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Initial Study

1. Project Title

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

2. Lead Agency Name and Address

James Irrigation District
8749 9th Street
San Joaquin, California 93660

3. Contact Person and Phone Number

Manny Amorelli, General Manager
(559) 693-4356

4, Project Location

The project site is an approximately 8.8-acre portion of an approximately 24.2-acre L-shaped parcel
(Assessor’s Parcel Number 030-170-33T) located immediately north of West Adams Avenue and
between South Placer Avenue and the James Bypass Canal in unincorporated Fresno County. The
project site consists of an actively tilled agricultural field, and site access is provided by South Placer
Ave. An existing uncovered irrigation canal runs parallel along the site’s southern boundary. The site
is relatively flat, ranging from approximately 160 to 170 feet above mean sea level in elevation.
Based on a review of historical aerial photographs, the site and surrounding areas have been
intensively used for agriculture and disturbed since at least 1946. No intact native vegetation
communities are located on the project site (Appendix B). Figure 1 depicts the regional location of
the project, and Figure 2 depicts the project site location. Photographs of the project site are shown
in Figure 3.

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address
James Irrigation District

8749 9th Street
San Joaquin, California 93660

6. General Plan Designation

Agriculture

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 1
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Figure 1
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Figure 2 Project Location
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Figure 3 Site Photographs
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Photograph 1. View of southeastern corner of the Photograph 2 View of southeaster
project site, facing north. project site, facing west.

Photograph 3. View of southeastern corner of the Photograph 4. View of sedimented culvert at

project site, facing southwest. southeastern corner of the project site, facing
southwest.

Photograph 5. View of southwestern corner of the Photograph 6. View of northeastern corner of the
project site, facing east. project site, facing south.
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/. Zoning

Exclusive Agricultural (AE-20)

8. Description of Project

The proposed project involves the installation of a one-megawatt (MW) solar array with single-axis
tracking system, including 1.1-MW of direct current photovoltaic (PV) modules, steel support
structures, a one-MW alternating current electrical inverter, cabling, and other system components.
The project also includes a main service board and a step-up transformer as well as metering
facilities, conductors, and safety equipment for interconnection to Pacific Gas and Electric’s (PG&E)
distribution system via a new primary meter installed within the project site. The electricity
generated by the proposed project would offset JID’s aggregated electricity usage for the canal and
well pumps across JID-owned parcels. The solar power generated on the project site would be used
to generate bill credits for JID’s meters in the Renewable Energy Self-Generation Bill Credit Transfer
Program (RES-BCT) arrangement to offset their PG&E energy generation charges. The project’s
interconnection with PG&E would require minor off-site construction to connect the proposed solar
array to an existing PG&E generation tie line located immediately south of the project site.

Electrical equipment, including the switchboard, inverter pad, and inverter step-up transformer,
would be located within the southern portion of the project site. Access to the project site would be
provided by an existing unpaved access road leading from South Placer Avenue in parallel to West
Adams Avenue, and the site would be secured by an approximately 24-foot-wide double swing gate.
The existing unpaved access road would lead to an on-site, approximately 20-foot-wide compacted
access path with sand surfacing that would proceed around the perimeter of the project site to
provide access to the solar array for maintenance. A fence would also be installed around the
perimeter of the project site. Figure 4 provides the proposed site plan.

The solar PV modules would be manufactured at an off-site location and transported to the project
site via truck. Solar PV panels would be located on piles driven into the ground to depths of
approximately eight feet and supports would be bolted onto the piles. All electrical equipment
would be elevated above the base flood elevation line. Modules would be designed to minimize
glare using an anti-reflective coating. No lighting would be required for the project.

Construction Activities

Project construction would take approximately four months and is anticipated to commence in
February 2023. Construction activities would consist of two main phases — solar array installation
and site restoration. Construction activities would occur for approximately nine hours per day from
7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and would occur five days per week, Monday through Friday. No grading, soil
export/import, or vegetation clearing would be required.

Operation

The proposed project would be operated and monitored remotely. Maintenance activities would
occur approximately 10 times per year for vegetation maintenance and/or repairs, and personnel
trips would be completed via passenger vehicles. Maintenance events would not require the use of
heavy-duty equipment.

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 5
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Figure 4 Site Plan
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Washing of the solar PV panels to remove debris and improve energy production would be required
periodically. Approximately 1,823 gallons (0.006 acre-feet) of water would be utilized for panel
washing annually and would be delivered via water truck.

Decommissioning

At the end of the project’s useful life (anticipated to be 35 years or more), the project would be
decommissioned. Currently, standard decommissioning practices include dismantling and
repurposing, salvaging/recycling, or disposing of the solar energy improvements. However, actual
decommissioning and site restoration for the project would be conducted in accordance with all
applicable requirements in effect at the time of project decommissioning, and a final
decommissioning plan, based on then-current technology, site conditions, and regulations, would be
prepared prior to actual decommissioning.

Under current standard decommissioning practices, solar PV modules are removed, collected, and
can be recycled. Some or all of the components (i.e., aluminum and steel components) are salvaged
and/or recycled, as feasible. Components that cannot be salvaged are removed and disposed of in
accordance with applicable laws and regulations.

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting
The project site is surrounded predominantly by agricultural uses to the north, south, east, and

west. An irrigation canal runs parallel to the site’s southern boundary. The nearest residence is
located approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the project site.

10.  Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required

The project will require issuance of a building permit from the County of Fresno.

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 7
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least
one impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

O Aesthetics O  Agriculture and O  Air Quality
Forestry Resources
[ | Biological Resources B Cultural Resources O Energy
[ | Geology and Soils O  Greenhouse Gas O  Hazards and Hazardous
Emissions Materials
O Hydrology and Water O Land Use and Planning O  Mineral Resources
Quality
O Noise O  Population and O  Public Services
Housing
O Recreation O  Transportation B Tribal Cultural Resources
O Utilities and Service O  Wildfire O  Mandatory Findings of
Systems Significance

Determination

Based on this initial evaluation:

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

[ ] | 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 to the project have been
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will
be prepared.

