarized in Table 3-5 and 
Table 3-6, respectively.  

Table 3-5.  Unmitigated Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Source 

Annual Emissions (Tons/Year) (1) 

ROG NOX  CO PM10 PM2.5 

2020 0.0017 0.0211 0.0102 0.0011 0.0008 

Maximum Annual Proposed Project Emissions: 0.0017 0.0211 0.0102 0.0011 0.0008 

SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds: 10 10 100 15 15 

Exceed SJVAPCD Thresholds? No No No No No 

1. Emissions were quantified using CalEEmod Output Files Version 2016.3.2. Refer to Appendix A for modeling 

results and assumptions. Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

Table 3-6.  Unmitigated Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Long-Term Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Source 

Annual Emissions (Tons/Year) (1) 

ROG NOX  CO PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Annual Project Emissions: 0.0012 0 0 0.0 0.0 

SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds: 10 10 100 15 15 

Exceed SJVAPCD Thresholds? No No No No No 

1. Emissions were quantified using CalEEmod Output Files Version 2016.3.2. Refer to Appendix 
A for modeling results and assumptions. Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

It is important to note that the Project would be required to comply with SJVAPCD Regulation IV, Rule 
4702 Internal Combustion Engines. This rule requires a permit for a stationary internal combustion engine 
rated at least 25 brake horsepower. Mandatory compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII would further 
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reduce emissions of fugitive dust from the Project site, and adequately minimize the Project’s potential to 
adversely affect nearby sensitive receptors to localized PM impacts.  

Given that project-generated emissions would not exceed applicable SJVAPCD significance thresholds and 
the proposed Project would be required to comply with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII and IV, construction-
generated emissions of criteria pollutants would be considered less than significant. 

Long-Term Operational Emissions 
Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project will be minimal as the Project is temporary in 
nature and is anticipated to last approximately six months each year. Maintenance will be provided on an as 
needed basis and the operational equipment, up to four temporary portable diesel pumps (which should 
already be permitted), will result in negligible emissions. Therefore, Project-related impacts to air quality 
would be considered less than significant.   

III-c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

c) Less Than Significant Impact.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Implementation of the Project would not result in the long-term operation of any major onsite stationary 
sources of TACs, nor would Project implementation result in a substantial increase in vehicle trips along area 
roadways, in comparison to existing conditions. However, construction of the Project may result in 
temporary increases in emissions of gasoline or diesel-exhaust particulate matter (DPM) associated with the 
use of off-road vehicles towing the pumps into place. More than 90% of DPM is less than one µm in 
diameter, and thus is a subset of PM2.5.

8  Health-related risks associated with diesel-exhaust emissions are 
primarily associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer. As such, the 
calculation of cancer risk associated with exposure of to TACs are typically calculated based on a long-term 
(e.g., 70-year) period of exposure. The use of diesel-powered construction equipment, however, would be 
temporary and intermittent. Construction activities would consist of towing the pumps with off-road diesel or 
gasoline equipment over an approximate 24-hour period., which would constitute less than 1 percent of the 
typical 70-year exposure period. As a result, exposure to construction generated DPM would not be 
anticipated to exceed applicable thresholds (i.e. incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 in one million).  

The Project is located in the unincorporated area of Fresno County and within the City of Huron. Nearby 
land uses primarily consist of agriculture and percolation ponds owned by the City of Huron. Placement of 
equipment for the Project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in DPM or other TACs. As 
indicated in Table 3-5, construction of the Project would generate maximum unmitigated annual emissions 
of approximately 0.0008 tons/year of PM2.5, which includes DPM. Operational impacts will be minimal due to 
the temporary timeframe associated with the operation of the pumps. Operation of the Project would last 
approximately six months each year.  The Project would only generate emissions from the temporary pumps, 
which are already permitted through the air district.  As shown in  Table 3-6, there would be no other PM2.5 
emissions from the operation of this Project.  Any impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than 
significant.  

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 

Naturally occurring asbestos, which was identified by CARB as a TAC in 1986, is located in many parts of 
California and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock. The Project site is not located near any areas that 
are likely to contain ultramafic rock9.  As a result, risk of exposure to asbestos during the construction process 
would be considered less than significant.  

 
8 CARB. Inhalable Particulate Matter. https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm Accessed April 30, 2019. 
9 Van Gosen, B.S. and J.P. Clinkenbeard. 2011. Report Historic Asbestos Mines, Historic Asbestos Prospects, and Other Natural 
Occurrences of Asbestos in California – California Geological Survey map Sheet 59. United States Geological Survey.  

https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/common-pollutants/pm/pm.htm
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Fugitive Dust 

Placement of the Project equipment would include very minimal ground-disturbing activities which may have 
potential to increased emissions of airborne particulate matter. The Project does not exceed the ground 
disturbance acreage threshold for Regulation VIII (Fugitive Dust Prohibitions). However, the Project will 
implement Best Management Practices would be required to comply with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII 
(Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions). Mandatory compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII would reduce emissions 
of fugitive dust from the Project site.   
 
The Project is located within the unincorporated Fresno County and a portion of the City of Huron. 
Construction of the Project is not anticipated to result in a substantial increase in particulate matter. As 
indicated in Table 3-5 and Table 3-6, respectively, construction of the Project would generate maximum 
unmitigated annual emissions of approximately 0.0011 tons/year of PM10, while operation of the Project 
would generate maximum unmitigated annual emissions of approximately 0.0 tons/year of PM10, both of 
which are below the SJVAPCD’s threshold of significance of 15 tons/year. Project-related impacts to 
sensitive receptors would be less than significant.  

III-d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely 
affecting a substantial number of people? 

d) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in long-term emissions 
of odors. However, construction would involve primarily the use of gasoline or diesel vehicles, that would 
emit exhaust fumes, to tow the pumps into place. Exhaust fumes, particularly diesel exhaust, may be 
considered objectionable by some people. The Project is located within an area dominated by agricultural 
production, which includes the use of diesel-powered equipment and various odorous chemicals on a regular 
basis. Furthermore, there are no sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the proposed Project. Construction 
activities would be short-term in nature. Conditions created by Project-related activities would not vary 
substantially from the baseline conditions routinely experienced onsite and in the vicinity. The temporary 
portable pumps will be operational for a six-month timeframe each year. The operational timeframe may be 
reduced due to the pumps relying on rain and water pooling in the WSDB in order to operate. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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3.4 Biological Resources 

Table 3-7.  Biological Resources Impacts 

Biological Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project site is located in southwest Fresno County within the lower San Joaquin Valley, part of the Great 
Valley of California. The Valley is bordered by the Sierra Nevada Mountain Ranges to the east, the Coast 
Ranges to the west, the Klamath Mountains and Cascade Range to the north, and the Transverse Ranges and 
Mojave Desert to the south.  
 
Like most of California, the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. Summer temperatures often reach above 90 degrees Fahrenheit, and the 
humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit during the day and 
rarely exceed 70 degrees. On average, the Central Valley receives approximately 10 inches of precipitation in 
the form of rainfall yearly, most of which occurs between October and March.  
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The Project’s APE spans three watersheds. The northern portion of the percolation area and diversion point 
No. 3 is located within the Town of Huron-Kings River watershed, Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 
180300120702; the middle portion of the percolation area and diversion point No. 1 is located within  the 
Town of Lemoore-Kings River watershed, HUC: 180300120704; and the southern portion of the percolation 
area and diversion point No. 2 is located within the Frontal Tulare Lake Bed watershed, HUC: 180300122303 
(EPA, 2019).  
 
The Project area is located approximately 0.75 miles west of the California Aqueduct and approximately 3 
miles southeast of Los Gatos Creek (formerly known as Arroyo Pasajero) where it empties into Reclamation’s 
Westside Detention Basin. Los Gatos Creek is a naturally flowing stream which originates in the Diablo 
Mountain Range and flows in eastern direction passing the cities of Coalinga and Huron. Downstream of 
Huron, the incised channel of Los Gatos Creek fans out and enters Westside Detention Basin and then the 
California Aqueduct. There are three main tributaries to the eastern portion of Los Gatos Creek in the 
vicinity of the Project: Warthan Creek, Jacalitos Creek, and Zapato Chino Creek.  
 
The Project lies entirely within the Westside Groundwater Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater 
Basin (DWR, 2019) and within Westlands Water District’s boundaries.  Project areas are predominantly 
surrounded by agricultural lands, ruderal compacted dirt access roads, various excavated canals, basins, and 
dairy lagoons. The northernmost portion of the Project’s APE is bordered by the City of Huron’s wastewater 
treatment facility and associated infrastructure, including various processing ponds.   
 
Pump No. 2 will be located within Westside Detention Basin. The locations of Pumps No. 1 and No. 3 and 
the majority of the proposed percolation areas are composed of various types and stages of agricultural land 
operations. The northernmost proposed percolation area consists of excavated basins associated with the 
adjacent wastewater treatment plant. At the time of the field surveys, these basins were dry and are best 
described as ruderal, non-native grassland. For a complete description of habitats, methodology, list of 
references, and photographs of the Project area, refer to the biological evaluation report in Appendix B.  
 
California contains several “rare” plant and animal species. In this context, “rare” is defined as species known 
to have low populations or limited distributions. As the human population grows, resulting in urban 
expansion which encroaches on the already limited suitable habitat, these sensitive species become 
increasingly more vulnerable to extirpation. State and Federal regulations have provided the CDFW and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) with a mechanism for conserving and protecting the diversity of 
plant and animal species native to California. Numerous native plants and animals have been formally 
designated as “threatened” or “endangered” under state and federal endangered species legislation. Other 
formal designations include “candidate” for listing or “species of special concern” by CDFW. The California 
Native Plant Society (CNPS) has its list of native plants considered rare, threatened, or endangered. 
Collectively these plants and animals are referred to as “special status species.” 

A thorough search of the CNDDB for published accounts of special status plant and animal species was 
conducted for the Huron 7.5-minute quadrangle that contains the Project site in its entirety, and for the 8 
surrounding quadrangles: Harris Ranch, Calflax, Vanguard, Guijarral Hills, Westhaven, Avenal, La Cima, and 
Kettleman City. An official species list was obtained using the USFWS IPaC system for federally listed species 
with potential to be affected by the Project.  

These species, and their potential to occur within the Project area are listed in Table 3-8 and Table 3-9 on 
the following pages. Additionally, Section 7 determinations are made in Appendix B which also contains raw 
data obtained from CNDDB and IPaC. 
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Table 3-8: Special Status Animals with Potential to Occur Onsite or in the Vicinity 

Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
American badger  
(Taxidea taxus) 

CSC Grasslands, savannas, and mountain meadows 
near timberline are preferred. Most abundant 
in drier open spaces of shrub and grassland. 
Burrows in soil. 

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the Project area are 
generally unsuitable for this species. No suitable 
burrows or American badger sign (claw marks, tracks, or 
scat) were observed during the field survey. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species corresponds to an 
undated historic collection from an unknown location in 
the vicinity of Huron, approximately 1 mile west of the 
Project area.  

blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard (Gambelia sila) 

FE, CE, 
CFP 

Inhabits semi-arid grasslands, alkali flats, low 
foothills, canyon floors, large washes, and 
arroyos, usually on sandy, gravelly, or loamy 
substrate, sometimes on hardpan. Often found 
where there are abundant rodent burrows in 
dense vegetation or tall grass. Cannot survive 
on lands under cultivation. Known to bask on 
kangaroo rat mounds and often seeks shelter 
at the base of shrubs, in small mammal 
burrows, or in rock piles. Adults may excavate 
shallow burrows but rely on deeper pre-
existing rodent burrows for hibernation and 
reproduction.  

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the Project area are 
generally unsuitable for this species. The nearest 
observation of this species was recorded within 
undisturbed grassland habitat approximately 10 miles 
west of the Project site.  
 

burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) 

CSC Resides in open, dry annual or perennial 
grasslands, deserts, and scrublands with low 
growing vegetation. Nests 
underground in existing burrows created by 
burrowing mammals, most often ground 
squirrels. 

Possible. The agricultural fields are unsuitable given the 
absence of burrows and the frequent ground 
disturbance associated with disking. Although some 
ground squirrel burrows were observed along the banks 
of the detention basin, the presence of large trees and 
raptor perches makes the site generally unsuitable for 
breeding. However, foraging and breeding habitat was 
observed in the vicinity of the Project, and therefore a 
burrowing owl individual could conceivably pass 
through the Project area or use burrows along the banks 
of Westside Detention Basin as a satellite burrow or as 
wintering habitat. 
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
California red-legged 
frog (Rana draytonii) 

FT Inhabits perennial rivers, creeks, and stock 
ponds with vegetative cover within the Coast 
Range and northern Sierra foothills. 

Absent. The Project area does not provide suitable 
habitat for this species and is outside of its current 
known range. 

California glossy snake 
(Arizona elegans 
occidentalis) 
 

CSC Inhabits arid scrub, rocky washes, grasslands, 
and chaparral. Prefers open areas with loose 
soil for easy burrowing. 

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the Project area are 
unsuitable for this species, and the site is outside of the 
known distribution range. The nearest known 
occurrence was recorded approximately 11.5 miles 
northwest of the Project area in 1946. 

Delta smelt 
(Hypomesus 
transpacificus) 

FT, CE This pelagic and euryhaline species is Endemic 
to the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta, 
upstream through Contra Costa, Sacramento, 
San Joaquin, and Solano Counties.  

Absent. Suitable perennial aquatic habitat for this 
species is absent from the Project area and surrounding 
lands. The Project is outside of the current distribution 
range of this species. 

Fresno kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys 
nitratoides exilis) 

FE, CE An inhabitant of alkali sink open grassland 
environments in western Fresno County. 
Prefers bare, alkaline, clay-based soils subject 
to seasonal inundation with more friable soil 
mounds around shrubs and grasses.  

Absent. The highly disturbed habitats of the Project 
area and surrounding lands are unsuitable for this 
species.   There is one recorded observation of this 
species reported in 1992, approximately 12 miles 
northeast of the Project site at Lemoore Naval Air 
Station. This record corresponds to a known population 
of kangaroo rats initially identified as Fresno kangaroo 
rats, but later thought to be Tipton kangaroo rats 
(USFWS, 2010).  Despite significant efforts, a Fresno 
kangaroo rat has not been trapped since 1992, and this 
species may be extirpated due to loss of habitat and 
fragmentation.  

giant gartersnake 
(Thamnophis gigas) 

FT, CT Occurs in marshes, sloughs, drainage canals, 
irrigation ditches, rice fields, and adjacent 
uplands. Prefers locations with emergent 
vegetation for cover and open areas for 
basking. This species uses small mammal 
burrows adjacent to aquatic habitats for 
hibernation in the winter and to escape from 
excessive heat in the summer.  

Absent. The Project is outside of the accepted 
distribution range of this species. Suitable habitat is 
absent and there have been no recorded observations of 
this species in the Project’s vicinity.   

giant kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys ingens) 

FE, CE Inhabits annual grassland communities with 
few or no shrubs and well-drained, sandy-loam 
soils on gentle slopes. 

Absent. The highly disturbed habitats of the Project 
area and surrounding lands are unsuitable for this 
species.   The Project site is outside of the known 
current distribution range of this species (USFWS, 
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
2010), and there have been no recorded observations of 
this species in the vicinity (CNDDB, 2019).  

loggerhead shrike 
(Lanius ludovicianus) 

CSC Frequents open habitats with sparse shrubs 
and trees, other suitable perches, bare ground, 
and low herbaceous cover. In the Central 
Valley, nests in riparian areas, desert scrub, and 
agricultural hedgerows. 

Possible. Nesting habitat onsite is marginal, at best, but 
suitable perching and foraging habitat is present 
throughout the Project site. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species was reported approximately 
7 miles south of the Project site in an area with water 
storage ponds and similar riparian vegetation.  

long-eared owl (Asio 
otus) 

CSC Frequents dense, riparian and live oak thickets 
near meadow edges, and nearby woodland and 
forest habitats. Also found in dense conifer 
stands at higher elevations. Riparian or other 
thickets with small, densely canopied trees are 
required for roosting and nesting. Feeds 
primarily on small rodents.  

Possible. Nesting habitat onsite is marginal within and 
along the banks of the Westside Detention Basin. 
Foraging habitat in the form of agricultural lands is 
present and numerous rodent burrows were observed. 
The nearest recorded observation of this species was 
reported approximately 11 miles away in the Pleasant 
Valley Ecological Reserve.  

Merlin (Falco 
columbarius) 

CWL Frequents open habitats at low elevation near 
water and tree stands. Feeds primarily on small 
birds. Favors coastlines, lakeshores, and 
wetlands. Dense tree stands close to bodies of 
water are needed for cover. This species does 
not breed in California.  

Likely. There is a recorded observation of this species 
in the Westside Detention Basin adjacent to the Project 
area.  While the species does not breed in California, the 
Project site and surrounding area could serve as suitable 
foraging habitat.  

Nelson’s antelope 
squirrel 
(Ammospermophilus 
nelsoni) 

CT Found in the western San Joaquin Valley on 
dry, sparsely vegetated loamy soils. Relies 
heavily on existing small mammal burrows.  

Unlikely. The nearest known observation of this 
species corresponds to a historic (1893) collection 
mapped in the general vicinity of Huron. A recent 
(1993) observation of this species is mapped in annual 
grassland habitat approximately 10 miles southwest of 
the project site in the Guijarral Hills area. Although the 
Project is located within its historic range, this species 
has been nearly eliminated from the floor of the Tulare 
Basin. The habitats of the Project area are frequently 
disturbed by agricultural practices, which likely also 
involve the use of rodenticides. Ground squirrel 
burrows were abundant throughout most of the 
surveyed areas. California ground squirrels have a 
propensity to inhabit disturbed lands and displace 
smaller fossorial species, such as the giant kangaroo rat 
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
and antelope squirrel. Harris and Stearns (1991) 
concluded that “on small habitat fragments surrounded 
by disturbed or agricultural lands, the potential for 
California ground squirrels to have a negative impact on 
antelope squirrels may be significant.” 

San Joaquin coachwhip 
(Masticophis flagellum 
ruddocki) 

CSC Found in open dry habitats with little or no 
tree cover in valley grassland and saltbush 
scrub communities in the San Joaquin Valley. 
Relies on mammal burrows for refuge and 
oviposition sites.  

Unlikely. This species was observed in 2008 within the 
Westside Detention Basin, approximately 3 miles 
northwest of the Project area. Small mammal burrows 
are abundant throughout the site. However, according 
to californiaherps.com (2019), this species is thought to 
be sensitive to disturbance and does not persist in 
cultivated areas. Therefore, the Project areas, which are 
frequently disturbed by intensive agricultural practices, 
are generally unsuitable for this species.   

San Joaquin kit fox 
(Vulpes macrotis 
mutica) 

FE, CT Underground dens with multiple entrances in 
alkali sink, valley grassland, and woodland in 
valleys and adjacent foothills. 

Possible. In the past 25 years, there have only been two 
recorded observations of this species in the vicinity of 
the Project. One of these observations was reported 10 
miles west of the Project site and the other was recorded 
15 miles south of the site. There are several historic 
(pre-1994) recorded observations of this species in the 
vicinity of the Project, especially along the California 
Aqueduct. The California Aqueduct runs along the east 
side of the Westside Detention Basin adjacent to the 
project site, and special status mammals, such as the San 
Joaquin kit fox, could use the aqueduct as a movement 
corridor. Portions of the Project area contained ground 
squirrels and burrows; however, frequent disturbance 
onsite would likely discourage habitation within the 
Project area. This species is highly mobile, and a kit fox 
individual could pass through the Project area during 
dispersal or mating movements or use the site for 
nocturnal foraging.  The Project site is approximately 30 
miles south-southeast of the nearest Core population in 
the Ciervo-Panoche Natural Area.  
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
short-nosed kangaroo 
rat (Dipodomys 
nitratoides brevinasus)  

CSC Burrows in soil. Often found in grassland and 
shrubland. 

Absent. The highly disturbed habitats of the Project 
area are generally unsuitable for this species. The nearest 
recorded observation occurred approximately 9 miles 
southwest from the Project site in grassland habitat of 
the Guijarral Hills area. Brylski (1998) noted that 
extensive loss of habitat in the San Joaquin Valley has 
been primarily attributed to agricultural production. 
Therefore, a population of this species is unlikely to 
persist on cultivated lands.  

Swainson’s hawk 
(Buteo swainsoni) 

CT Nests in large trees in open areas adjacent to 
grasslands, grain or alfalfa fields, or livestock 
pastures suitable for supporting rodent 
populations. 

Present. Swainson’s Hawks were observed onsite 
during field visits conducted in April, May, and July of 
2019. Several inactive raptor nests were observed 
adjacent to the Project area in cottonwood trees along 
the Westside Detention Basin. Foraging habitat is 
present throughout the surveyed Project areas in the 
form of agricultural lands, and there are several recorded 
nest trees in the vicinity.  

Temblor legless lizard 
(Anniella alexanderae) 

CSC Found primarily underground, burrowing in 
loose, sandy soil. Forages in loose soil and leaf 
litter during the day. Occasionally observed on 
the surface at dusk and night. 

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats onsite are generally 
unsuitable for this species. The agricultural parcels are 
disked at least twice per year for weed abatement. 
However, the moist soils associated with the Westside 
Detention Basin may provide marginal habitat for this 
species. An observation of this species occurred in 2017 
in a decommissioned oil field 11 miles west-southwest 
of the Project site.  

Tipton kangaroo rat 
(Dipodomys 
nitratoides nitratoides) 

FE, CE Burrows in soil. Often found in grassland and 
shrubland. 

Absent. The disturbed habitats of the Project area are 
generally unsuitable for this species. The Project site is 
outside of the known current distribution range of this 
species (USFWS, 2010). The only observation of this 
species in the vicinity corresponds to a 1951 collection 
and is mapped approximately 13 miles south of the 
Project site. Portions of the Project area contained 
rodent burrows, most of which appeared to be of murid 
origin.  No typical burrow precincts or mounds 
indicative of kangaroo rats were observed and no tracks 
or tail drags were observed.  
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
tricolored blackbird 
(Agelaius tricolor) 

CCE, CSC Nests colonially near fresh water in dense 
cattails or tules, or in thickets of riparian 
shrubs. Forages in grassland and cropland. 
Large colonies are often found on dairy farm 
forage fields. 

Possible. Suitable nesting habitat was absent from the 
Project area at the time of the field surveys; however, 
foraging habitat was present in the form of agricultural 
lands. Furthermore, one of the agricultural parcels 
within the Project’s APE could be considered suitable 
nesting habitat if it were planted in triticale or another 
forage crop.   

Tulare grasshopper 
mouse (Onychomys 
torridus tularensis) 

CSC Typically inhabit arid shrubland communities 
in hot, arid grassland and shrubland 
associations. Diet consists almost exclusively 
of arthropods.  

Absent. There have been no recorded observations of 
this species in the last 80 years in the vicinity of the 
Project. Although the Project is located within the 
historic range of this species, the Tulare grasshopper 
mouse is thought have been extirpated from the Valley 
floor.  

vernal pool fairy shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

FT Occupies vernal pools, clear to tea-colored 
water, in grass or mud-bottomed swales, and 
basalt depression pools. 

Absent. Suitable vernal pool habitat for this species is 
absent from the Project area and surrounding lands. The 
Project area is subject to frequent ground disturbance 
and therefore generally unsuitable for this species. There 
are no recorded observations of this species in the 
Project area or the Westside Detention Basin.  

western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis 
californicus) 

CSC Found in open, arid to semi-arid habitats, 
including dry desert washes, flood plains, 
chaparral, oak woodland, open ponderosa pine 
forest, grassland, and agricultural areas, where 
it feeds on insects in flight. Roosts most 
commonly in crevices in cliff faces, but may 
also use high buildings and tunnels. 

Possible. Roosting habitat is absent from the Project 
area and surrounding lands; however, the Project area 
could be used for nocturnal foraging. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species was reported 
approximately 4 miles west of the Project site. 

western spadefoot 
(Spea hammondii) 

CSC Prefers open areas with sandy or gravelly soils, 
in a variety of habitats including mixed 
woodlands, grasslands, coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands, river 
floodplains, alluvial fans, playas, alkali flats, 
foothills, and mountains. Vernal pools or 
temporary wetlands, lasting a minimum of 
three weeks, which do not contain bullfrogs, 
fish, or crayfish are necessary for breeding. 

Possible. Vernal pools and suitable breeding habitat 
were absent from the Project area at the time of the 
field survey. Portions of the Project area contained 
rodent burrows which could potentially be used for 
aestivation; however, the agricultural lands are 
frequently disked and subject to disturbance which 
makes the site generally unsuitable for this species. 
There are several recent observations of this species 
reported within the northernmost portion of the 
Westside Detention Basin, and seasonal pools created 
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Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
by uneven topography in the basin may provide suitable 
breeding habitat.   

yellow-headed 
blackbird 
(Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus) 

CSC Nests colonially in dense emergent wetland 
thickets (often cattails or tules; rarely willows) 
over water. Nests, roosts, and forages in fresh 
emergent wetland. Also forages in open fields 
but prefers moist ground.  

Possible. Suitable nesting habitat was not observed 
during the field surveys; however, marginal foraging was 
present in the form of agricultural fields, and higher 
quality habitat may exist when detention basins are full.  

Explanation of Occurrence Designations and Status Codes 

Present:  Species observed on the site at time of field surveys or during recent past 
Likely:    Species not observed on the site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis 
Possible:   Species not observed on the site, but it could occur there from time to time 
Unlikely:   Species not observed on the site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient 
Absent:   Species not observed on the site, and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered    CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened    CT California Threatened 
FPE Federally Endangered (Proposed)   CCT California Threatened (Candidate) 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)    CFP California Fully Protected 
FC Federal Candidate    CSC California Species of Special Concern   
CWL California Watch List 

CCE California Endangered (Candidate) 
CR California Rare 

CNPS Listing 
1A Plants Presumed Extirpated in California  2A Plants Presumed Extirpated in 
1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in  California, but more common elsewhere 

California and elsewhere    2B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California, but  
more common elsewhere
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Table 3-9: Special Status Plants with Potential to Occur Onsite or in the Vicinity 

Species Status Habitat Occurrence on Project Site  
brittlescale (Atriplex 
depressa) 

CNPS 1B Found in the San Joaquin Valley and 
Sacramento Valley in alkali or clay soils in 
shadescale scrub, valley grassland, alkali sink, 
and riparian communities at elevations below 
1050 feet. Equally likely to occur in wetlands 
and non-wetlands. Blooms June – October. 

Absent. The disturbed habitats of the Project areas are 
unsuitable for this species. One observation of these 
species occurred 19 years ago approximately 9 miles 
southwest of the project site in the annual grassland 
habitat of the Guijarral Hills area.  

California jewelflower 
(Caulanthus 
californicus) 

FE, CE, 
CNPS 1B 

Found in the San Joaquin Valley and Western 
Traverse Ranges. Occurs on flats and slopes, 
generally in non-alkaline grassland at elevations 
between 230 feet and 3280 feet. Blooms 
February – April. 

Absent. Suitable habitat required by this species is 
absent from the Project area. All of the recorded 
occurrences of this species in the vicinity of the Project 
have been updated to extirpated or possibly extirpated 
due to conversion of land to agriculture.   

Kern mallow 
(Eremalche parryi ssp. 
kernensis) 

FE, CNPS 
1B 

Found on open, dry, sandy to clay soils, usually 
within valley saltbush scrub at elevations 
between 325 – 3300 feet. Blooms March – May.  

Absent. The disturbed habitats of the Project areas are 
unsuitable for this species. The Project is near or 
outside of the elevational range for this species.  There 
have been no observations of this species in the 
vicinity in over 30 years.  

Lemmon’s jewelflower 
(Caulanthus lemmonii) 

CNPS 1B Found in the San Joaquin Valley, San Francisco 
Bay Area, and the South Coast Ranges in 
pinyon and juniper woodland and valley and 
foothill grassland habitats at elevations between 
250 feet and 5000 feet. Blooms March – May. 

Absent. The disturbed habitats of the Project areas are 
unsuitable for this species. Average precipitation and 
temperature ranges in the area are outside the preferred 
conditions of the species. There have been no 
observations of this species in 50 years. 

San Joaquin 
woollythreads 
(Monolopia congdonii) 

FE, CNPS 
1B 

Occurs in the San Joaquin Valley in sandy soils 
in shadescale shrub and grasslands at elevations 
between 300 feet and 2300 feet. Found 
primarily in non-wetlands, but occasionally 
found in wetlands. Blooms February – May. 

Absent. Habitats required by this species are absent 
from the Project area and surrounding lands. The 
Project site is near or outside of the elevational range 
for this species. The nearest observation of this species 
corresponds to a historic (1893) collection. The status 
of this observation has been updated to “possibly 
extirpated” due to urbanization and agriculture. The 
observation notes that no suitable habitat remains in 
the vicinity of Huron.   
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Explanation of Occurrence Designations and Status Codes 

Present:  Species observed on the site at time of field surveys or during recent past 
Likely:    Species not observed on the site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a 
regular basis 
Possible:   Species not observed on the site, but it could occur there from time to time 
Unlikely:   Species not observed on the site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, 
as a transient 
Absent:   Species not observed on the site, and precluded from occurring there due to absence of 
suitable habitat 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered    CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened    CT California Threatened 
FPE Federally Endangered (Proposed)   CCT California Threatened (Candidate) 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)    CFP California Fully Protected 
FC Federal Candidate    CSC California Species of Special Concern 
CWL California Watch List    CCE California Endangered (Candidate) 
CR California Rare 

CNPS Listing 
1A Plants Presumed Extirpated in California  2A Plants Presumed Extirpated in 
1B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in  California, but more common elsewhere 

California and elsewhere    2B Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered 
in California, but      more common elsewhere  

3.4.1.1 Local  

City of Huron General Plan10: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies that 
protect biological resources of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA 
review: 

• Protect natural resources including wildlife natural habitats and ecosystems, natural-pristine vegetation areas, 
groundwater, soils, and air quality to meet the needs of present and future generations. 

• Promote biological diversity and the use of plant species compatible with the bio-region. 

• Areas that have unusually high value for fish and wildlife propagation should be preserved in a natural state to the 
maximum possible extent. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  

 
10 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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Species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations by CDFW or USFWS that have the potential to be impacted by the Project are identified below 
with corresponding mitigation measures. 

For the purposes of this Project and implementation of mitigation measures, the term “construction” or 
“construction activities” refers to staging, mobilization, vegetation removal or trimming, pump placement, 
pipeline placement, pump removal, and pipeline removal.  For example, a “pre-construction survey” would 
refer to a survey conducted prior to the placement of the pump and again prior to the removal of the pump 
and pipeline. In addition to surveying the areas directly adjacent to the pumps and pipelines, the first survey 
would also cover the proposed percolation areas in order to reduce the Project’s potential flood-related 
impacts to species that could be inhabiting the agricultural fields.  