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

O | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “less than
significant with mitigation incorporated” 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.

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 9
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Aesthetics

Environmental Checklist

1 Aesthetics

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Except as provided in Public Resources Code
Section 21099, would the project:
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a

scenic vista? O O O [ |
b. Substantially damage scenic resources,

including but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings

within a state scenic highway? O O O [ |
c. Innon-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 a 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? O O [ ] O
d. Create a new source of substantial light or

glare that would adversely affect daytime

or nighttime views in the area? O O [ ] O

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

The Fresno County General Plan Open Space and Conservation Element defines scenic vistas as an
area designated, signed, and accessible to the public for purposes of viewing and sightseeing
(County of Fresno 2000a). According to the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Fresno
County General Plan, Fresno County contains a variety of terrain and vistas that could be considered
scenic, particularly views of rural farmland, the foothills and the Sierra Nevada (County of Fresno
2000b). There are no designated scenic vistas in the viewshed of the project site. Therefore, no
impact to a scenic vista would result from implementation of the project.

NO IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration
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b.  Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?

The project site is not visible from a State-designated scenic highway, and no scenic resources, such
trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings, are present on the project site. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT

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 a 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?

The project site is located in a non-urbanized area. Public views of the project site are primarily
viewed by motorists traveling along West Adams Avenue. As shown in Figure 3, the project site
consists of actively tilled agricultural lands with no native vegetation. Adjacent land uses feature
agro-industrial equipment, such as water tanks, pumping systems, and silos. The surrounding
landscape also includes other developed features such as power lines and road signage. The
proposed project would introduce a solar array system with a low height profile into the visual
landscape, and ruderal vegetation would continue to grow underneath the solar panels. The
proposed solar PV array would have a similar visual character to that of the surrounding land uses
and would therefore not result in a substantial degradation of the visual character or quality of the
project site and its surroundings when completed. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect
daytime or nighttime views in the area?

Lighting

Construction and future decommissioning of the project would occur during daylight hours and
would not require lighting. In addition, no permanent lighting is included as part of the proposed
project. Therefore, the project would not create a new source of substantial light that would
adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area, and no impact would occur.

Glare

The reflection of sunlight off solar panel surfaces would be the primary source of potential glare
from the project. However, solar panels are comprised of cells designed to capture solar energy to
convert it into usable energy. Therefore, solar panels are designed to absorb as much light as
possible to maximize the efficiency of energy production. Additionally, PV panels are covered with a
tempered glass layer treated with an anti-reflective coating that further reduces the reflectivity of
the panels. When compared to common reflective surfaces, solar panels without an anti-reflective
coating produce around the same amount of reflectivity as water, which is about half the amount of
reflectivity as standard glass commonly used in residential or commercial applications (Shields
2010). Additional glare could be created by metal components of the proposed solar array system.
The amount of glare created by such components would depend on the material type, surface area,
and the orientation of the viewer. However, given the orientation of the panels and the low visual




Environmental Checklist
Aesthetics

profile of the project, the period during which glare from panels or other metal components of the
project could potentially be seen by motorists would be relatively short (i.e., a matter of minutes)
and would be of relatively low intensity. Due to the relatively low intensity and low visibility of
project-related glare during project operation, the project would not create a new source of
substantial glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area. Impacts would
be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 13
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Environmental Checklist
Agriculture and Forestry Resources

2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use or a Williamson Act contract? O O O [ |

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))? O O O [ |

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

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? O O O [ |

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

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

Although the project site has been historically used for agriculture, it is currently vacant and not
actively used for agricultural activities. According to the California Department of Conservation’s
(2016) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, the project site is classified as Urban and Built-
Up Land. In addition, the project site is not currently under a Williamson Act land use contract (Data
Basin 2022). Therefore, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 15
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Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use or conflict with any existing zoning for
agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project 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. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The project site and the surrounding area are not designated, zoned, or used as forest or
timberland. Therefore, the project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. In addition, the project would
not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would
occur.

NO IMPACT

e. Would the project 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?

As discussed under item (a), the project site has been historically used for agriculture but is
currently vacant with no active agricultural operations. The surrounding properties are designated
Urban and Built-Up Land and Other Land to the north, west, and east and Prime Farmland to the
south by the California Department of Conservation’s (2016) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program. As stated under items (c) and (d), the project site and the surrounding area are not
designated, zoned, or used as forestland.

Construction of the project would involve temporary ground-disturbing activities, including the
installation of piles for the solar array system. Installation of piles would not cause long-term
impacts to the soil of the site, such as through paving, structural construction, or removal of
substantial quantities of topsoil. In addition, during project operation, maintenance activities would
occur approximately 10 times per year for vegetation maintenance and/or repairs and would not
require the use of heavy-duty equipment. Because both construction and operation of the project
would only temporarily impact on-site soils, the project would not convert Farmland to non-
agricultural use. In addition, the project would not result in the conversion of nearby farmland to
non-agricultural uses because it would not introduce uses on the project site that are incompatible
with nearby agricultural uses, such as residents or school uses, that may be adversely affected by
agricultural operations (dust generation, odors, or pesticide use). No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT




Environmental Checklist

Air Quality
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan? O O | |
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? O O [ | O
c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations? O O [ | O
d. Result in other emissions (such as those
leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people? O O [ | O

Overview of Air Pollution

The federal and State Clean Air Acts (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain air
pollutants. Under these laws, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the
California Air Resources Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS) and the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and
other pollutants. Some pollutants are emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an
exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the atmosphere, including carbon monoxide, volatile organic
compounds (VOC)/reactive organic gases (ROG),* nitrogen oxides (NOx), particulate matter with
diameters of ten microns or less (PM1o) and 2.5 microns or less (PM,s), sulfur dioxide, and lead.
Other pollutants are created indirectly through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, such as
ozone, which is created by atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions primarily between
ROG and NOx. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, and sulfate and nitrate particulates
(smog).

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources
can be divided into two major subcategories:

=  Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack.
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.

1 CARB defines VOC and ROG similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, metallic
carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOC are compounds that participate in atmospheric
photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROG and VOC are considered comparable in terms of mass emissions, and the
term ROG is used in this IS-MND.

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 17
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= Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial
water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some
consumer products.

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative
emissions, and can also be divided into two major subcategories:

= On-road sources that may be legally operated on roadways and highways.
= Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment.

Air Quality Standards and Altainment

The project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJIVAB), which is under the jurisdiction
of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). As the local air quality
management agency, the SJIVAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that the
NAAQS and CAAQS are met and, if they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.
Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, the SJIVAB is classified as being in
“attainment” or “nonattainment.” In areas designated as nonattainment for one or more air
pollutants, a cumulative air quality impact exists for those air pollutants, and the human health
impacts associated with these criteria pollutants, presented in Table 1, are already occurring in that
area as part of the environmental baseline condition. Under state law, air districts are required to
prepare a plan for air quality improvement for pollutants for which the district is in non-compliance.
The SIVAB is designated a nonattainment area for the state one-hour ozone standard as well as for
the federal and state eight-hour ozone standards. The SJVAB is also designated as nonattainment
for the state annual arithmetic mean and federal 24-hour PM, s standards as well as the state 24-
hour and annual arithmetic mean PMg standards. The nonattainment statuses of the SJVAB are the
result of several factors, such as increased population and unique topographical and meteorological
conditions that exacerbate the formation and retention of high levels of air pollution in the SJVAB
(SJVAPCD 2016). The SIVAB is unclassified or in attainment for all other ambient air quality
standards (SJVAPCD 2018).

Table 1 Health Effects Associated with Non-Attainment Criteria Pollutants

Pollutant Adverse Effects

Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in
humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary
morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to public health
implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in
animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically
exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage.

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short-term and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PMyo) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease (including asthma).

Suspended particulate (1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines in

matter (PMzs) pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly induction;
(4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant mortality; (6)
increased respiratory symptoms in children, such as cough and bronchitis; and (7) increased
hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory disease, including asthma.

Source: U.S. EPA 2021a
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Air Quality Management

Because the SIVAB is currently designated nonattainment for the ozone and PM.,s NAAQS, the
SIVAPCD is required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to achieve attainment of the
NAAQS. The SIVAPCD 2016 Ozone Plan and 2018 PM, s Plan include emissions inventories that
identify sources of air pollutants, evaluations of the feasibility of implementing potential
opportunities to reduce emissions, sophisticated computer modeling to estimate future levels of
pollution, and a strategy for how air pollution will be further reduced. The plans also include
innovative alternative strategies for accelerating attainment through non-regulatory measures. The
2016 Ozone Plan determines that, with implementation of the proposed control strategy, the SIVAB
can expect to reach attainment of the 2008 eight-hour ozone NAAQS by December 31, 2031
(SIVAPCD 2016). The 2018 PM; s Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM,.s NAAQS includes a strategy
for bringing SIVAB into attainment by the respective deadlines of 2023, 2024, and 2025 (SJVAPCD
2021).

Methodology

Air pollutant emissions generated by project construction were estimated using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2020.4.0. CalEEMod uses project-specific
information, including the project’s land uses, square footages for different uses, and location to
model a project’s air pollutant and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The analysis reflects the
construction and operation of the project as described under Description of Project.

Construction emissions modeled include emissions generated by construction equipment used on-
site and emissions generated by vehicle trips associated with construction, such as worker and
vendor trips. CalEEMod estimates construction emissions by multiplying the amount of time
equipment is in operation by emission factors. Construction of the proposed project was analyzed
based on the applicant-provided construction schedule and construction equipment list.
Construction would occur on an approximately 8.8-acre portion of the project site over the course
of approximately four months between February 2023 and May 2023. It is assumed that all
construction equipment used would be diesel-powered, and no soil import or export would be
required. In addition, the trip lengths for worker and vendor trips were increased from their default
values to 30 miles because workers would likely travel to the project site from the closest major city,
which is Fresno. This analysis assumes that the project would comply with all applicable regulatory
standards. In particular, the project would comply with SIVAPCD Rule 8201 Construction,
Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, And Other Earthmoving Activities. See Appendix A for the
project’s construction-related air pollutant emissions modeling and calculations.

Operational emissions of the project were not modeled in CalEEMod because the project would be
operated and monitored remotely. Approximately 10 vehicle trips to the site would occur per year
for vegetation maintenance and/or facility repairs, but no heavy equipment would be used during
these visits. Therefore, minimal emissions would be generated by operational activities, and the
significance of the project’s operational emissions is evaluated qualitatively.

After 35 years, the solar array and associated equipment would likely be decommissioned and
removed from the site via a series of activities that would be similar in nature and duration to
project construction activities. Therefore, the project’s decommissioning emissions were assumed
to be approximately equal to the project’s construction emissions for the purposes of this analysis.
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Air Emission Thresholds

The SIVAPCD has adopted guidelines for quantifying and determining the significance of air quality
emissions in its Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI; SJIVAPCD
2015a). The SIVAPCD recommends the use of quantitative thresholds to determine the significance
of temporary construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutant emissions, which are shown in
Table 2.

Table 2 Air Quality Thresholds of Significance
Pollutant NO)( 2{e]c] PM]_o PMz,s SO)( co

Construction Thresholds (Tons Per Year) 10 10 15 15 27 100

NOx= nitrogen oxides; CO= carbon monoxide; SOx = sulfur oxides; ROG = reactive organic gases; PMio = particulate matter with a
diameter of 10 microns or less; PMus = particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 microns or less

Source: SIVAPCD 2015a

In addition to the annual SJVAPCD thresholds presented above, SIVAPCD has published the Ambient
Air Quality Analysis Project Daily Emissions Assessment guidance, which is summarized in Section
8.4.2, Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools, of the SJIVAPCD’s GAMAQI (2015). The Ambient Air
Quality Screening Tools guidance provides a screening threshold to evaluate construction activities
of 100 pounds per day for any of the following pollutants: NOx, ROG, PM1o, PM3s, SOx, and carbon
monoxide. Pursuant to the SIVAPCD’s GAMAQI (2015), project impacts may be significant if on-site
emissions from construction activities exceed the 100-pounds-per-day screening level after
implementation of all enforceable mitigation measures. An ambient air quality assessment, which
includes refined dispersion modeling, would be necessary if an exceedance occurs.