Project-Related Impacts to Nesting Raptors, Migratory Birds, and Special Status Birds  
The biological evaluation determined that the Project area contains suitable nesting and/or foraging habitat 
for a variety of avian species. The Project involves minor vegetation management activities over an area of 
approximately 100 square feet for the installation of Pump No. 2 and the associated pipeline which will run 
from the interior of Westside Detention Basin over the berm and into the fields to the west. The Project does 
not involve the removal of any trees. Some shrubs and herbaceous vegetation may be cut back to make room 
for the placement of one of the pumps and some herbaceous vegetation may be flattened by pipeline 
placement. Vegetation impacts will likely be temporary given the weedy nature of the majority of the plant 
species observed onsite. Flooded fields could potentially be considered a temporary reduction in nesting or 
foraging habitat. However, the site is already subject to seasonal flooding, and therefore conditions created by 
implementation of the Project would be unchanged from existing conditions. For these reasons, loss of 
nesting and/or foraging habitat would not be considered a potentially significant impact.   

The biological evaluation lists several avian species with potential to nest onsite, including the special status 
Swainson’s hawk. Refer to the biological evaluation report in Appendix B for a complete list of findings and 
an explanation of occurrence determinations. Although activities related to the placement of the pumps and 
pipelines would represent a low level of disturbance when compared to intensive agricultural practices 
regularly occurring onsite, the Project does have potential to disturb or disrupt nesting birds in the vicinity. In 
addition, water diversion activities could potentially food nests of ground nesting birds, resulting in 
reproductive failure. Project activities that adversely affect the nesting success of raptors and migratory birds 
or result in the mortality of individual birds constitutes a violation of State and federal laws and is considered 
a significant impact.  

Swainson’s hawks were observed onsite and in the vicinity from April through July of 2019; therefore, it can 
be assumed that this species breeds and forages in the vicinity, presumably within the Westside Detention 
Basin. Several inactive large stick nests were observed within cottonwood trees, and this species is known to 
exhibit nest site fidelity. Although focused surveys for this species were not conducted according to the 
Swainson Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting 
Surveys in California’s Central Valley (2000), it can be concluded that the site and adjacent lands contain potential 
nest trees. Swainson’s hawks have adapted to urban and agricultural environments and have subsequently 
become relatively tolerant of human disturbance in these areas.  However, it has been noted that individuals 
of this species remain sensitive to changes in typical activity patterns, such as a new commotion in a 
previously undisturbed location. Since the Project does not include “intensive new disturbances” or propose 
activities involving “disturbance that is greater than or significantly different from the daily norm,” according 
to CDFW guidance in Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the 
Central Valley of California (1994) and the Swainson Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s Recommended Timing and 
Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (2000), the Project has low potential 
to cause nest abandonment or forced fledging. Regardless, at least one survey should be conducted by a 
qualified biologist for nesting birds, including Swainson’s hawks prior to pump and pipeline placement and 
removal activities if these activities must occur in the nesting season. As these activities do not involve 



  Chapter Three:  Impact Analysis 

Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project 

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group • February 2020 3-26 

ground disturbance or the use of heavy equipment, even if an active nest is located in the vicinity, the 
probability of the Project resulting in significant disturbance to nesting birds is generally low; however, this 
probability increases as the distance from the activity to the nest location decreases. When complete 
avoidance is not feasible, nest monitoring during construction activities may be beneficial in ensuring 
reproductive success.   

Nesting bird season is generally accepted as February 1 through August 31; however, Swainson’s hawk 
nesting season is generally accepted as March 1 through September 15. For simplicity, these timeframes have 
been combined.  
 
Implementation of the following measures, will reduce potential impacts to nesting raptors, migratory birds, 
and most special status birds, including Swainson’s hawk to a less than significant level, and will ensure 
compliance with State and federal laws protecting these avian species. These mitigation measures were 
derived and adapted from CDFW’s Staff Guidance Regarding Avoidance of Impacts to Tricolored Blackbird Breeding 
Colonies on Agricultural Fields (2015), CDFW’s Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks 
(Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California (1994), and the Swainson Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s 
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley (2000). 
Potential Project-related impacts to burrowing owl will be discussed separately, below.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (Avoidance): The Project’s construction activities shall occur, if 
feasible, between September 16 and January 31 (outside of nesting bird season) in an effort to avoid 
impacts to nesting birds.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b (Nesting Bird Survey): If activities must occur within nesting bird 
season (February 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for 
active nests and breeding colonies within 30 days prior to the start of construction. The survey shall 
include the diversion points, pipeline locations, and proposed percolation areas, as well as 
surrounding lands within 0.5 mile. If no active nests or breeding colonies are observed, no further 
mitigation is required. Raptor nests are considered “active” upon the nest-building stage.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c (Establish Buffers): On discovery of any active nests or breeding 
colonies near work areas, the biologist shall determine appropriate construction setback distances 
based on applicable CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines and/or the biology of the species in question. 
Specifically, a 300-foot disturbance-free buffer shall be implemented around breeding colonies of 
tricolored blackbird, and a 0.5-mile disturbance-free buffer shall be implemented around active 
Swainson’s hawk nests, if feasible. Construction buffers shall be identified with flagging, fencing, or 
other easily visible means, and shall be maintained until the biologist has determined that the 
nestlings have fledged.  

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d (Nest Monitoring): If an active Swainson’s hawk nest is observed 
within 0.5 mile of the work area and avoidance is not feasible, a qualified biologist shall be present 
onsite during construction activities to monitor the bird and nest site for signs of disturbance. If any 
signs of disturbance are observed, the biological monitor shall stop construction and contact the local 
CDFW office.  

Project-Related Impacts to Burrowing Owl 
The biological evaluation determined that the Project area provides suitable wintering habitat for the special 
status burrowing owl, and this species has been observed in the vicinity. Water diversion activities could 
potentially flood ground nests or burrows, adversely impacting reproductive success. Mitigation Measures BIO-
1a through BIO-1c will help to ensure reproductive success and reduce impacts to most avian species, including 
ground-nesting birds, to a less than significant level. However, given their semi-fossorial nature, extra care 
should be taken to ensure protection of burrowing owls prior to water diversion activities.  
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Implementation of the following measures, derived from the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation, will reduce potential impacts to burrowing owls to a less than significant level, and will ensure 
compliance with State and federal laws protecting this species.  
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1e (Pre-construction Take Avoidance Survey): A qualified biologist 
shall conduct a pre-construction take avoidance survey for burrowing owls and suitable burrows, in 
accordance with CDFW’s Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012), within 30 days prior to 
the start of construction activities. The survey shall include the diversion points, pipeline locations, and 
proposed percolation areas containing suitable habitat, as well as surrounding lands within 500 feet. If 
no burrowing owl individuals or suitable burrows are observed, no further mitigation is required.  

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1f (Avoidance): If an active burrowing owl burrow is detected, the 
occurrence shall be reported to the local CDFW office and the CNDDB, and disturbance-free buffers 
shall be implemented in accordance with CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, as 
outlined in the table below: 

Location Time of Year Level of Disturbance 

Low Medium High 

Nesting sites April 1 – August 15 200 meters 500 meters 500 meters 

Nesting sites August 16 – October 15 200 meters 200 meters 500 meters 

Nesting sites October 16 – March 31 50 meters 100 meters 500 meters 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1g (Consultation with CDFW and Passive Relocation): If avoidance 
of an active burrowing owl burrow is not feasible, CDFW shall be immediately consulted to determine 
the best course of action, which may include passive relocation during non-breeding season. Passive 
relocation and/or burrow exclusion shall not take place without coordination with CDFW and 
preparation of an approved exclusion and relocation plan.  

Project-Related Impacts to Western Spadefoot 

Although typical vernal pool breeding habitat was not observed within Project areas during the field survey or 
any of the site visits, western spadefoot breeding pools reportedly occur within the northern portion of the 
Westside Detention Basin, and portions of the Project area provide limited marginal upland habitat for this 
species. In the spring months, as the detention basin dries out, shallow pools suitable for breeding likely form 
in the uneven topography. The proposed percolation area consists of agricultural fields that are disked and 
cultivated several times per year, making them generally unsuitable for this species. However, rodent burrows 
were observed along some portions of the banks of the Westside Detention Basin which could potentially be 
used for aestivation; although, it seems unlikely that a rodent or a western spadefoot would inhabit a burrow 
in an area already subject to seasonal inundation.  Furthermore, Project activities would typically be expected 
to occur when the detention basin is full of water and would be unsuitable as breeding habitat for this species.  
Although it seems unlikely, western spadefoot individuals could be injured or killed by vehicles or equipment 
onsite and a population could be directly impacted by Project activities if a pump were placed in a breeding 
pool.  

Implementation of the following measure will reduce potential impacts to western spadefoot to a less than 
significant level and will ensure compliance with State and federal laws protecting this species.  
 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Pre-construction Survey): A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction take avoidance survey for western spadefoot within 30 days prior to the start of 
construction activities. The survey shall include the diversion points, pipeline locations, and 
surrounding areas within 500 feet in order to ensure the Project does not directly impact western 
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spadefoot individuals or breeding pools. If western spadefoot individuals or occupied breeding pools 
are detected, the biologist will contact te local CDFW office for information on how to proceed.   

Project-Related Impacts to San Joaquin Kit Fox 

The majority of the Project area consists of frequently disked and cultivated agricultural lands, which are 
generally unsuitable for occupation by San Joaquin kit foxes.  However, portions of the site, particularly the 
berms along Westside Detention Basin could be used as a movement corridor between fragmented patches of 
marginally suitable habitat and foraging grounds.  

Although the Project does not involve grading, excavation, or other activities typically associated with ground 
disturbance, kit fox individuals could be injured or killed by Project vehicles while passing through the site. 
Furthermore, in the unlikely event that a kit fox den was located within the proposed percolation area during 
diversion activities, a natal pupping den could be flooded. Projects that result in the injury or mortality of 
special status species are considered a violation of State and federal laws and are considered a potentially 
significant impact.  

Implementation of the following measures will reduce potential impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox to a less 
than significant level and will ensure compliance with State and federal laws protecting this species by 
avoiding any form of “take.” These measures were derived from guidance provided in the USFWS 2011 
Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance. However, 
many of the Standardized Recommendations were edited and revised in order to remove those irrelevant to 
the Project and to make measures more feasible and enforceable prior to inclusion in this document as 
mitigation measure BIO-3b below. Implementation of the following site- and Project-specific mitigation 
measures will ensure adequate protection of this species from Project-related impacts. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3a (Pre-Construction Survey): A qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction take avoidance survey for San Joaquin kit fox within 30 days prior to the start of 
construction activities. The survey shall include the diversion points, pipeline locations, and proposed 
percolation areas containing suitable habitat, as well as surrounding lands within 200 feet. If an active 
kit fox den is detected within or adjacent to the Project area, construction will be delayed, and 
CDFW and USFWS shall be consulted to determine the best course of action. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3b (Avoidance and Minimization): The Project shall observe the 
following avoidance and minimization measures:   

• Construction activities and routine maintenance traffic shall be limited to daylight hours. 

• Project-related vehicles shall observe a 20-mph speed limit in all Project areas. 

• Pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4-inches or greater that are stored 
overnight shall be thoroughly inspected for kit foxes before the pipe is subsequently capped, 
used or moved. Alternatively, pipes with a diameter of 4-inches or greater that are left onsite 
shall be immediately capped or covered with a mesh or wire barrier to exclude kit foxes from 
entering the pipes. 

• During construction activities, all food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, 
and food scraps shall be disposed of in closed containers and removed from the site daily.  

• Project-related personnel shall be prohibited from carrying firearms onsite. 

• Project-related personnel shall be prohibited from bringing pets (domestic dogs and cats) 
onsite. 

• Prior to construction activities, construction personnel shall be given an educational 
pamphlet which they are required to read. The pamphlet will be prepared by a qualified 
biologist and will include, at a minimum, the following information: 1) a description and 
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photograph of the San Joaquin kit fox; 2) a discussion of habitat requirements and reported 
occurrences of this species in the Project’s vicinity; 3) a description of the various State and 
federal regulations protecting this species and the potential penalties for violation; 4) a list of 
measures being taken to reduce the Project’s potential impacts to this species; and 5) the 
name and contact information for the Project’s representative who will handle reporting of 
inadvertent injury or mortality of this species to the appropriate regulatory agencies. 

 
Mitigation Measure BIO-3c (Mortality Reporting): The Sacramento Field Office of USFWS and 
the Fresno Field Office of CDFW will be notified in writing within three working days in the case of 
the accidental death or injury to a San Joaquin kit fox during construction. Notification must include 
the date, time, and location of the incident and any other pertinent information.  

Project-Related Impacts to Roosting Bats and/or Special Status Bat Species 

The cottonwood trees along the banks of Westside Detention Basin could serve as suitable roosting habitat 
for a variety of small bat species. Project-related impacts to roosting bats could be deemed a potentially 
significant impact as it may be considered impeding the use of native wildlife nursery sites.  However, the 
Project does not involve the removal of any trees and the construction activities consist of the seasonal 
placement of pumps and pipeline. The Project does not involve any ground disturbance or use of heavy 
equipment. Project-related activities are temporary in nature and the potential for disturbance to wildlife is 
low. The Project is located in an area frequently disturbed by activities related to agricultural production. The 
pumps and pipelines have been in use for at least the past two years, and implementation of this Project 
would not be expected to result in an increase in disturbance onsite. Furthermore, although Project timing is 
dependent on seasonal rainfall, activities generally occur during the winter or early-spring months outside of 
the typical reproductive season for breeding bats. Therefore, impacts to roosting bats would be considered 
less than significant.  

The riparian habitat and agricultural fields onsite could serve as nocturnal foraging habitat for a variety of bat 
species, including regionally occurring special status bats such as the western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis 
californicus). If a western mastiff bat were foraging onsite during construction, an individual could be injured or 
killed by vehicles or equipment onsite. However, implementation of mitigation measure BIO-3b which 
requires construction activities be restricted to daylight hours and imposes a 20-mph speed limit, would 
reduce potential impacts to foraging bats to a less than significant level. No additional mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

IV-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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

b) Less Than Significant Impact.  Riparian habitat is present within the Westside Detention Basin. There 
are no CNDDB-mapped “natural communities of special concern,” however, if the Project were to result in a 
loss of riparian habitat, it would be considered a significant impact. The Project does not involve the removal 
of any trees or shrubs, although an area of approximately 100 square feet of rough cocklebur (Xanthium 
strumarium) will be trimmed to facilitate placement of Pump No. 2. Vegetation will likely re-generate rather 
quickly given the weedy nature of the ground cover onsite and would not constitute a substantial loss of 
breeding or foraging habitat for native wildlife. Therefore, impacts to riparian vegetation will be temporary 
and less than significant in nature.  

The Project does involve the diversion of excess floodwater from the Westside Detention Basin onto 
adjacent farmland at a greater rate than what occurs naturally each year. However, the rate at which the water 
is diverted, and the total amount allowed to be diverted from the riparian detention basin is set by the State 
Water Resources Control Board.  Furthermore, the Project proponent will notify CDFW of the proposed 
diversion activities pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. If CDFW determines 
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that the activity may adversely affect fish and wildlife resources, including riparian habitat, a Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement will be prepared. Such an agreement typically stipulates that certain 
measures will be implemented to protect the habitat values of the lake or drainage in question. This ensures 
that the Project will not result in a significant impact to riparian habitat.  

IV-c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

c) Less Than Significant Impact.  The Project involves the controlled diversion of excess floodwater water 
from Westside Detention Basin onto adjacent agricultural lands. Although Westside Detention Basin does 
not appear to be a naturally occurring river, lake, or stream, it receives water from Los Gatos Creek. 
Historically, CDFW has claimed jurisdiction over activities occurring within Westside Detention Basin, 
including the diversion of water. In accordance with Sections 1601 and 1602 of the California Fish and Game 
Code, the Project proponent is currently in the process of submitting a Notification of Lake or Streambed 
Alteration (LSA) to CDFW.  If CDFW determines that the activity may adversely affect fish and wildlife 
resources, a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement will be prepared. Such an agreement typically stipulates 
that certain measures will be implemented to protect the habitat values of the lake or drainage in question.    