The SIVAPCD also recommends quantitative thresholds for evaluating a project’s air quality impacts
related to toxic air contaminants (TACs). Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually
described in terms of cancer risk. The SIVAPCD recommends a carcinogenic (cancer) risk threshold
of 20 in a million. The Chronic Hazard Index is the sum of the individual substance chronic hazard
indices for all TACs affecting the same target organ system. The SIVAPCD recommends a Chronic
Hazard Index significance threshold of 1.0 and an Acute Hazard Index of 1.0.

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?

Construction, operation, and decommissioning of the project would result in emissions of criteria
pollutants including ozone precursors, such as ROG and NOx, as well as particulate matter. The
SIVAPCD has prepared several air quality attainment plans to achieve ozone and particulate matter
standards, the most recent of which include the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard and
the 2018 Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM, s Standards. The SIVAB is in attainment for carbon
monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead; therefore, the SJIVAPCD has not developed attainment plans for
these pollutants. The SIVAPCD has determined that projects with emissions above the thresholds of
significance for criteria pollutants would conflict with and obstruct implementation of the SIVAPCD’s
air quality plans (SJVAPCD 2015b). As discussed under item (b), the project would not exceed the
SJVAPCD's significance thresholds for criteria air pollutant emissions. Therefore, the project would
not conflict with applicable air plans, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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b.  Would the project 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?

Construction Emissions

Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with fugitive dust
(PM31o and PM55) and exhaust emissions from heavy construction equipment and construction
vehicles. Table 3 summarizes the estimated annual emissions of criteria air pollutants during project
construction. As shown therein, construction-related emissions would not exceed SIVAPCD
thresholds.

Table 3 Project Construction Emissions

Annual Construction Emissions (tons/year)

Construction Year

2023 <1 <1 1 <1 <1 <1
SIVAPCD Thresholds of Significance 10 10 100 27 15 15
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

ROG = reactive organic gas, NOx = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SOx = sulfur oxides, PMio = particulate matter 10 microns in
diameter or less, PM,.s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

Notes: All calculations were made using CalEEMod v.2020.4.0. See Appendix A for calculations. Some numbers may not add up due to
rounding. Emission data is pulled from CalEEMod’s “mitigated” results, which is a term of art for the modeling output and is not
equivalent to mitigation measures that may apply to the CEQA impact analysis. The CalEEMod “mitigated” results account for
compliance with regulations (SJVAPCD Rule 8021) and project design features.

The SJVAB is a nonattainment area for the state one-hour ozone standard, the federal and state
eight-hour ozone standards, the state PM, s standard, and the state PMjo standard. The current
nonattainment statuses of the SJVAB are the result of cumulative emissions from motor vehicles,
off-road equipment, commercial and industrial facilities, and other emission sources. Projects that
emit these pollutants or their precursors (e.g., ROG and NOx for ozone) potentially contribute to this
poor air quality. Therefore, project-related construction emissions must be compared to the
SJVAPCD’s 100-pounds-per-day ambient air quality screening threshold for ROG, NOy, sulfur dioxide,
carbon monoxide, PMjg, and PM5s. As shown in Table 4, maximum daily emissions associated with
project construction would not exceed the SIVAPCD’s 100-pounds-per-day screening threshold
during construction. Therefore, an ambient air quality assessment is not required for construction
activities. Because the SIVAPCD annual and daily thresholds would not be exceeded, project
construction would not 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. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Table 4 Maximum Daily Project Construction Emissions

Emissions (lbs/day)

Maximum Daily Emissions 1 11 15 <1 2 1
Screening Threshold 100 100 100 100 100 100
Screening Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

Ibs/day = pounds per day, ROG = reactive organic gas, NOx = nitrogen oxides, CO = carbon monoxide, SOx = sulfur oxides, PMio =
particulate matter 10 microns in diameter or less, PMa s = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter

Notes: All calculations were made using CalEEMod v.2020.4.0. See Appendix A for calculations. Some numbers may not add up due to
rounding. Emission data is pulled from CalEEMod’s “mitigated” results, which is a term of art for the modeling output and is not
equivalent to mitigation measures that may apply to the CEQA impact analysis. The CalEEMod “mitigated” results account for
compliance with regulations (SJVAPCD Rule 8021) and project design features. Emissions presented are the highest of the winter and
summer modeled emissions.

Operational Emissions

The proposed project would be operated and monitored remotely. Occasional passenger vehicle
trips to the site for vegetation maintenance or repairs would occur approximately ten times per
year. However, no heavy equipment would be required for vegetation maintenance. In addition, the
project does not include the construction of structures or installation of lighting. Therefore, the
project’s operational emissions would be de minimis, and project operation would not result in a
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in
non-attainment. Impacts would be less than significant.

Decommissioning Emissions

After 35 years, the solar array and associated equipment would likely be decommissioned and
removed from the site via a series of activities that would be similar in nature and duration to
project construction activities. As discussed above, the project’s construction-related emissions
would not exceed the SIVAPCD’s daily or annual thresholds. Because the project’s decommissioning
activities would be similar to its construction activities, decommissioning emissions also would not
exceed the SJVAPCD’s daily or annual thresholds. Therefore, project decommissioning would not
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. Impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Certain population groups, such as children, the elderly, and people with health problems, are
particularly sensitive to air pollution. Therefore, the majority of sensitive receptor locations are
schools, hospitals, and residences. The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site is a single-
family residence located approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the project site. Localized air quality
impacts to sensitive receptors typically result from carbon monoxide hotspots and TACs, which are
discussed in the following subsections.

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots

A carbon monoxide hotspot is a localized concentration of carbon monoxide that is above a carbon
monoxide ambient air quality standard. Localized carbon monoxide hotspots can occur at
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intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots can be created at intersections
where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local carbon monoxide concentration exceeds
the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 ppm or the federal and state eight-hour standard of 9.0 ppm
(CARB 2016).