The Project does not propose activities anticipated to affect water quality. As previously discussed, the Project 
has been diverting water at the same locations for the past two years under temporary permits provided by the 
State Water Resources Control Board. Water Quality Certifications and USACE permits have not been required 
for the Project in the past, and therefore, it can be assumed that a Water Quality Certification and USACE 
permit would also not be required for the ongoing diversion of water. Although significant impacts are not 
anticipated, if it is determined that the Project requires additional permits regarding potential impacts to 
jurisdictional waters or water quality, the Project proponent will be required to obtain the appropriate permits 
from applicable regulatory agencies and abide by conditions contained within said permits.  

IV-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? 

d) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  As discussed above, potential Project-
related impacts to bat nursery sites were determined to be unlikely and less than significant in nature, and 
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1a through BIO-1g would reduce potential Project-related 
impacts to migratory birds and nesting birds to a less than significant level.   

Since the percolation areas already experience seasonal inundation and a significant amount of ground 
disturbance year-round related to agriculture, semi-fossorial mammals, like the San Joaquin kit fox or 
common lagomorphs would be deterred from denning in these areas. Therefore, the Project would not be 
expected to impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites in the form of potential dens or burrows.  
However, in the unlikely event a San Joaquin kit fox were denning within the Project area, potential Project-
related impacts would be avoided by implementing mitigation measures BIO-3a and BIO-3b listed above. 

Perennial water features are absent from the Project area; therefore, implementation of the Project will not 
interfere with the movement of native or migratory fish. The percolation areas are subject to frequent ground 
disturbance related to agricultural production and seasonal inundation, and consequently are not likely to 
serve as an important link or provide connectivity between patches of habitat for breeding, foraging, or 
migration. However, the banks of the Westside Detention Basin and the associated riparian habitat could 
function marginally as a movement corridor for some native wildlife species.  

As mentioned above, the Project involves the placement of temporary pumps and the controlled diversion of 
excess floodwater onto adjacent agricultural lands that are already subject to seasonal inundation. In addition 
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to being temporary, Project activities are essentially unchanged from baseline conditions onsite. Therefore, 
implementation of the Project would not impede the use of the banks of the detention basin or any other 
portion of the site as a movement corridor.   

Any Project impacts to the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species would be 
mitigated to a less than significant level with incorporation of mitigation measures BIO-1a through BIO-1g, 
and BIO-3a and BIO-3b, as detailed in IV-c above. 

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

IV-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? 

e-f) No Impact. The Project description is in compliance with the goals and policies set forth in the City of 
Huron General Plan and Fresno County General Plan. There are no known habitat conservation plans in the 
Project vicinity. Mitigation is not warranted. There will be no impact.   
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3.5 Cultural Resources 

Table 3-10.  Cultural Resources Impacts 

Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Proposed Project site lies within the City of Huron and Fresno County, which occupies an 
archeologically and historically rich part of the San Joaquin Valley.  According to the Cutural Report 
(Appendix C) the San Joaquin Valley prehistoric record is among the least understood of all regions in 
California. Reconstruction of past cultural patterns has been stymied by two key factors: geomorphology and 
human activity (Appendix C). The valley floor that encompasses the Project area has been inundated with 
thick alluvial deposits resulting from granitic and sedimentary outflow from the San Joaquin River, 
particularly during mass flood events. This pattern has continued for millennia and has resulted in the burial 
of early- to mid-Holocene archaeological sites, estimated to be buried at depths up to 10 meters along the 
lower stretches of the San Joaquin Valley drainage systems (Appendix C). Thus, compared to other regions in 
the state, there is a paucity of research and a related lack of data from which to build a complete 
understanding of past human behavior specific to Fresno County.   

In addition, archaeological sites buried in shallow deposits (i.e., less than 6 feet below the ground surface) 
have been heavily impacted by agricultural, transportation, and urban development since the historic period. 
Development has effectively removed mounds and shallow subsurface cultural deposits that once existed in 
great numbers across the valley floor (Appendix C). Most archaeological investigations in the San Joaquin 
Valley have occurred at mid-elevation sites along the Tulare River and in the vicinities of Tulare and Kaweah 
lakes as well as to the east in the Sierra Nevada foothills. 

 Methodology  

3.5.2.1 Records Search 

At Æ’s request, the CHRIS SSJVIC at California State University, Bakersfield, performed a records search on 
June 6, 2019, to identify previously recorded resources and prior surveys within the APE and surrounding 
0.5-mile area. SSJVIC staff completed searches of the Historic Property Data File, National Register of 
Historic Places, California Register of Historical Resources, California Historical Landmarks, and California 
Points of Historical Interest databases. 
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3.5.2.1 Archival Research 

The purpose of archival research is to provide information regarding the history of land use and to assess the 
potential for prehistoric and historic-era archaeological deposits to be located within the APE. Æ’s 
investigation compiled information from several sources, including:  
• Resources for historical maps and documents (see also Appendix B) such as the Map Aerial Locator Tool 
(MALT), Fresno County Property Atlases, United States Geological Survey TopoView 
(https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/topoview); California Electric Transmission Line (https://cecgis-caenergy.com);  
• Fresno County Assessor’s Office; and  
• Æ’s in-house library, which includes maps and local histories. The results of archival research, both online 
and in-person, were primarily used in writing the historic context (Chapter 3) and evaluations (Chapter 6), 
although a history of parcel land ownership within the APE is presented in Chapter 5. 

3.5.2.2 Archaeological Survey 

3.5.2.2.1 Fieldwork Authorization  

The USBR must grant permission for a cultural resource survey on land managed by the agency. Æ prepared 
and submitted a U.S. Department of the Interior Application for Permit for Archeological Investigations 
under the authority of the Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979. The USBR approved the 
application and issued a fieldwork authorization for Æ to conduct the pedestrian survey (Reference Number 
19-SCAO-156) (Appendix E).  

3.5.2.2.2 Survey  

On July 11–15, 2019, Æ archaeologists Randy Ottenhoff, Christa Torres, and Tony Torres, conducted an 
intensive archaeological pedestrian survey of the southernmost section of the APE. On August 21–23, 2019, 
Ottenhoff returned to the APE with archaeologists Sairy Tobin and Isaac Sandoval to complete survey in the 
central portion of the APE. Æ surveyed the northernmost portion of the APE in 2016 for the City of Huron 
Recycled Wastewater Project (Asselin and Baloian 2017), and while the ground was not surveyed again for 
this Project, the results of the 2016 survey are included in this report. The APE was surveyed using parallel 
and meandering transects spaced no more than 15–20 meters apart, exclusive of areas inundated with water at 
the time of the surveyed. Æ staff photographed survey areas using an Olympus TG-860 digital camera. 
Methods and observations were recorded on Æ Survey Field Record forms and a Trimble Global Positioning 
System (GPS) unit was used to collect geospatial data. All photographs and field notes are on file at Æ’s 
Fresno office.  

3.5.2.3 Built Environment Survey  

On July 23, 2019, Æ architectural historian Annie McCausland conducted a built environment survey of the 
APE. Buildings and/or structures that are 50 years of age or older (i.e., constructed in or before 1969) within 
the APE were identified, photographed, and documented on California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) Primary Record and Building, Structure, and Object Record forms. Results of both the field study and 
archival research were used to compile a historic context for the APE and to assess the changes that have 
occurred in the physical characteristics of the existing historic built environment over time.  

3.5.2.4 Buried Site Sensitivity Assessment 

Æ conducted a geologic and hydrologic review of the APE to identify the potential for paleosols that may 
contain intact prehistoric cultural deposits in the APE. Æ consulted geological maps, historical maps, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service Web Soil Survey online database, and 
regional geoarchaeological studies. These sources provided information regarding the natural watercourses in 
the area as well as data about local soils and sediments, parent rock formations, and historical vegetation. This 
information was used to estimate the age of the sediments surrounding the APE, consider the hydrologic and 
geologic forces that created and placed these sediments, and assess the likelihood of encountering buried 
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cultural resources within the vertical APE during Project activities should any ground disturbance such as 
grading or ground surface levelling occur. 

 Regulatory Setting 

City of Huron General Plan11: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies that protect cultural 
resources of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

 Impact Assessment 

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

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

a-b) Less than Significant Impact.  Æ provided cultural resource services for the Project. The applicant, 
Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company, is seeking permits from the City of Huron to divert water overflow 
from the Westside Detention Basin to several adjacent properties owned and managed by private citizens, the 
City of Huron, and held as easements by the USBR. The Project has potential to benefit local agriculture and 
the municipal water supply as well as prevent roadway flooding during times of heavy precipitation. As a 
subconsultant to Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group, Æ conducted a cultural resource inventory to 
determine if significant archaeological or historic era-built environment resources are present within the APE. 
Accordingly, Æ performed background research, obtained records searches from the SSJVIC and NAHC, 
completed a buried site sensitivity assessment of the APE, conducted intensive pedestrian archaeological and 
built environment surveys of the APE, and evaluated the eligibility of a segment of the 
Henrietta/Huron/Gates 60 kV transmission line for listing in the NRHP and CRHR (Appendix C).  

The SSJVIC records search for the APE and surrounding 0.5-mile area identified three previous 
investigations intersecting the APE (FR-00135, -02052, -02027) and five additional studies in the surrounding 
0.5-mile area. In addition, Æ has completed two other technical studies in areas that intersect the APE 
(Asselin and Baloian 2016; Baloian and Lloyd 2016). There are no previously recorded resources in the APE. 
Three built environment resources have been identified in the surrounding 0.5-mile area: Gale Avenue Bridge 
(P-10-006237), a segment of the historic-era Southern Pacific Railroad (P-10-003930), and the California 
Aqueduct/San Luis Drain (P-10-006207). A search of the Native American Heritage Commission Sacred 
Lands File and outreach to local tribal representatives did not reveal the presence of sacred sites in the APE. 
The buried site sensitivity assessment concluded there is a low probability for soils in the APE to contain 
intact or well-preserved archaeological deposits (Appendix C).  

No prehistoric or historic-era archaeological sites were discovered during pedestrian survey of the APE; 
however, Æ identified two historic-era built environment resources: the Henrietta/Huron/Gates 60 kV 
transmission line (AE-4046-001) and a historic-era pump (AE-4046-ISO-001). The electric pump was once 
part of a larger system that is no longer extant and is considered an isolated remnant of a cultural landscape. 
It is not, in itself, eligible for the NRHP or CRHR. Æ evaluated the Henrietta/Huron/Gates 60 kV 
transmission line and recommends it ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP and CRHR (Appendix C).  

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

c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  No formal cemeteries or other places of 
human internment are known to exist on the Project site; however, in accordance with Health and Safety 

 
11 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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Code Section 7050.5 and Public Resource Code Section 5097.98, if human remains are uncovered, Mitigation 
Measure CUL-2 would be implemented. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Human remains)  
If human remains are uncovered during construction, the USBR Mid-Pacific Regional Cultural Resources 
Officer and Reclamation NAGPRA Specialist must be notified immediately and the Fresno County Coroner 
is to be notified to arrange for proper treatment and disposition of the remains. If the remains are identified 
on the basis of archaeological context, age, cultural associations, or biological traits to be those of a Native 
American, California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 requires that the county coroner notify the NAHC 
within 24 hours of discovery. The NAHC will then identify the Most Likely Descendant, who will be 
afforded the opportunity to recommend means for treatment of the human remains following protocols in 
California Public Resources Code 5097.98. 
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3.6 Energy 

Table 3-11.  Energy Impacts 

Energy 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

PG&E is the primary energy utility purveyor within Fresno County. PG&E has sufficient energy supplies to 
supply the growth that has occurred in Fresno County. Much of the energy consumed in the region is for 
residential, commercial, and transportation purposes.  
 
There will be no construction phase for the Project. The temporary portable pumps will be towed to each 
point of diversion and temporary pipelines will be put into place to allow for overflow water to be pumped 
from WSDB into the existing bermed percolation ponding areas (See Figure 2-3). Maintenance will be on an 
as-needed basis, therefore worker vehicles operated during the Project will use fossil fuels minimally. The 
temporary pumps will be diesel operated and are rated at 50 horsepower. This increased fuel consumption 
would be temporary, lasting approximately six months, and it would not have a residual requirement for 
additional energy input. The marginal increases in fossil fuel use resulting from Project construction are not 
expected to have considerable impacts on energy resources. 

3.6.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan12: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding the energy 
services of the City, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) No Impact. As discussed in Section 3.3, the Project will not exceed any air emission thresholds during 
construction or operation. During project implementation, ground disturbance will be limited to a total of 
approximately 1,200 square feet at three points of diversion and approximately 18,300 square feet for the 
temporary surface pipeline, the Project will not be required to complete a SWPPP. However, the Project will 
employ best management practices when handling the pumps or other equipment. The portable diesel-

 
12 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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powered pumps are rated at 50 horsepower and are already permitted with the Air District. The Project will 
be mostly passive in nature and will not use an excessive amount of energy. Therefore, the Project will not 
result in potentially significant environmental impacts due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources during construction or operation. 

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

b) No Impact. The Project will be passive in nature once it is completed, and temporary in nature and will 
not exceed any thresholds set by the SJVAPCD. 
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3.7 Geology and Soils 

Table 3-12.  Geology and Soils Impacts 

Geology and Soils 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

    

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

 iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-
B of the most recently adopted Uniform Building Code 
creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or 
property? 

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater?   

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature?   

    

 Environmental Setting 

There are a number of active and potentially active faults within and adjacent to Fresno County.  Although 
most of Fresno County is situated within an area of relatively low seismic activity by comparison to other 
areas of the state, the faults and fault systems that lie along the eastern and western boundaries of the county, 
as well as other regional faults, have the potential to produce high-magnitude earthquakes throughout the 
county.  The principle earthquake hazard is groundshaking. Older buildings constructed before building 
codes were established and newer buildings constructed before earthquake-resistant provisions were included 
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in the building codes are the most likely to be damaged during an earthquake. Other geologic hazards in 
Fresno County include landslides, subsidence, expansive soils and erosion, and volcanic hazards13.  
 
Using the USDA NRCS soil survey of the Project site, an analysis of the soils onsite was performed (See 
Appendix D of Appendix B). Soils in the area consist of Westhaven clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes and 
Excelsior, sandy substratum-westhaven association and sewage disposal pond. (Table 3-13). 

Table 3-13.  Soils of the Project site 

Soils of the Study Area   

Soils Series Parent Material Drainage Class Hydric? Shrink-swell Capacity Percentage 

of Project 

site 

Westhaven clay 
loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

Alluvium derived from 

calcareous 

sedimentary rock 

Well drained No Flooding (1.00)/Shrink-swell 

(0.33) 

7.3% 

Excelsior, sandy 
substratum-
westhaven 
association 

Alluvium derived from 

calcareous 

sedimentary rock 

Well drained No Ponding (1.00), Flooding 

(1.00), Ponding (1.00), 

Flooding (1.00), Shrink-swell 

(0.03) 

92.5% 

Sewage disposal 
pond 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.2% 

3.7.1.1 Liquefaction 

The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil 
types and density, depth to groundwater, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Although, no 
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in Fresno County, this potential is recognized 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley where unconsolidated sediments and a high-water table coincide. No 
structures will be constructed as part of this Project.  Liquefaction hazards would be negligible.  

3.7.1.2 Soil Subsidence 

Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over-saturation or extensive withdrawal of ground 
water, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils, high in silt or clay 
content, that become saturated. The Project will expect seasonally, a great amount of water. The percolating 
ponding area is bermed to allow the ponding of water so it can be used for agricultural purposes or 
groundwater recharge during rain seasons.  

3.7.1.3 Dam and Levee Failure 

Pine Flat Reservoir is located approximately 60 miles northeast, and the Project site lies 10 miles east of the 
inundation zone for Pine Flat Dam.  

 
13 Fresno County General Plan, Health and Safety Element.  Page 6-8. 
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3.7.1.4 Local 

City of Huron General Plan14: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding the 
geology and soils of the City, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

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

VII-a-ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

a-i and a-ii) No Impact. The Project site and its vicinity are located in an area traditionally characterized by 
relatively low seismic activity. The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as 
established by the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section 2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California 
Public Resources Code). The nearest major fault is the San Andreas Fault, located approximately 28 miles 
southwest of the Project site. A smaller fault zone, the Nunez Fault is approximately 21 miles west of the site. 
 
The Project involves the implementing four temporary portable pumps and temporary pipeline in order to 
divert water from the WSDB into adjacent bermed percolating ponding areas. This will not include 
development of habitable residential, commercial or industrial structures. During the operation the Project 
would not require permanent staff onsite or an increase in the number of employees required for routine 
maintenance. Instead, routine maintenance and repairs would be performed infrequently, on an as-needed 
basis. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in an increase of people or habitable 
structures onsite. There will be no impact.  

VII-a-iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

a-iii) No Impact. Liquefaction is a process which involves the temporary transformation of soil from a solid 
state to a fluid form during intense and prolonged groundshaking. Water-saturated areas with shallow depth 
to groundwater and uniform sands, loose-to-medium in density, are prone to liquefaction. The Project site is 
intended to be a bermed percolation pond area, three points of diversion, and percolation ponds. The area 
will be flooded whenever excess water has built up within the WSDB. No structures are proposed. The 
Project consists of a maximum of four temporary portable pumps and above ground pipelines that will divert 
water from the WSDB into the percolation ponding area (See Figure 2-3). There will be no impacts if 
liquefaction were to occur.  

VII-a-iv) Landslides? 

a-iv) No Impact. As the Project is located on the Valley floor, no major geologic landforms exist on or near 
the site that could result in a landslide event. According to the Fresno County General Plan Background 
Report, the Project site is not within or near a region classified with a high landslide potential. The site is 
approximately 11 miles east of the Coastal Range and 52 miles west of the foothills of the Sierra Nevada and 
the local topography is essentially flat and level. No structures are being proposed as a part of the Project. 
There will be no impact.   

 
14 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 1, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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VII-b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

b) Less Than Significant Impact. There are no earthmoving activities associated with the Project. 
Implementation of the Project would consist of the towing of four temporary portable pumps and pipelines 
at three points of diversion. Each pump will have a 400 square foot approximate area of ground disturbance, 
totaling 1,200 square feet. In addition to the pumps, there will be approximately 18,300 square feet of 
possible ground disturbance for approximately 6,100 linear feet of pipeline. Total Project ground disturbance 
will be approximately 19,500 square feet or 0.45 acres. Since, the Project’s total ground disturbance is less 
than one acre, a General Permit will not be required for the Project. However, the Project will utilize Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and comply with all applicable federal, state, and local requirements pertaining 
to the protection of water quality, specifically, including those of the State Water Resource Control Board. 
Since the Project site has relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion and would comply with the 
SWRCB requirements, any impact would be less than significant. 

VII-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? 

VII -d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the most recently adopted 
Uniform Building Code creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

c and d) No Impact. Soils onsite consist of the soils depicted on Table 3-13, which are classified as well 
drained, both with a low runoff class (See Appendix D of Appendix B). The Project is proposing divert 
water that has built up within the WSDB with temporary portable pumps and pipeline, then transfer it to 
existing bermed ponding areas adjacent to the point of diversion. The Project site and surrounding areas do 
not contain substantial grade changes aside from the elevation change due to it being a ponding area. The 
Project does not propose a significant change in the local topography that would cause sloping. There is no 
construction proposed for the Project. Implementation of the Project will involve towing four temporary 
portable pumps and temporary pipeline to three points of diversion. The Project does not include the 
development of structures or facilities that could be affected by expansive soils or expose people to 
substantial risks to life or property.  There will be no impact. 

VII-e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?   

e) No Impact. Septic installation or alternative wastewater disposal systems are not necessary for the project. 
There will be no impact. 

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

f) No Impact. Paleontological resources are fossilized remains of flora and fauna and associate deposits. 
CEQA requires that a determination be made as to whether a project would directly or indirectly destroy a 
unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature (CEQA Appendix G(v)(c)). If an impact 
is significant, CEQA requires feasible measures to minimize the impact (CCR Title 14(3) Section 
15126.4(a)(1)). PRC Section 5097.5 (see above) also applies to paleontological resources. 
 
There are no known paleontological resources or unique geological features have been identified at the 
Project site. In addition, to the lack of any known resources, there is no construction/excavating activities 
proposed for the Project. There would be no impact.    
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3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Table 3-14.  Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Earth’s climate has been warming for the past century.  It is believed that this warming trend is related to 
the release of certain gases into the atmosphere. Greenhouse gases (GHG) absorb infrared energy that would 
otherwise escape from the Earth.  As the infrared energy is absorbed, the air surrounding the Earth is heated. 
An overall warming trend has been recorded since the late 19th century, with the most rapid warming 
occurring over the past 35 years, with 16 of the 17 warmest years on record occurring since 2001. Not only 
was 2016 the warmest year on record, but eight of the 12 months that make up the year – from January 
through September, with the exception of June – were the warmest on record for those respective months. 
October, November, and December of 2016 were the second warmest of those months on record – in all 
three cases, behind records set in 201515. Human activities have been attributed to an increase in the 
atmospheric abundance of greenhouse gases.  The following is a brief description of the most commonly 
recognized GHGs. 

3.8.1.1 Greenhouse Gases 

Commonly identified GHG emissions and sources include the following: 

Carbon dioxide (CO2) is an odorless, colorless natural greenhouse gas. CO2 is emitted from natural and 
anthropogenic sources.  Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic 
matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic 
out gassing. Anthropogenic sources include the burning of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood. 

Methane (CH4) is a flammable greenhouse gas.  A natural source of methane is the anaerobic decay of 
organic matter.  Geological deposits, known as natural gas fields, also contain methane, which is 
extracted for fuel. Other sources are from landfills, fermentation of manure, and ruminants such as 
cattle. 

Nitrous oxide (N2O), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas.  Nitrous oxide is 
produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizer 
containing nitrogen.  In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired 

 
15 NASA, NOAA Data Show 2016 Warmest Year on Record Globally.  https://www.nasa.gov/press-release/nasa-noaa-data-show-
2016-warmest-year-on-record-globally.  January 18, 2017.  Site Accessed September 2019. 

https://www.nasa.gov/press-release/nasa-noaa-data-show-2016-warmest-year-on-record-globally
https://www.nasa.gov/press-release/nasa-noaa-data-show-2016-warmest-year-on-record-globally
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power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its 
atmospheric load. 

Water vapor is the most abundant, and variable greenhouse gas.  It is not considered a pollutant; in the 
atmosphere, it maintains a climate necessary for life. 

Ozone (O3) is known as a photochemical pollutant and is a greenhouse gas; however, unlike other 
greenhouse gases, ozone in the troposphere is relatively short-lived and, therefore, is not global in 
nature.  Ozone is not emitted directly into the atmosphere but is formed by a complex series of 
chemical reactions between volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and sunlight. 

Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through burning biomass 
(plant material) and fossil fuels.  Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat 
and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light. 

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the 
troposphere (the level of air at the earth’s surface).  CFCs were first synthesized in 1928 for use as 
refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents.  CFCs destroy stratospheric ozone; therefore, 
their production was stopped as required by the Montreal Protocol in 1987. 

Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic chemicals that are used as a substitute for CFCs.  Of all the 
greenhouse gases, HFCs are one of three groups (the other two are perfluorocarbons and sulfur 
hexafluoride) with the highest global warming potential.  HFCs are human made for applications 
such as air conditioners and refrigerants. 

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down through the chemical 
processes in the lower atmosphere; therefore, PFCs have long atmospheric lifetimes, between 10,000 
and 50,000 years.  The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and 
semiconductor manufacture. 

Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, nonflammable gas. It has the 
highest global warming potential of any gas evaluated.  Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in 
electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, in 
semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection. 

3.8.1.2 Effects of Climate Change 

There are uncertainties as to exactly what the climate changes will be in various local areas of the earth, and 
what the effects of clouds will be in determining the rate at which the mean temperature will increase. There 
are also uncertainties associated with the magnitude and timing of other consequences of a warmer planet: sea 
level rise, spread of certain diseases out of their usual geographic range, the effect on agricultural production, 
water supply, sustainability of ecosystems, increased strength and frequency of storms, extreme heat events, 
air pollution episodes, and the consequence of these effects on the economy.  
 
Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are largely attributable to human activities 
associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors. 
About three-quarters of human emissions of CO2 to the global atmosphere during the past 20 years are due 
to fossil fuel burning. Atmospheric concentrations of CO2, CH4, and N2O have increased 31 percent, 151 
percent, and 17 percent respectively since the year 1750 (CEC 2008).  GHG emissions are typically expressed 
in carbon dioxide-equivalents (CO2e), based on the GHG’s Global Warming Potential (GWP).  The GWP is 
dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. For example, one ton of 
CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 21 tons of CO2.  Therefore, CH4 is 
a much more potent GHG than CO2. 
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 Methodology 

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation Report (Appendix A) was prepared in May 2019. 
The sections below detail the methodology of the report and its conclusions.  

3.8.2.1 Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions 

Short-term construction emissions associated with the Project were calculated using CalEEmod, Version 
2016.3.2.  Emissions’ modeling was assumed to occur over less than a year period and covering a site area of 
approximately 0.45 acres, with the bulk of the emissions being generated during the construction phase. 
Remaining assumptions were based on the default parameters contained in the model. Modeling assumptions 
and output files are included in Appendix A.  

3.8.2.2 Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project are estimated to be minimal and temporary in 
nature lasting approximately six months out of each year. Maintenance will be provided on an as needed basis 
by existing property owners, and the operational equipment is all above ground and temporary. The Project 
does not propose the use of a diesel-powered back-up generator. Modeling assumptions and output files are 
included in Appendix A. 

3.8.2.3 Thresholds of Significance 

CEQA Guidelines Amendments became effective March 18, 2010. Included in the Amendments are 
revisions to the Appendix G Initial Study Checklist.  In accordance with these Amendments, a project would 
be considered to have a significant impact to climate change if it would:  

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

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases.  
 

In accordance with SJVAPCD’s CEQA Greenhouse Gas Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG 
Emission Impacts for New Projects16, proposed projects complying with Best Performance Standards (BPS) would 
be determined to have a less-than-significant impact.  Projects not complying with BPS would be considered 
less than significant if operational GHG emissions would be reduced or mitigated by a minimum of 29 
percent, in comparison to business-as-usual (year 2004) conditions.  In addition, project-generated emissions 
complying with an approved plan or mitigation program would also be determined to have a less-than-
significant impact.  

3.8.2.4 Local  

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

SJVAPCD Climate Change Action Plan:  

On August 21, 2008, the SJVAPCD Governing Board approved the District’s Climate Change Action Plan 
with the following goals and actions: 

 
16 Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA.  
http://www.valleyair.org/Programs/CCAP/12-17-09/3%20CCAP%20-%20FINAL%20LU%20Guidance%20-%20Dec%2017%202009.pdf Accessed 
April 19, 2019 

http://www.valleyair.org/Programs/CCAP/12-17-09/3%20CCAP%20-%20FINAL%20LU%20Guidance%20-%20Dec%2017%202009.pdf
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Goals: 

• Assist local land-use agencies with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) issues relative to 
projects with GHG emissions increases. 

• Assist Valley businesses in complying with mandates of AB 32. 

• Ensure that climate protection measures do not cause increase in toxic or criteria pollutants that 
adversely impact public health or environmental justice communities. 

 
Actions: 

• Authorize the Air Pollution Control Officer to develop GHG significance threshold(s) or other 
mechanisms to address CEQA projects with GHG emissions increases.  Begin the requisite public 
process, including public workshops, and develop recommendations for Governing Board 
consideration in the spring of 2009. 

• Authorize the Air Pollution Control Officer to develop necessary regulations and instruments for 
establishment and administration of the San Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange Bank for voluntary 
GHG reductions created in the Valley.  Begin the requisite public process, including public 
workshops, and develop recommendations for Governing Board consideration in spring 2009. 

• Authorize the Air Pollution Control Officer to enhance the District’s existing criteria pollutant 
emissions inventory reporting system to allow businesses subject to AB 32 emission reporting 
requirements to submit simultaneous streamlined reports to the District and the State of California 
with minimal duplication. 

• Authorize the Air Pollution Control Officer to develop and administer voluntary GHG emission 
reduction agreements to mitigate proposed GHG increases from new projects. 

• Direct the Air Pollution Control Officer to support climate protection measures that reduce GHG 
emissions as well as toxic and criteria pollutants. Oppose measures that result in a significant increase 
in toxic or criteria pollutant emissions in already impacted area. 

SJVAPCD CEQA Greenhouse Gas Guidance: On December 17, 2009, the SJVAPCD Governing Board 
adopted “Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects 
under CEQA” and the policy, “District Policy—Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for Stationary Source 
Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency.”  The SJVAPCD concluded that the existing 
science is inadequate to support quantification of the impacts that project specific greenhouse gas emissions 
have on global climatic change.  The SJVAPCD found the effects of project-specific emissions to be 
cumulative, and without mitigation, that their incremental contribution to global climatic change could be 
considered cumulatively considerable.  The SJVAPCD found that this cumulative impact is best addressed by 
requiring all projects to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions, whether through project design elements or 
mitigation. 

The SJVAPCD’s approach is intended to streamline the process of determining if project-specific greenhouse 
gas emissions would have a significant effect.  Projects exempt from the requirements of CEQA, and projects 
complying with an approved plan or mitigation program would be determined to have a less than significant 
cumulative impact.  Such plans or programs must be specified in law or adopted by the public agency with 
jurisdiction over the affected resources and have a certified final CEQA document.  

Best performance standards (BPS) to address operational emissions of a project would be established 
according to performance-based determinations.  Projects complying with BPS would not require specific 
quantification of GHG emissions and would be determined to have a less than significant cumulative impact 
for GHG emissions.  Projects not complying with BPS would require quantification of GHG emissions and 
demonstration that operational greenhouse gas emissions have been reduced or mitigated by 29 percent, as 
targeted by CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan.  Furthermore, quantification of GHG emissions would be required 



  Chapter Three:  Impact Analysis 

Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project 

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group • February 2020 3-46 

for all projects for which the lead agency has determined that an Environmental Impact Report is required, 
regardless of whether the project incorporates BPS. 

APR 2025 – CEQA Determinations of Significance for Projects Subject to CARB’s Cap-and Trade 
Regulation:  The purpose of this policy is to provide guidance for the determination of significance for 
increases of GHG emissions associated with projects that are subject to CARB’s cap-and-trade regulation.  
The SJVAPCD recognizes that the CARB’s Cap-and-Trade Regulation is an adopted State-wide plan for 
reducing or mitigating GHG emissions from targeted industries.  GHG emissions addressed by the Cap-and-
Trade regulation are subject to an industry-wide cap on overall GHG emissions.  As such, any growth in 
emissions must be accounted for under that cap, such that a corresponding and equivalent reduction in 
emissions must occur to allow any increase. Further, the cap decreases over time, resulting in an overall 
decrease in GHG emissions. Therefore, the SJVAPCD concluded that GHG emissions increases subject to 
CARB’s Cap-and-Trade regulation would have a less than significant individual and cumulative impact on 
global climate change.  This policy applies to projects for which the SJVAPCD is the lead agency but is also 
useful for evaluation of other CEQA related projects for which the SJVAPCD may not be the lead agency. 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Thresholds for Significance:  Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District’s approach to developing a threshold of significance for GHG emissions is to identify the emissions 
level for which a project would not be expected to substantially conflict with existing California legislation 
adopted to reduce Statewide GHG emissions. If a project would generate GHG emissions above the 
threshold level, it would be considered to contribute substantially to a cumulative impact and would be 
considered significant. If mitigation can be applied to lessen the emissions such that the project meets its 
share of emission reductions needed to address the cumulative impact, the project would normally be 
considered less than significant. Although the proposed Project is not located in the Bay Area, the Bay Area 
Air Quality Management District’s thresholds for significance are based on the Statewide AB 32 objectives 
and will be used to quantify potential impacts related to GHG emissions. For land use development projects, 
the threshold is compliance with a qualified GHG Reduction Strategy or annual emissions less than 1,100 
metric tons per year (MT/yr) of CO2e. For stationary source projects, such as those requiring a permit from a 
local air district to operate, the threshold is 10,000 MT/yr of CO2e. 