The entire SIVAB is in conformance with state and federal carbon monoxide standards. In 2020, the
maximum eight-hour average carbon monoxide concentration measured at the Fresno-Garland
station, located approximately 25 miles northwest of project site, was 2.2 ppm, which is well below
the state and federal 8-hour carbon monoxide standard of 9.0 ppm (SJVAPCD 2020). When
operational, the proposed project would only require approximately ten vehicle trips per year for
vegetation clearing and/or repairs because it would be operated remotely. Based on the low
background level of carbon monoxide in the project area and the project’s low number of vehicle
trips, the project would not create new carbon monoxide hotspots or contribute substantially to
existing carbon monoxide hotspots. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose sensitive
receptors to substantial carbon monoxide concentrations, and localized air quality impacts related
to carbon monoxide hot spots would be less than significant.

Toxic Air Contaminants

TACs are defined by California law as air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in
mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to
human health. The following subsections discuss the project’s potential to result in impacts related
to TAC emissions during construction and operation.

Construction

Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated emissions of diesel
particulate matter (DPM) exhaust emissions from off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site
preparation, grading, building construction, and other construction activities. DPM was identified as
a TAC by CARB in 1998. The potential cancer risk from the inhalation of DPM (discussed in the
following paragraphs) outweighs the potential non-cancer health impacts (CARB 2022) and is
therefore the focus of this analysis.

Generation of DPM from construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period.
Construction of the proposed project would occur over approximately four months. The dose to
which receptors are exposed is the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function
of the concentration of a substance or substances in the environment and the extent of exposure
that person has with the substance. Dose is positively correlated with time, meaning that a longer
exposure period would result in a higher exposure level for the Maximally Exposed Individual. The
risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a
longer period of time. According to the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard
Assessment, health risk assessments, which determine the exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic
emissions, should be based on a 70-year exposure period; however, such assessments should be
limited to the period/duration of activities associated with the project. Thus, the duration of
proposed construction activities (i.e., four months) is approximately one percent of the total
exposure period used for 30-year health risk calculations. Current models and methodologies for
conducting health-risk assessments are associated with longer-term exposure periods of 9, 30, and
70 years, which do not correlate well with the temporary and highly variable nature of construction
activities, resulting in difficulties in producing accurate estimates of health risk (Bay Area Air Quality
Management District 2017).
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The maximum PMjo and PM; s emissions would occur during the solar array installation phase,
which would last for approximately 76 days. DPM generated by project construction would not
create conditions where the probability is greater than 20 in one million of contracting cancer for
the Maximally Exposed Individual (the SJIVAPCD's carcinogenic risk threshold) or to generate
ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs that exceed a Chronic or Acute Hazard Index
greater than one for the Maximally Exposed Individual (the SHVAPCD’s hazard index thresholds).
Therefore, project construction would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC
concentrations, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operation

The proposed project does not include any stationary sources of TAC emissions, and operations and
maintenance trips would be conducted using gasoline-powered vehicles, which do not generate TAC
emissions. Therefore, project operation would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial TAC
concentrations, and no impact would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The project would generate oil and diesel fuel odors during construction and decommissioning
activities from equipment use. The odors would be temporary and limited to these periods. With
respect to operation, the SJIVAPCD’s GAMAQI (2015) identifies land uses associated with odor
complaints to be wastewater treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, food processing facilities, and
feed lot/dairy facilities. Solar PV systems are not listed in the guidance as a major odor-generating
land use, and the project does not include components that would generate odors during operation.
Therefore, the proposed project would not generate other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people, and impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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4 Biological Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

a. Have asubstantial 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? O [ O O

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

b. 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? O O O [ |

c. 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? O O [ ] O

d. Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance? O O O [ |

e. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? O O O [ |

The following section is based primarily on the Biological Resources Assessment prepared by Rincon
Consultants, Inc. (Rincon) for the proposed project in March 2022, which is included as Appendix B.
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Existing Conditions

The project site contains an actively tilled agricultural field. Based on a review of historical aerial
photographs, the site and surrounding areas have been intensively used for agriculture and
disturbed since at least 1946. Soil on site consists of Merced clay loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes.
Merced clay loam is listed as a hydric soil. No intact native vegetation communities are present
within the project site, and no sensitive vegetation communities were observed within the project
site. Two land cover types were identified within the project site during the field survey: Agricultural
and Developed (Appendix B). The surrounding lands consist predominantly of heavily impacted
agricultural fields and orchards.

The project site provides habitat for wildlife species which commonly occur in Fresno County. Avian
species observed on or adjacent to the site during the reconnaissance survey include red-tailed
hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), common raven (Corvus corax), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta),
great egret (Ardea alba), Savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), killdeer (Charadrius
vociferus), great blue heron (Ardea Herodias), brewer’s blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), and
black-necked stilt (Himantopus mixicanus). Terrestrial species observed/detected include botta’s
pocket gopher (Thomomys bottae), California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), and
domestic dogs.

Methodology

The literature review included the background reports database research on special status biological
resource occurrences within the Jamesan, California United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-
minute quadrangle and surrounding eight quadrangles. Sources included the CDFW California
Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB); Biogeographic Information and Observation System; United
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory; USFWS Information for
Planning and Consultation; and USFWS Critical Habitat Portal. Other resources included the
California Native Plant Society’s online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California;
CDFW’s Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens List, and CDFW’s Connectivity Areas-
California Essential Habitat Connectivity Map. Aerial photographs, topographic maps, soil survey
maps, geologic maps, and climatic data in the area were also examined. A review of the information
contained within these databases, supported by the expert opinion of Rincon’s biological staff,
resulted in a list of special status species and other resources to be evaluated for their presence or
potential to occur at the project site. In addition, a biological reconnaissance survey of the project
site was conducted on February 8, 2022 and evaluated existing site conditions and the potential
presence of special-status biological resources, including special-status plant and wildlife species,
sensitive plant communities, jurisdictional waters and wetlands, wildlife movement, and habitat for
nesting birds. The potential presence of special-status species is based on a literature review and
reconnaissance site visit designed to assess habitat suitability only.