City of Huron General Plan17: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding air quality of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

• AQ – 4.6 Implement and enforce State and regional regulations pertaining to greenhouse gas emissions and climate 
change.  

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) Less Than Significant Impact. 

Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions 

Estimated construction-generated emissions are summarized in Table 3-15.  As indicated, construction of the 
Project would generate maximum annual emissions of approximately 2.1571 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (MTCO2e). Construction-related production of GHGs would be temporary and last less than one 
week.  

 
17 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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Table 3-15.  Short-Term Construction-Generated GHG Emissions 

Short-Term Construction-Generated GHG Emissions 

Year Emissions (MT CO2e)(1) 

2020 2.1571 

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects*  1,100 

AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects*  10,000 

Exceed Threshold? No 

1. Emissions were quantified using the CalEEmod, Version 2016.3.2. Refer to Appendix A 
for modeling results and assumptions. Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

* As published in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Available online at 

http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en Accessed April 19, 2019  

Long-Term Operational Emissions 

Long-term operational emissions associated with the Project are estimated to be negligible to minimal in 
nature. Maintenance will be provided on an as needed basis by existing property owners, and the operational 
equipment, up to four temporary portable diesel pumps, are assumed to be permitted already by the Air 
District.  Any operational emissions of metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MTCO2e) would be 
negligible. Modeling assumptions and output files are included in Appendix A. Furthermore, there is no 
population growth associated with the Project. Therefore, Project-related emissions of GHGs would be less 
than significant.  

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

b) No Impact. In accordance with SJVAPCD’s recommended guidance, project-generated GHG emissions 
would be considered less than significant if: (1) the Project complies with applicable BPS; (2) operational 
GHG emissions would be reduced or mitigated by a minimum of 29 percent in comparison to business-as 
usual (year 2004) conditions; or (3) project-generated emissions would comply with an approved plan or 
mitigation program. 

The Project complies with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s GHG emissions thresholds for 
significance. GHG emissions will be temporary in nature and the output numbers from the CalEEMod 
modeling program are negligible.  For the aforementioned reasons, implementation of the proposed Project is 
not anticipated to conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation for reducing the emissions of GHGs, 
nor will the proposed Project have a significant impact on the environment.  There would be no impact.

http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en
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3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Table 3-16.  Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

3.9.1.1 Hazardous Materials 

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by the State, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location of 
hazardous materials release sites.18 Government Code (GC) Section 65962.5 requires the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to develop at least annually an updated Cortese List.  The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for a portion of the information contained in 
the Cortese List.19 Other State and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous 
material release information for the Cortese List. DTSC's EnviroStor database provides DTSC's component 
of Cortese List data (DTSC, 2010). In addition to the EnviroStor database, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) Geotracker database provides information on regulated hazardous waste facilities in 

 
18 CalEPA http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/ Accessed May 3, 2019. 
19 DTSC https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/ Accessed May 3, 2019 

http://www.calepa.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/CorteseList/
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/
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California, including underground storage tank (UST) cases and non-UST cleanup programs, including Spills-
Leaks-Investigations-Cleanups (SLIC) sites, Department of Defense (DOD) sites, and Land Disposal 
program. 20 A search of the DTSC EnviroStor database and the SWRCB Geotracker performed on March 20, 
2019 determined that there are no known active hazardous waste generators or hazardous material spill sites 
within the Project site or immediate surrounding vicinity.  

3.9.1.2 Airports 

The Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located approximately 43 miles northeast, the New Coalinga 
Municipal Airport is located approximately 11.8 miles southwest, and the Lemoore Naval Air Station is 
approximately 8.8 miles northeast of the Project.  

3.9.1.3 Emergency Response Plan 

The Fresno County Office of Emergency Services (OES) is located within the Department of Public Health 
and coordinates planning, preparedness, response and recovery efforts for disasters occurring within the 
unincorporated area of the County.21 

3.9.1.4 Sensitive Receptors 

There are single-family residences within 0.9 miles of the Project area.  

3.9.1.5 Local 

City of Huron General Plan22: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding hazards 
and hazardous materials none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

IX -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? 

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

a-c) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would involve the placement of 
temporary portable pumps and pipelines in order to divert water from the WSDB into existing bermed 
percolation ponding areas. There will be no construction other than towing and setting up the pumps and 
above ground pipeline for operation. There will be a maximum of four pumps at three points of diversion. 
The intent of the Project is to divert water ponding in the WSDB away from the California Aqueduct, 
because the excess water carries naturally occurring asbestos from the Coalinga Hills, in order to reduce the 
probability of contamination. Hazardous material may be used during Project implementation or 
maintenance. The materials may include diesel fuel, lubricants, and solvents. However, the contractor will 
comply with all Cal/OSHA regulations regarding regular maintenance and inspection of equipment, spill 
prevention, and spill remediation in order to reduce the potential for incidental release of pollutants or 
hazardous substances onsite. Any potential accidental hazardous materials spills during construction are the 
responsibility of the contractor to remediate in accordance with industry best management practices and State 

 
20 SWRCB, https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/; Accessed May 3, 2019. 
21 Fresno County Office of Emergency Services https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-health/office-of-emergency-services-oes Accessed 
May 3, 2019 
22 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 3, 2019. 

https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-health/office-of-emergency-services-oes
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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and county regulations. Lastly, the Project site is 1.5 miles from the nearest school.  Any impacts will be less 
than significant.  

IX -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? 

d) No Impact. The Project does not involve land that is listed as a hazardous materials site pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and is not included on a list compiled by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control. A search of the DTSC EnviroStor database and the SWRCB Geotracker performed on 
April 30, 2019 determined that there are no known active hazardous waste generators or hazardous material 
spill sites within the Project site or immediate surrounding vicinity. There will be no impact.  

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

e) No Impact. The Project is not located within an airport land use plan. The Lemoore Naval Air Station is 
approximately 8.8 miles northeast of the Project. The Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located 
approximately 43 miles northeast of the Project. Construction of the Project would not be a safety hazard for 
people working in the area. Operation of the temporary portable pumps would not generate excessive noise, 
and any construction noise would be temporary and minimal. Furthermore, operation of the Project will not 
require permanent employees or induce population growth in the area. There will be no impact.  

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

f) No Impact. Implementation of the Project will include diverting water from the WSDB into existing 
bermed ponding areas. Traffic resulting from the setting up the portable pumps will be minimal and 
temporary. Operational traffic will consist of as-needed maintenance trips and will have no effect on 
roadways or emergency access. Currently, flooding occurs at the Los Gatos Creek (Arroyo Pasajero Creek) 
and State Route 269 (Lassen Avenue), that water is then travels east towards the WSDB. Once the WSDB 
fills in, during large rain events, the excess water has spilled over Gale Avenue. With the implementation of 
the Project, it will lessen the amount of excess water building up and reducing the probability of flooding and 
associated impacts at main roads used by City of Huron residents and emergency services. Therefore, there 
will be no Project-related impacts to emergency evacuation routes or emergency response routes on local 
roadways. 

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

g) No Impact. The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones. The Project does not include any residential components, nor would it require any 
employees to be stationed permanently at the site on a daily basis. There would be no impact.  
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3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Table 3-17.  Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

Fresno County is large and geographically diverse. The mountainous eastern region receives up to 70 inches 
precipitation annually, mostly in snowfall. Many small mountain lakes and streams and tributaries to the San 
Joaquin and Kings Rivers which flow into the Central Valley. The valley and western portion of the county, 
by contrast are very arid, with less than 10 inches of annual rainfall and seasonal streams. The foothills east 
and northeast of the city of Fresno have areas of vernal pools. The valley trough has large wetlands and 
wildlife refuge areas of importance to the Pacific Flyway. Additional areas in western Fresno County are being 
converted to wetland areas from retired agriculture land.  
 
Groundwater conditions vary considerably from eastern to western Fresno County. Aquifers east of the valley 
trough are generally semi-confined to unconfined. Water quality is good with the exception of some localized 
areas. Overdraft and recharge conditions vary considerably. Groundwater overdraft is occurring in the 
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vicinity of the major cities (most notably Clovis and Fresno) and the irrigation and water districts that rely 
exclusively on groundwater (such as Raisin City Water District and Mid-Valley Irrigation District).23 
 
Like most of California, the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. Summer temperatures often reach above 90 degrees Fahrenheit, and the 
humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit during the day and 
rarely exceed 70 degrees. The Central Valley receives an average of 12 inches of precipitation in the form of 
rainfall yearly, most of which occurs between October and March.  
 
The Project’s APE spans three watersheds. The northern portion of the percolation area and diversion point 
No. 3 is located within the Town of Huron-Kings River watershed, Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 
180300120702; the middle portion of the percolation area and diversion point No. 1 is located within  the 
Town of Lemoore-Kings River watershed, HUC: 180300120704; and the southern portion of the percolation 
area and diversion point No. 2 is located within the Frontal Tulare Lake Bed watershed, HUC: 180300122303 
(EPA, 2019). The Project lies entirely within the Kings Groundwater Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley 
Groundwater Basin.24 

3.10.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan25: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding hydrology and water quality and which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

• Policy 2.18.a: Evaluate the problem of the seasonal flooding of State Highway 269 (Lassen Avenue). 

• Policy 2.18.f: Flood-hazard regulations shall apply to all property subject to a 100-year flood. All areas subject to the 
100-year flood shall be officially zoned by the County and the City with an appropriate land use designation that will 
be compatible, such as open space.  

• Policy 3.7: To protect human health, the City’s water resources will be monitored by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board on a regular basis to test for bacteriological and toxic chemical components.   

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The Project will not create any waste discharge, and no water is being 
diverted into the California Aqueduct. The implementation of the Project will include towing a maximum of 
four temporary portable pumps at three points of diversion. No construction or earthmoving activities are 
proposed. State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) requires that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) be prepared for projects that disturb one or more acres of soil. The maximum amount of 
ground disturbance will be approximately 0.45 acres A SWPPP will not be required, however, the Project will 
comply with all applicable federal, state, local requirements, and Best Management Practices, pertaining to the 
protection of water quality, specifically, including those of the SWRCB. 
 
During the wet season, runoff water from the Los Gatos, Warthan, Jacalitos, and Zapato Chino Creeks with a 
watershed of approximately 529 square miles drain into the Arroyo Pasajero and then ponds in the Westside 
Detention Basin along the westerly embankment of the California Aqueduct (See Figure 2-3). If left 
unattended, the runoff water may spill over into the California Aqueduct and can flood Gale Avenue, which 
is south of the WSDB. The runoff water is known to contain naturally occurring asbestos from the Coalinga 
Hills and potentially could contaminate the waters of the California Aqueduct. The water ponding in the 

 
23 Fresno County General Plan Background Report https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398 Accessed May 7, 2019 
24 DWR Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basin Boundary Assessment Tool. https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/ Accessed May 7, 2019 
25 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 7, 2019. 

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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WSDB will be diverted onto the adjacent existing bermed ponding areas and percolation ponds. The 
proposed ponding area is approximately 538 acres and includes agricultural land and ponds owned by the City 
of Huron. The water will be recovered via existing agricultural irrigation wells near the ponded areas for 
beneficial use of irrigated agriculture and municipal water supply. This will also assist in meeting existing 
irrigation demands during the irrigation season when limited surface water is available, especially during times 
of a drought. Additionally, the project will increase the amount of groundwater recharge into the local 
underlying aquifer. The Project will not generate any type of process or wastewater, therefore, there will be no 
discharge of Project water to any surface source. As such, there will be no discharge directly associated with 
Project implementation that could impact water quality standards of any nearby waters of the United States. 
The impacts will be less than significant.  

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

b) No Impact. Implementation of the Project will increase groundwater recharge for the underlying aquifer. 
The Project consists of four temporary portable pumps and pipeline (totaling 20 cfs maximum) at three 
points of diversion for distribution of water percolation.  
 
There is no anticipated increase in water demand resulting from implementation of the Project. It will not 
interfere with the production rate of existing wells on neighboring parcels. Rather, during the raining season, 
water will percolate into the bermed ponding areas. Implementation of the Project will not impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the San Joaquin Valley Kings subbasin, nor will it substantially 
decrease ground water supplies. Any impacts will be less than significant.  

X -c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

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

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

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

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

X -d) Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to 
project inundation? 

c-d) No Impact. Sections of the Project are within the 100-year flood zone (Figure 3-2). However, the 
closest natural waterway is Los Gator Creek approximately 2.9 miles northwest of the Project. Furthermore, 
the California Aqueduct is approximately 0.23 miles east of the Project. There are no streams or rivers onsite 
or in the immediate vicinity. There are no proposed earthmoving activities associated with the Project. The 
contractor will comply with all Cal/OSHA regulations regarding regular maintenance and inspection of 
equipment, spill prevention, and spill remediation in order to reduce the potential for incidental release of 
pollutants or hazardous substances onsite. Impacts will be less than significant.  

X -e) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

e) No Impact. As discussed above in Impact Assessments IX-a and IX-c(iii), implementation of the Project 
would help alleviate pressure on the WSDB and therefore, potentially reducing flooding and associated 
impacts at main roads used by City of Huron residents. Furthermore, construction activities will require 



  Chapter Three:  Impact Analysis 

Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company Groundwater Recharge Project 

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group • February 2020 3-54 

compliance with all Cal/OSHA regulations in order to reduce the potential for incidental release of pollutants 
or hazardous substances into surface water or groundwater. There will be no impact. 

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

f) No Impact. Implementation of this project would allow Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company to 
utilize runoff water, that is ponding in the WSDB, and divert the water into existing bermed ponding areas 
and percolation ponds. The Project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. There will be no impact.
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Figure 3-2. FEMA Flood Map
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3.11 Land Use and Planning 

Table 3-18.  Land Use and Planning Impacts 

Land Use and Planning 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project site is surrounded by agricultural land and percolation ponds.  The Project is located within 
agricultural land zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-Acre minimum) by Fresno County and P-F (Public 
Facilities) by the City of Huron. The Fresno County General Plan Land Use Map designates the Project site 
as Agriculture.26 The City of Huron General Plan Land Use Map designates the Project site as Agriculture and 
Public Facilities.27  

3.11.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan28: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding land use and planning which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

• Policy 2.18.f: Flood-hazard regulations shall apply to all property subject to a 100-year flood. All areas subject to the 
100-year flood shall be officially zoned by the County and the City with an appropriate land use designation that will 
be compatible, such as open space.  

 Impact Assessment 

XI-a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

a) No Impact. The majority of the Project is within the unincorporated area of Fresno County, a region 
primarily consisting of agriculture, while a portion is within the City of Huron, adjacent to the Huron Water 
Treatment Plant. The Project does not include the alteration of roads, trails, or paths that could be considered 
a connectivity network. Implementation of the Project will not divide an established community. There would 
be no impact. 

XI-b) Would the project cause a significant environmental conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

b) No Impact. The Project is located on land zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-acre minimum) and 
planned as Agriculture by Fresno County and P-F (Public Facilities) and planned as Public Facilities by the 

 
26 Fresno County General Plan. https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-

planning/development-services-division/planning-and-land-use/general-plan-maps Accessed May 7, 2019. 
27 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  

Accessed May 7, 2019. 
28 Ibid 

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/development-services-division/planning-and-land-use/general-plan-maps
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/development-services-division/planning-and-land-use/general-plan-maps
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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City of Huron. The Project will not propose any development of each parcel. The maximum ground 
disturbance will be approximately 0.45 acres. The Project does not propose to expand into Fresno County 
right-of-way or other neighboring parcels. The purpose of the Project is to divert water from the WSDB and 
transfer it into bermed agricultural land and percolation ponds. No additional permits are required by the City 
of Huron. There will be no impact.  
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Figure 3-3. Zoning Map
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3.12 Mineral Resources 

Table 3-19.  Mineral Resources Impacts 

Mineral Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located in the southwestern portion of Fresno County and a portion of the City of Huron, in 
the southern section of California’s Great Valley Geomorphic Province, or Central Valley. Historically, 
Fresno County has been a leading producer of a variety of minerals including aggregate, fossil fuels, metals, 
and other materials used construction or in industrial processes. Currently, aggregate and petroleum are the 
County’s most significant mineral resources. The Coalinga area, in western Fresno County, has been a 
valuable region for mineral resources as a top producer of commercial asbestos and home to extensive oil 
recovery operations.29  
 
California Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources maintains a 
database of oil wells in the Project area (DOGGR).30 According to the DOGGR Well Finder there is one 
plugged and abandoned well within two miles of the Project site (Boston Land Co. Well #E). There are no 
active wells within two miles of the Project site. 
 
There are no known current or historic mineral resource extraction or recovery operations in the Project 
vicinity nor are there any known significant mineral resources onsite.   

3.12.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan31: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding mineral 
resources none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

XII-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? 

XII-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? 

 
29 Fresno County General Plan. Background Report. https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398 Accessed May 7, 2019 
30 Division of Oil, gas, and Geothermal Resources https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/Wellfinder.aspx Accessed May 7, 2019 
31 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 7, 2019. 

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dog/Pages/Wellfinder.aspx
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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a-b) No Impact. According to the Department of Conservation, the Project area has not been delineated 
with a Mineral Land Classification (MCL)study. 32 The MCL study is produced by the State Geologist as 
specified by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975, to address mineral resource conservation. 
Furthermore, the Fresno County General Plan Background Report does not designate the Project area with 
any known mineral resources.33 Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in the loss of 
availability of a known mineral resource since no known mineral resources occur in this area. Furthermore, 
the Project area has not been designated as a locally important mineral resource recovery site by a general 
plan, specific plan, or land use plan. There would be no impact. 
 

 
32 Department of Conversation Mineral Land Classification https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/index.html?map=mlc 
Accessed May 7, 2019 
33 Fresno County General Plan Background Report https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398 Accessed May 7, 2019 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/index.html?map=mlc
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/home/showdocument?id=8398
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3.13 Noise 

Table 3-20.  Noise Impacts 

Noise 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project site is primarily located in an unincorporated area of Fresno County and in the City of Huron, 
dominated by agricultural production. State Route 269 is the nearest highway, which is approximately 2.8 
miles west of the Project site. The Project is situated south of Union Pacific Railroad, west of the California 
Aqueduct, and north of Gale Avenue. Residential development is sparse and will not be affected. The Fresno 
Yosemite International Airport is located approximately 43 miles northeast, the New Coalinga Municipal 
Airport is located approximately 11.8 miles west, and the Lemoore Naval Air Station is approximately 8.8 
miles northeast of the Project.  

3.13.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan34: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding noise and none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review: 

• Policy 1.0.B: Noise created by new proposed stationary noise sources or existing stationary noise sources, which undergo 
modification that may increase noise levels, shall be mitigated so as not to exceed the noise level standards of Table 3-21 
within outdoor activity areas of noise-sensitive land uses.  

 
34 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 8, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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Table 3-21.  Allowable Noise Exposure Stationary Noise Sources 

Allowable Noise Exposure Stationary Noise Sources¹  

 
Daytime 

(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
Nighttime 

(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 

Hourly Leq dB 55 45 

Maximum Level, dB 70 65 

1As determined within the outdoor activity areas of noise-sensitive land use. If outdoor activity area locations are unknown, the allowable noise exposure shall 

be determined at the property line of the noise-sensitive land uses. 

 Impact Assessment 

XIII-a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

a) Less Than Significant Impact. During the implementation of the Project, the client will place a 
maximum of four temporary pumps at three points of diversion in order to divert water from the WSDB 
onto existing bermed percolation areas. When the pumps are placed, off-road equipment will be used in order 
to haul the pump to a specific point of diversion. The Project is located outside of the City of Huron limits 
and adjacent to agricultural lands, that is already accustomed to noises associated with farm equipment. The 
pumps are diesel powered and would run from November to April. The increase in ambient noise levels will 
be negligible and temporary. The Project will comply with the Fresno County Noise Control Ordinance and 
City of Huron General Plan Noise Element. Operational maintenance activities would be on an as-needed 
basis with routine monitoring performed by existing staff and would not generate significant new noise. Any 
impacts would be mild and temporary and therefore, less than significant. 

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

b) Less Than Significant Impact. There is no construction proposed other than the placement of the 
portable temporary pumps and pipeline. During Project operation, the temporary diesel pump is rated at 50 
horsepower. The Project is located adjacent to an area dominated by agricultural production. Agricultural 
production commonly includes the use of off-road equipment and ground-disturbing activities. During 
construction, Project-related construction activities would not vary substantially from the baseline conditions 
routinely experienced on neighboring properties. The nearest sensitive receptor is approximately 0.9 miles 
from the site. Impacts would be less than significant.  

XIII-c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private air strip or an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive 
noise levels?  

c) No Impact. The Project is not located within an airport land use plan. No habitable structures are 
proposed to be constructed. The Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located approximately 43 miles 
northeast and the New Coalinga Municipal Airport is more than 11.8 miles west and the Lemoore Naval Air 
Station is approximately 8.8 miles northeast of the Project. The Project does not involve the development of 
habitable structures or require the presence of permanent staff onsite. There would be no impact. 
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3.14 Population and Housing  

Table 3-22.  Population and Housing Impacts 

Population and Housing 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located within an unincorporated area in a southwestern portion of Fresno County and a 
northeastern portion is in the City of Huron. The Project site is surrounded by agricultural lands and the 
percolating ponds. The Project is located within land zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture, 20-acre minimum) 
and planned by as Agriculture by the Fresno County General Plan. The portion within the City of Huron is 
zoned as P-F (Public Facilities) and planned as Public Facilities.  
 
According to 2010 Census data, City of Huron’s population was 6,754 with an estimated percent change from 
2000 to 2010 of 7.1%. As of 2013 to 2017, there was an average of 1,751 households with an average of 3.96 
persons per house.35  

 Regulatory Setting 

3.14.2.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan36: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding 
population and housing, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

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

a-b) No Impact. The implementation of the Project involves the placement of a maximum of four 
temporary pumps and pipelines to divert water from the WSDB into existing bermed percolation ponding 
areas. The goal of the Project is not to induce population growth, but to capture the runoff water and utilize 

 
35 U.S. Census Data. https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/huroncitycalifornia  Accessed May 7, 2019. 
36 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 7, 2019. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/huroncitycalifornia
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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it for agricultural purposes and to reduce that severity of flooding near SR 269 and Arroyo Pasajero Creek 
and Gale Avenue. The Project would not encourage population growth directly or indirectly. No housing or 
habitable structures would be built, nor will any be removed. Implementation of the Project will not result in 
displacement of people or existing housing. Therefore, there will be no impact.  
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3.15 Public Services 

Table 3-23.  Public Services Impacts 

Public Services 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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?     

 Police protection?     

 Schools?     

 Parks?     

 Other public facilities?     

 Environmental Setting 

Fire Protection: The City of Huron utilizes Fresno County’s fire protection services. The closest station is the 
Fresno County Fire Protection District Station 93, which is approximately 1.78 miles west of the Project.  

Police Protection: The City of Huron’s Police Department currently, has 7 sworn officers and several support 
staff. The nearest Huron Police Department is approximately 1.7 miles west of the Project.  

Schools: The nearest school is the Huron Elementary School, approximately 1.5 miles west of the Project.  

Parks: The City of Huron has two parks within the city limits, Chestnut Park and Keenan Park. The closest 
park is approximately 1.3 miles west of Project (Chestnut Park). Fresno County has several regional parks, as 
well as State and national parks, national forest, wilderness areas, and other resources. Regional recreational 
facilities within the County include ten developed and three undeveloped park sites, five fishing access areas, 
and boating facility. There are no nearby Fresno County parks in the vicinity of the Project.  

Landfills: Fresno County operates two active solid waste disposal facilities, or landfills: the American Avenue 
Landfill and the Coalinga Landfill. The nearest landfill is the Avenal City Landfill, which is approximately 12 
miles southwest of the Project.37  

 

 
37 The County of Fresno website. https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-

planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations. Accessed April 30, 2019. 

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations
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3.15.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan38: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding public 
services, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

XV-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: 

a) No Impact.  The Project would not require the addition or alteration of any public services. No habitable 
structures are proposed, and no population growth will occur as part of this Project. There would be no 
impact. 

 
38 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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3.16 Recreation 

Table 3-24.  Recreation Impacts 

Recreation 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The City of Huron has two parks within the city limits, Chestnut Park and Keenan Park. The closest park is 
approximately 1.3 miles west of Project. There are no nearby Fresno County parks in the vicinity of the 
Project.  

3.16.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan39: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies 
regarding recreation, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

XVI-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? 

XVI-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? 

a-b) No Impact. The implementation of the Project will divert water from the WSDB into the existing 
bermed percolation ponding areas. It would not increase the demand for recreational facilities or put a strain 
on the existing recreational facilities. No population growth would be associated with the Project or be 
necessitated by the Project. Furthermore, the Project does not include recreational facilities. No construction 
or expansion of nearby recreational facilities would not be necessary. There would be no impact. 

 
39 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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3.17 Transportation 

Table 3-25.  Transportation/Traffic Impacts 

Transportation/Traffic 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 Environmental Setting 

The Project site is within an unincorporated area in southwestern Fresno County, specifically south of the 
Union Pacific Railroad, west of the California Aqueduct, and north of Gale Avenue. The Project vicinity is 
dominated by agricultural uses, sparse rural residential, and water infrastructure. State Route 269 is the nearest 
highway, approximately 2.8 miles west of the Project site. There are no public improvements proposed along 
the property boundary. Traffic generation after project implementation will be minimal and dedicated to only 
basin maintenance on an as-needed basis.  

3.17.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan40: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding 
transportation, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

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

XVII-b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 150643. 
Subdivision (b)? 

a-b) No Impact. The Project proposes to divert water from the WSDB into existing bermed percolating 
areas and percolation ponds owned by the City of Huron. The Project will consist of placing four temporary 
portable pumps and pipeline at three points of diversion. The only operational traffic would consist of as-
needed maintenance trips. Currently, Flooding occurs at the Arroyo Pasajero Creek and Lassen Avenue (SR 
269), and once the WSDB fills in the excess water spills over Gale Avenue. The proposed diversion will 
relieve pressure on the WSDB and therefore potentially reducing flooding and associated impacts at main 

 
40 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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roads used by City of Huron residents. No road improvements are proposed as part of the Project. There 
would not be a significant adverse effect to existing roadways in the area. 
 
There is no population growth associated with the Project, nor will implementation of the Project result in an 
increase of staff or drivers utilizing roadways in the area. Therefore, implementation of the Project will not 
increase the demand for any changes to congestion management programs or interfere with existing level of 
service standards during the operational phase. There will be no impact.  

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

c) No Impact. No new roadway design features are associated with the Project. As mentioned in Impact 
Assessments XVI-a and b above. Therefore, there will be no impact.  

XVII-d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

d) No Impact. As mentioned above in Impact Assessments XVI-a, b, and c, the Project does not propose 
new roadway design features or permanent alterations to roadways. Road closures and detours are not 
anticipated as part of the construction phase of the Project. Disturbances to traffic patterns, such as a 
potential lane diversion will be nonexistent. The operational phase of the Project is temporary and will have 
no effect on roadways or emergency access. Therefore, there will be no overall potential Project-related 
impacts to emergency access on local roadways.
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3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

Table 3-26.  Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in 
its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American 
tribe. 

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project area is in the Southern Valley Yokuts ethnographic territory. The Yokuts are one of eight 
subgroups of the Penutian linguistic phylum that is present across the western coast and inland regions of 
North America from Canada to Mexico. The Yokuts had many language subgroups and spoke a variety of 
dialects across the southern and central San Joaquin Valley as well as the Sierra Nevada. Many groups could 
converse across dialects with relative ease. The Southern Valley Yokuts populated the shores of Tulare, 
Buena Vista, and Kern lakes, their connecting sloughs, and the lower portions of the Kings, Kaweah, Tule, 
and Kern rivers. At the beginning of the historic period, 15 tribelets of Southern Valley Yokuts lived within 
the Tulare Basin. Kroeber (1939) estimated that Yokuts political units averaged 350 persons each; however, a 
much higher population figure of 15,700 persons was made by Spanish expeditions exploring the Central 
Valley and California coastal regions in the early nineteenth century (Appendix C). 
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3.18.1.1 Regional Setting 

3.18.1.2 Local 

City of Huron General Plan41: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth the following goals and policies that 
protect tribal cultural resources of the City; none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA 
review: 

 Impact Assessment 

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

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

XVIII-a-ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the 
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 

a-i-a-ii) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.   On May 20, 2019, Æ sent an e-
mail to the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) requesting a search of its Sacred Lands File and 
contact information for local Native American representatives who may have information about the APE. 
The NAHC responded on May 28, 2019, with its findings and attached a list of Native American tribes and 
individuals culturally affiliated with the APE. On October 2, 2019, Æ prepared and mailed an outreach letter 
to each of the contacts identified by the NAHC and kept a log of all responses. The outreach letter is 
standard best practices within cultural resource management and is not part of AB 52 or NHPA Section 106 
government-to-government consultation. Æ’s record of correspondence is included in Appendix C.   

The NAHC responded to Æ’s request on May 28, 2019, with negative findings for the Sacred Lands File 
search of the APE; however, they caution that the absence of information in the Sacred Lands File does not 
indicate the absence of Native American cultural resources within the APE. The NAHC provided a list of 
tribal representatives for outreach to local tribal groups regarding any sites of cultural or spiritual significance 
in the APE. Contacts recommended by the NAHC include:  

• Chairperson Robert Ledger Sr. of the Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Government,  

• Stan Alec of the Kings River Choinumni Tribe,  

• Chairperson Rueben Barrios Sr. of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribe,  

• Chairperson Leanne Walker-Grant of Table Mountain Rancheria,  

• Cultural Resources Director Robert Pennell of Table Mountain Rancheria, and  

• Chairperson Kenneth Woodrow of the Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band.  

On October 2, 2019, Æ sent a letter to each of the tribal contacts above providing information about the 
Project and inviting interested tribal representatives to contact Æ with information or questions. A follow-up 
e-mail was sent on October 4, 2019. No responses from the Native American contacts have been received to 
date. All Tribal correspondence is included within Appendix C to this initial study. 

 
41 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed April 30, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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Although it is unlikely that archeological remains will occur during construction or operation of the Proposed 
Project, CUL-1 is to be considered. 
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3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

Table 3-27.  Utilities and Service Systems Impacts 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it 
has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

3.19.1.1 Water Supply 

The Project lies entirely within the Westside Groundwater Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater 
Basin.42 Declines in groundwater basin storage and increased groundwater overdraft are recurring problems in 
the Central Valley. Measures for ensuring the continued availability of groundwater for municipal needs have 
been identified and planned in several areas of Fresno county. The measures include groundwater 
conservation and recharge, and supplementing or replacing groundwater sources for irrigation with surface 
water. 