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
maodifications, 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?

Special status are species are those plants and animals listed, proposed for listing, or candidates for
listing as Threatened or Endangered by the USFWS under the federal Endangered Species Act; those
listed or candidates for listing as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered under the California Endangered
Species Act or Native Plant Protection Act; those identified as Fully Protected by the California Fish

26



Environmental Checklist
Biological Resources

and Game Code (Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515); those identified as Species of Special
Concern or Watch List species by the CDFW; and plants occurring on lists 1 and 2 of the California
Native Plant Society California Rare Plant Rank system according to the following definitions:

= Rank 1A: Plants presumed extinct in California;

= Rank 1B.1: Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; seriously endangered in California
(over 80 percent of occurrences threatened/high degree and immediacy of threat);

= Rank 1B.2: Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere; fairly endangered in California (20
to 80 percent of occurrences threatened);

= Rank 1B.3: Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere, not very endangered in California
(less than 20 percent of occurrences threatened or no current threats known);

= Rank 2: Rare, threatened or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere.

The literature review identified 16 special-status plant species and 27 special-status wildlife species
documented within the Jamesan, California USGS 7.5-minute quad and the eight surrounding quads.

Special-Status Plants

Sixteen special status plant species known to occur in the region were evaluated for their potential
to occur in the study area. None of these 16 species are expected to occur within the project site.
Species could be excluded based on known range and elevation, the lack of the species’ specific
habitat requirements within the study area, or due to the disturbed nature of the site and its lack of
connectivity to natural vegetation communities (Appendix B). Therefore, the project would result in
no impacts to special-status plant species.

Special-Status Wildlife

Of the 27 special-status wildlife species documented in the project site vicinity, 26 of these species
are not expected to occur within the project site due to absence of suitable habitat. The one wildlife
species with potential to occur within the site during foraging or dispersal is the Swainson’s hawk
(Buteo swainsoni) (Appendix B). In addition, one white-faced ibis was observed flying over the
project site during a previous survey for the JID Solar Project #1 on December 9, 2021.

The white-faced ibis is on CDFW’s watch list. It was only observed flying overhead and did not land
on or nearby the project site. White-faced ibis use shallow freshwater marshes for foraging and
dense tule thickets for nesting. No foraging or nesting habitat is present within or adjacent to the
project site. The species is present in the region of the study area and may be spotted during
dispersal but would be unlikely to use the project site due to lack of foraging and nesting habitat. No
occurrences have been documented by the CNDDB within five miles of the project site (Appendix B).
Despite the observation of this species flying overhead, the white-faced ibis is not likely to be
present on the project site.

The Swainson’s hawk is listed as a state threatened species. There are several records of Swainson’s
hawks nesting within five miles of the project site, last recorded in 2011. No Swainson’s hawks or
raptor nests were observed during the biological reconnaissance survey, and there are no trees
present within the project site or in the immediate vicinity. Suitable nesting habitat within one mile
of the project site is limited to isolated trees on the west side of Clayton Avenue. There is limited
habitat for the species within the project site, but a stand of isolated trees along a canal to the west
of the project site could provide marginal foraging and nesting habitat for the species. Therefore,
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Swainson’s hawk has a moderate potential to forage within the project site and a low potential to
nest in the vicinity of the project site (Appendix B).

In addition, non-game migratory birds protected under the California Fish and Game Code Section
3503, such as native avian species common to grasslands, agricultural, developed, and ruderal
areas, have the potential to breed and forage throughout the project. Nesting by a variety of
common birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code
Section 3503 could occur in virtually any location throughout the study area on the ground surface
or within native or non-native vegetation (Appendix B).

Impacts to the aforementioned special-status and protected species may occur through removal of
vegetation if active nests are present. Impacts may also occur if active nests are present in
undeveloped and landscaped areas adjacent to active construction or staging through disturbance
and nest abandonment (Appendix B). Therefore, impacts to special-status wildlife would be
potentially significant, and implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would be required to
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

The following mitigation measure would be required to reduce impacts to biological resources to a
less than significant level.

BIO-1 Avoidance and Minimization of Impacts to Swainson’s Hawk, Other
Raptors and Nesting Birds

If construction activities occur during the non-nesting season (September 16 to January 31), no
mitigation is required. If construction activities occur during the nesting bird season (February 1 to
September 15), the following measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to Swainson’s
hawk, other protected raptor species, and other nesting birds protected by the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act and California Fish and Game Code.

= A preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be conducted no more than 14 days prior to
initiation of ground disturbance and vegetation removal. The survey shall be conducted within
the project site and include a 150-foot buffer for passerines, 500-foot buffer for other raptors,
and 0.5-mile buffer for active Swainson’s hawk nests. The survey shall be conducted by a
biologist familiar with the identification of avian species known to occur in the region.

= |f the nesting bird survey results are negative, no further action shall be required. If nests are
found, an appropriate avoidance buffer shall be determined and demarcated by the biologist
with high visibility material. For Swainson’s hawk nests, an avoidance buffer of up to 0.5 mile
shall be established by a qualified biologist based on the nest location in relation to the project
activity, the line-of-sight from the nest to the project activity and observed hawk behavior at the
nest.

= All construction personnel shall be notified as to the existence of the buffer zones and to avoid
entering buffer zones during the nesting season. No ground disturbing activities shall occur
within the buffer until the avian biologist has confirmed that breeding/nesting is complete, and
the young have fledged the nest. Encroachment into the buffer shall occur only at the discretion
of the qualified biologist.

= Results of the preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be submitted in a brief letter report to
JID no more than 30 days after completion of the survey.
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Significance after Mitigation

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would minimize the potential for project construction
activities to disturb Swainson’s hawk, other raptors, and nesting birds by requiring nesting bird
surveys prior to construction and the implementation of avoidance buffers if nests are found.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce project impacts to nesting birds to a
less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

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

Four sensitive natural communities are documented within the nine USGS quadrangles surrounding
the project area: Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh, Valley Sink Scrub, Valley Sacaton Grassland,

and Northern Claypan Vernal Pool. However, none of these sensitive plant communities or USFWS-

designated critical habitat are present within the project site (Appendix B). Therefore, no impacts to
sensitive natural communities or critical habitat would occur.

NO IMPACT

c.  Would the project 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?

No jurisdictional wetlands or waters are mapped within the project site. The project site is an
actively tilled agricultural field. One unnamed canal exists south of the project site and is classified
as R5UBFx (Riverine [R], Unknown Perennial [5], Unconsolidated Bottom [UB], Semipermanently
Flooded [F], and Excavated [x]). However, the proposed project would not impact this canal directly
or indirectly (Appendix B). Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected wetlands, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project 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?

Wildlife movement corridors, or habitat linkages, are generally defined as connections between
habitat patches that allow for physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal
populations. Such linkages may serve a local purpose, such as providing a linkage between foraging
and denning areas, or they may be regional in nature. Some habitat linkages may serve as migration
corridors, wherein animals periodically move away from an area and then subsequently return.
Other corridors may be important as dispersal corridors for young animals. A group of habitat
linkages in an area can form a wildlife corridor network (Appendix B).

In the vicinity of the project site, disked fields and existing roads could provide local scale
opportunities for wildlife movement, particularly disturbance-tolerant species such as coyote. There
are no Natural Landscape Blocks or Essential Connectivity Areas mapped within the project site, and
surrounding land has long been disrupted by intensive agriculture. Because no significant wildlife
movement corridors or habitat linkages are present within the project site, the project would not
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substantially alter existing wildlife movement or interfere with established resident or migratory
wildlife corridors (Appendix B). Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The Fresno County General Plan includes open space, conservation, and land use elements. Project
activities would not in conflict with any elements of the General Plan because the proposed project
is consistent with the agricultural zoning of the project site. In addition, no native trees were
observed on site or are proposed for removal. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any
local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation
plan?

The project site is not within any applicable habitat conservation plan areas. Therefore, the project
would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT
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5 Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O O O [ |
b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? O [ | O O
c. Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? O O [ O

The following section is based primarily on the Cultural Resources Assessment prepared by Rincon
for the proposed project in February 2022, which is included as Appendix C.

This section provides an analysis of the project’s impacts on cultural resources, including historical
and archaeological resources as well as human remains. CEQA requires a lead agency determine
whether a project may have a significant effect on historical resources (Public Resources Code [PRC]
Section 21084.1). A historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing
in, the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR); a resource included in a local register of
historical resources; or any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript a lead
agency determines to be historically significant (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[a][1-3]).

A resource shall be considered historically significant if it:

1. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of
California’s history and cultural heritage;

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

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

4. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.

In addition, if it can be demonstrated that a project would cause damage to a unique archaeological
resource, the lead agency may require reasonable efforts be made to permit any or all of these
resources to be preserved in place or left in an undisturbed state. PRC Section 21083.2(g) defines a
unique archaeological resource as an archaeological artifact, object, or site about which it can be
clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, there is a high
probability that it:

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and that there is
a demonstrable public interest in that information;
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2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available
example of its type; or

3. Isdirectly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or
person.

To the extent that unique archaeological resources cannot be left undisturbed, mitigation measures
are required (PRC Section 21083.2[a-b]).

Methodology

The Cultural Resources Assessment conducted by Rincon for the proposed project included a
records search of the California Historical Resources Information System at the Southern San
Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC), a Sacred Lands File (SLF) search from the Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC), and background and archival research. In addition, a
pedestrian survey of the project site was conducted (Appendix C).

The SSJVIC records search was performed to identify previously conducted cultural resources
studies, as well as previously recorded cultural resources within the project site and a 0.5-mile
radius surrounding it. The records search included a review of available records at the SSIVIC, as
well as the National Register of Historic Places, the CRHR, the Office of Historic Preservation Historic
Properties Directory, the California Inventory of Historic Resources, the Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility list, and historical maps. The SSIVIC records search identified one
cultural resources study conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, which did not
evaluate the project site. The SSJVIC search also identified two previously recorded cultural
resources within a 0.5-mile radius of the project site, neither of which are recorded within the
project site. Both resources have been recommended as ineligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (Baloian 2015a and 2015b).

On January 12, 2022, the NAHC responded to Rincon’s SLF request, stating the SLF was returned
with negative results for sacred lands in the vicinity of the project site.

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57?

No buildings are present within the project site. The pedestrian survey did not identify potential
cultural resources that may qualify as historical resources within the project site (Appendix C).
Therefore, the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a
historical resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, and no impact would occur.

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5?

As part of the Cultural Resources Assessment (Appendix C), Rincon conducted a pedestrian survey of
the project site on February 15, 2022. Rincon’s assessment did not identify archaeological resources
or archaeological deposits within the project site. However, the lack of surface evidence of
archaeological materials does not preclude their subsurface existence. As discussed further in
Section 18, Tribal Cultural Resources, JID received a response from the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-
Yokut Tribal Government during Assembly Bill 52 consultation outreach efforts identifying the
project site as sensitive for tribal cultural resources. Although there is an absence of recorded
prehistoric or historic-period archaeological remains within the immediate vicinity and a high level
of existing disturbance to the project site, the project site could have a moderate potential for
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encountering intact subsurface archaeological deposits of Native American origin based on concerns
from the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribal Government (Berggren 2022). In addition,
unanticipated archaeological discoveries are a possibility during project-related ground disturbance
given that subsurface conditions are not fully known until excavation commences. If unanticipated
archaeological resources are present underground, ground-disturbing construction activities could
result in the damage or destruction of these resources. Therefore, in the unlikely event of an
unanticipated discovery, impacts to unknown archaeological resources would be potentially
significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 would be required to reduce
project impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

CR-1 Worker Environmental Awareness Program

Due to the identified level of sensitivity of the project site, an environmental professional shall
conduct a Worker Environmental Awareness Program training on archaeological sensitivity for all
construction personnel prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbing activities within the
surveyed area. The training material shall be developed by an archaeologist who meets or exceeds
the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology (National Park
Service 1983). Archaeological sensitivity training shall include a description of the types of cultural
material that may be encountered, cultural sensitivity issues, regulatory issues, and the proper
protocol for treatment of the materials in the event of a find.