3.19.1.2 Wastewater Collection and Treatment 

The City of Huron owns and operates a sanitary sewer collection system which consists of approximately 12 
miles of sewer mains, ranging in diameter from 4 to 12-inches. The County of Fresno’s wastewater treatment 
facility is the Fresno Wastewater Treatment and Collection System Facility and located approximately 34 
miles northeast of the Project. 

 
42 DWR Bulletin 118 Groundwater Basin Boundary Assessment Tool. https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/ Accessed March 22, 2019. 

https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/bbat/
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3.19.1.3 Landfills 

Fresno County operates two active solid waste disposal facilities, or landfills: the American Avenue Landfill 
and the Coalinga Landfill. The nearest landfill is the Avenal City Landfill, which is approximately 12 miles 
southwest of the Project.43  

3.19.1.4 Local 

City of Huron General Plan44: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding utilities 
and service systems, none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

XIX-a) 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? 

a) No Impact. The Project consists of placing four temporary pumps at three points of diversion in order to 
divert surplus water from the WSDB to nearby agricultural lands and percolating ponds, owned by the City of 
Huron. The Project will not generate wastewater or require expansion of existing facilities. There would be no 
impact. 

XIX -b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable 
future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

b) No Impact. The Project intends to divert runoff water ponding in the WSDB for the benefit of the 
Arroyo Pasajero Mutual Water Company and the City of Huron for irrigated agriculture, municipal water 
supply, and flood relief by direct diversion and underground storage. The amount of water diverted will 
depend due to its reliance on the probability that the WSDB will have water ponding. Recovery of stored 
water will be stored and used for existing agricultural lands near the ponded areas. Since the Project is not 
relying on water supplies and only utilizing excess surface water, there will be no impact.  

XIX -c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition 
to the provider’s existing commitments? 

c) No Impact. The Project does not propose any commercial, industrial, or residential structures. Therefore, 
it will not create a wastewater demand on any wastewater treatment provider, nor will it require any 
wastewater treatment facilities at the Project site. There will be no need for any sort of capacity determination 
by a wastewater treatment provider.  There would be no impact. 

XIX -d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of 
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 
reduction goals? 

d) No Impact. There will be no solid waste associated with the operational phase of the Project. Therefore, 
there would be no impact.  

 
43 The County of Fresno website. https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-

planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations. Accessed May 8, 2019. 
44 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 8, 2019. 

https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/departments/public-works-planning/divisions-of-public-works-and-planning/resources-and-parks-division/landfill-operations
http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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XIX -e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste? 

e) No Impact. Implementation of the Project will divert surplus water from the WSDB to adjacent 
agricultural land and percolation ponds owned by the City of Huron. The Project is not anticipated to 
produce any solid waste. There would be no impact.
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3.20 Wildfire 

Table 3-28.  Wildfire Impacts 

Wildfire 

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

the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Environmental Setting 

The Project is located within the northeastern portion of the City of Huron (Huron Water Treatment Facility) 
and in the unincorporated land in Fresno County, east of Huron. The Project site is in a relatively flat 
agricultural area/detention basin of the Central San Joaquin Valley.  No structures are being constructed as 
part of the Project, and the Project is not considered to be population growth inducing.  

3.20.1.1 Local 

City of Huron General Plan45: The City of Huron General Plan sets forth goals and policies regarding wildfires, 
none of which have potential relevance to the Project’s CEQA review. 

 Impact Assessment 

XX-a) Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

XX-b) Would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, or other factors exacerbate wildfire risks, 
and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of wildfire? 

 
45 City of Huron General Plan. http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf  
Accessed May 8, 2019. 

http://cityofhuron.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/City-of-Huron-General-Plan-2025-Policies-Statement1.pdf
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XX-c) Would the project Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such 
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may 
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

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

a-d) No Impact. The Project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones. The nearest State Responsibility Area (SRA) is approximately 11.8 miles to the 
southwest of the Project site and approximately 2.05 miles from the nearest Very High classification of Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). Additionally, there are no structures being built as part of this Project, and no 
population increase because of this Project.  Therefore, further analysis of the Projects potential impacts to 
wildfire are not warranted.  There would be no impacts. 
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3.21 CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Table 3-29.  Mandatory Findings of Significance Impacts 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other 
current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

    

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

    

 Impact Assessment 

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

a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The analysis conducted in this Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration results in a determination that the Project, with incorporation of 
mitigation measures, will have a less than significant effect on the environment. The potential for impacts to 
biological resources and cultural resources from the implementation of the proposed Project will be less than 
significant with the incorporation of the mitigation measures discussed in Chapter 4 Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program. Accordingly, the Project will involve no potential for significant impacts to fish 
and wildlife or cultural or tribal resources.    
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XXI -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)?  

b) Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) States that a Lead Agency shall 
consider whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of the project are 
cumulatively considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative effects of a project must, 
therefore, be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable 
future projects. The Project would include the movement of four temporary portable pumps and above 
ground temporary pipelines to three points of diversion in order to divert water that has built up in the 
WSDB. The water will be diverted to the adjacent bermed ponding areas to the west. No additional roads 
would be constructed as a result of the Project, nor would any additional public services be required. 
Currently, flooding occurs at the Arroyo Pasajero Creek and Lassen Avenue (SR 269), and once the WSDB 
fills in, the excess water spills over Gale Avenue. The proposed diversion will relieve pressure on the WSDB 
and potentially reduce flooding and associated impacts at main roads used by City of Huron residents. The 
Project would not result in direct or indirect population growth. Therefore, implementation of the Project 
would not result in significant cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant through the implementation of mitigation measures and basic regulatory requirements 
incorporated into future Project design. 

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

c) Less than Significant Impact. The Project would include the movement of four temporary portable 
pumps and above ground temporary pipelines to three points of diversion in order to divert water that has 
built up in the WSDB.  The Project in and of itself would not create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment. On the contrary, the proposed diversion will relieve pressure on the WSDB and potentially 
reduce flooding and associated impacts at main roads used by City of Huron residents. Therefore, the 
proposed Project would not have any direct or indirect adverse impacts on humans. This impact would be 
less than significant.
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4 Chapter 4 Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program 
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been formulated based upon the findings of 
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the Arroyo Pasajero/Westside Detention 
Basin Groundwater Recharge Project (Project) in Fresno County.  The MMRP lists mitigation measures 
recommended in the IS/MND for the Project and identifies monitoring and reporting requirements.  

For the purposes of this Project and implementation of mitigation measures regarding biological resources, 
the term “construction” or “construction activities” refers to staging, mobilization, vegetation removal or 
trimming, pump placement, pipeline placement, pump removal, and pipeline removal.  For example, a “pre-
construction survey” would refer to a survey conducted prior to the placement of the pump and again prior 
to the removal of the pump and pipeline. In addition to surveying the areas directly adjacent to the pumps 
and pipelines, the first survey would also cover the proposed percolation areas in order to reduce the Project’s 
potential flood-related impacts to species that could be inhabiting the agricultural fields.  
 
Table 4-1 presents the mitigation measures identified for the proposed Project. Each mitigation measure is 
numbered with a symbol indicating the topical section to which it pertains, a hyphen, and the impact number. 
For example, AIR-2 would be the second mitigation measure identified in the Air Quality analysis of the 
IS/MND.  
 
The first column of Table 4-1 identifies the mitigation measure. The second column, entitled “When 
Monitoring is to Occur,” identifies the time the mitigation measure should be initiated. The third column, 
“Frequency of Monitoring,” identifies the frequency of the monitoring of the mitigation measure. The fourth 
column, “Agency Responsible for Monitoring,” names the party ultimately responsible for ensuring that the 
mitigation measure is implemented. The last columns will be used by City of Huron to ensure that individual 
mitigation measures have been complied with and monitored. 
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Table 4-1.  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
When Monitoring is 

to Occur 
Frequency of 

Monitoring 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification 
of 

Compliance 

Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (Avoidance): The Project’s construction activities 
shall occur, if feasible, between September 16 and January 31 (outside of nesting 
bird season) in an effort to avoid impacts to nesting birds.  

N/A N/A City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b (Nesting Bird Survey): If activities must occur 
within nesting bird season (February 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist 
shall conduct pre-construction surveys for active nests and breeding colonies 
within 30 days prior to the start of construction. The survey shall include the 
diversion points, pipeline locations, and proposed percolation areas, as well as 
surrounding lands within 0.5 mile. If no active nests or breeding colonies are 
observed, no further mitigation is required. Raptor nests are considered “active” 
upon the nest-building stage. 

Prior to Construction 
Once within 30 
days of 
construction  

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c (Establish Buffers): On discovery of any active nests 
or breeding colonies near work areas, the biologist shall determine appropriate 
construction setback distances based on applicable CDFW and/or USFWS 
guidelines and/or the biology of the species in question. Specifically, a 300-foot 
disturbance-free buffer shall be implemented around breeding colonies of 
tricolored blackbird, and a 0.5-mile disturbance-free buffer shall be implemented 
around active Swainson’s hawk nests, if feasible. Construction buffers shall be 
identified with flagging, fencing, or other easily visible means, and shall be 
maintained until the biologist has determined that the nestlings have fledged. 

Upon discovery of 
active nests 

As determined by 
qualified biologist 

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d (Nest Monitoring): If an active Swainson’s hawk 
nest is observed within 0.5 mile of the work area and avoidance is not feasible, a 
qualified biologist shall be present onsite during construction activities to 
monitor the bird and nest site for signs of disturbance. If any signs of 
disturbance are observed, the biological monitor shall stop construction and 
contact the local CDFW office.  

Upon discovery of 
active nests 

During 
construction 
activities at a 
frequency 
determined by 
qualified biologist 
and regulatory 
agencies 

City of Huron   
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
When Monitoring is 

to Occur 
Frequency of 

Monitoring 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification 
of 

Compliance 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1e (Pre-construction Take Avoidance Survey): A 
qualified biologist shall conduct a pre-construction take avoidance survey for 
burrowing owls and suitable burrows, in accordance with CDFW’s Staff Report 
on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (2012), within 30 days prior to the start of 
construction activities. The survey shall include the diversion points, pipeline 
locations, and proposed percolation areas containing suitable habitat, as well as 
surrounding lands within 500 feet. If no burrowing owl individuals or suitable 
burrows are observed, no further mitigation is required. 

Prior to Construction 
Once within 30 
days of 
construction 

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-1f (Avoidance): If an active burrowing owl burrow is 
detected, the occurrence shall be reported to the local CDFW office and the 
CNDDB, and disturbance-free buffers shall be implemented in accordance with 
CDFW’s 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, as outlined in the 
table below: 
 

Location Time of Year Level of Disturbance 

Low Medium High 

Nesting sites April 1 – August 15 200 meters 500 meters 500 meters 

Nesting sites August 16 – October 15 200 meters 200 meters 500 meters 

Nesting sites October 16 – March 31 50 meters 100 meters 500 meters 
 

Upon Discovery of an 
Active Burrow 

As determined by 
qualified biologist 

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-1g (Consultation with CDFW and Passive Relocation): 
If avoidance of an active burrowing owl burrow is not feasible, CDFW shall be 
immediately consulted to determine the best course of action, which may 
include passive relocation during non-breeding season. Passive relocation 
and/or burrow exclusion shall not take place without coordination with CDFW 
and preparation of an approved exclusion and relocation plan. 

Upon Discovery of an 
Active Burrow 

As determined by 
qualified biologist 
and CDFW 

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (Pre-construction Survey): A qualified biologist shall 
conduct a pre-construction take avoidance survey for western spadefoot within 
30 days prior to the start of construction activities. The survey shall include the 
diversion points, pipeline locations, and surrounding areas within 500 feet in 
order to ensure the Project does not directly impact western spadefoot 
individuals or breeding pools. If western spadefoot individuals or occupied 
breeding pools are detected, the biologist will contact te local CDFW office for 
information on how to proceed.   

Prior to Construction 
Once within 30 
days of 
construction 

City of Huron   
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
When Monitoring is 

to Occur 
Frequency of 

Monitoring 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification 
of 

Compliance 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3a (Pre-Construction Survey): A qualified biologist 
shall conduct a pre-construction take avoidance survey for San Joaquin kit fox 
within 30 days prior to the start of construction activities. The survey shall 
include the diversion points, pipeline locations, and proposed percolation areas 
containing suitable habitat, as well as surrounding lands within 200 feet. If an 
active kit fox den is detected within or adjacent to the Project area, construction 
will be delayed, and CDFW and USFWS shall be consulted to determine the 
best course of action. 

Prior to Construction 
Once within 30 
days of 
construction 

City of Huron   

Mitigation Measure BIO-3b (Avoidance and Minimization): The Project shall 
observe the following avoidance and minimization measures:   

• Construction activities and routine maintenance traffic shall be limited to 
daylight hours. 

• Project-related vehicles shall observe a 20-mph speed limit in all Project 
areas. 

• Pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4-inches or 
greater that are stored overnight shall be thoroughly inspected for kit 
foxes before the pipe is subsequently capped, used or moved. 
Alternatively, pipes with a diameter of 4-inches or greater that are left 
onsite shall be immediately capped or covered with a mesh or wire 
barrier to exclude kit foxes from entering the pipes. 

• During construction activities, all food-related trash items such as 
wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps shall be disposed of in closed 
containers and removed from the site daily.  

• Project-related personnel shall be prohibited from carrying firearms 
onsite. 

• Project-related personnel shall be prohibited from bringing pets 
(domestic dogs and cats) onsite. 

• Prior to construction activities, construction personnel shall be given an 
educational pamphlet which they are required to read. The pamphlet will 
be prepared by a qualified biologist and will include, at a minimum, the 
following information: 1) a description and photograph of the San 
Joaquin kit fox; 2) a discussion of habitat requirements and reported 
occurrences of this species in the Project’s vicinity; 3) a description of 
the various State and federal regulations protecting this species and the 
potential penalties for violation; 4) a list of measures being taken to 
reduce the Project’s potential impacts to this species; and 5) the name 
and contact information for the Project’s representative who will handle 

Prior to and During 
Construction 

Daily City of Huron   
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measure/Condition of Approval 
When Monitoring is 

to Occur 
Frequency of 

Monitoring 
Agency Responsible 

for Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification 
of 

Compliance 

reporting of inadvertent injury or mortality of this species to the 
appropriate regulatory agencies. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3c (Mortality Reporting): The Sacramento Field Office 
of USFWS and the Fresno Field Office of CDFW will be notified in writing 
within three working days in the case of the accidental death or injury to a San 
Joaquin kit fox during construction. Notification must include the date, time, 
and location of the incident and any other pertinent information. 

Upon discovery of kit 
fox mortality (within 
three days) 

Upon each 
discovery (within 
three days) 

City of Huron   

Cultural Resources 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1: If human remains are uncovered during 
construction, the USBR Mid-Pacific Regional Cultural Resources Officer and 
Reclamation NAGPRA Specialist must be notified immediately and the Fresno 
County Coroner is to be notified to arrange for proper treatment and 
disposition of the remains. If the remains are identified on the basis of 
archaeological context, age, cultural associations, or biological traits to be those 
of a Native American, California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 requires that 
the county coroner notify the NAHC within 24 hours of discovery. The NAHC 
will then identify the Most Likely Descendant, who will be afforded the 
opportunity to recommend means for treatment of the human remains 
following protocols in California Public Resources Code 5097.98. 

In the event human 
remains are 
uncovered 

During excavation City of Huron   
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Appendix A 
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation Report 
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Appendix B 
Biological Evaluation Report
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Cultural Resource Inventory 
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