CR-2 Archaeological Monitoring

JID shall retain an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification
Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) to conduct monitoring of all project-related
ground disturbing activities. The monitor will have the authority to halt and redirect work should
any archaeological resources be identified during monitoring. If archaeological resources are
encountered during ground-disturbing activities, work within 60 feet of the find will halt, and the
find will be evaluated for listing in the CRHR and National Register of Historic Places. Archaeological
monitoring may be reduced to spot-checking or eliminated at the discretion of the monitor, in
consultation with JID, as warranted by conditions such as encountering bedrock, sediments being
excavated are fill, or negative findings during the first 60 percent of rough grading. If monitoring is
reduced to spot-checking, spot-checking will occur when ground-disturbance moves to a new
location within the project site and when ground disturbance will extend to depths not previously
reached (unless those depths are within bedrock).

CR-3 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources

In the event that archaeological resources are encountered during ground-disturbing activities and
monitoring has been reduced or halted, work in the immediate area should be halted and an
archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for
archeology (National Park Service 1983) should be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the
find is prehistoric, then a Native American representative should also be contacted to participate in
the evaluation of the find. If necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan
and archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility. If the discovery proves to be eligible for the CRHR and
cannot be avoided by the proposed project, additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may
be warranted to mitigate any significant impacts to historical resources.
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Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure CR-1 through CR-3 require the implementation of a worker environmental
awareness program, archaeological and Native American monitoring, and avoidance measures for
and evaluation of any unanticipated discoveries of cultural resources, which would reduce potential
impacts to archeological resources to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

No cemeteries, formal or otherwise, have been recorded within or are known to exist within the
project site. Human burials outside of formal cemeteries often occur in prehistoric archaeological
contexts. In addition to being potential archaeological resources, human burials have specific
provisions for treatment in PRC Section 5097. Additionally, California Health and Safety Code
Sections 7050.5, 7051, and 7054 contain specific provisions for the protection of human burial
remains. Existing regulations address the illegality of interfering with human burial remains and
protects them from disturbance, vandalism, or destruction. PRC Section 5097.98 also addresses the
disposition of Native American burials, protects such remains, and establishes the NAHC as the
entity to resolve any related disputes.

If human remains are found, California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states no further
disturbance shall occur until the County coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition
pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the
County coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are determined to be
prehistoric, the coroner would notify the NAHC, which would determine and notify a most likely
descendant (MLD). The MLD must complete the inspection of the site within 48 hours of being
granted access to the site and may recommend scientific removal and nondestructive analysis of
human remains and items associated with Native American burials. Compliance with PRC Section
5097.98 and California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 would reduce potential impacts to
unknown human remains to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption
of energy resources, during project
construction or operation? O | O |
b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local
plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency? O O O [ |

As a state, California is one of the lowest per capita energy users in the United States, ranked 50™ in
the nation, due to its energy efficiency programs and mild climate (United States Energy Information
Administration 2022). Electricity is primarily consumed by the built environment for lighting,
appliances, heating and cooling systems, fireplaces, and other uses such as industrial processes in
addition to being consumed by alternative fuel vehicles. The proposed project would generate
electricity that would be supplied to the PG&E distribution system and would not require the usage
of natural gas. Therefore, this section focuses on petroleum energy consumption. Petroleum fuels
are primarily consumed by on-road and off-road equipment in addition to some industrial
processes, with California being one of the top petroleum-producing states in the nation (CEC
2022a). Gasoline, which is used by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, is the
most used transportation fuel in California with 12.6 billion gallons sold in 2020 (CEC 2022b). Diesel,
which is used primarily by heavy-duty trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and
barges, farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles, is the second most used
fuel in California with 1.7 billion gallons sold in 2020 (CEC 2022b). Table 5 summarizes the
petroleum fuel consumption for Fresno County, in which the project site is located, as compared to
statewide consumption.

Table 5 2020 Annual Gasoline and Diesel Consumption

Fresno County California Proportion of Statewide
Fuel Type (gallons) (gallons) Consumption?
Gasoline 347,000,000 12,572,000,000 3%
Diesel 66,000,000 1,700,000,000 1%

1 For reference, the population of Fresno County (1,026,681 persons) is approximately three percent of the population of California
(39,466,855 persons) (California Department of Finance 2021).

Source: CEC 2022b

Energy consumption is directly related to environmental quality in that the consumption of
nonrenewable energy resources releases criteria air pollutant and GHG emissions into the
atmosphere. The environmental impacts of air pollutant and GHG emissions associated with the

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 35



James Irrigation District
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

project’s energy consumption are discussed in detail in Section 3, Air Quality, and Section 8,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, respectively.

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

Construction Energy Demand

The proposed project would use diesel and gasoline-fueled construction vehicles and equipment
during the construction phase. Construction equipment, worker trips, and vendor trips information
provided by White Pine Renewables as well as information from the air pollutant and GHG
emissions modeling were used to estimate energy consumption associated with the proposed
project (see Section 3, Air Quality, for additional modeling details). As shown in Table 6, project
construction would require approximately 3,784 gallons of gasoline and approximately 8,345 gallons
of diesel fuel. These energy estimates are conservative because they assume the construction
equipment operates daily during the construction phases.

Table 6 Estimated Fuel Consumption during Construction

Fuel Consumption (gallons)

Source Gasoline Diesel
Construction Equipment & Vendor Trips 0 8,345
Construction Worker Vehicle Trips 3,784 0

See Appendix D for energy calculation sheets.

Energy use during construction would be temporary in nature, and equipment used would be typical
of similar-sized projects in the region. In addition, construction contractors would be required to
comply with the provisions of California Code of Regulations Title 13 Sections 2449 and 2485, which
prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road diesel vehicles from idling for more
than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel consumption. Construction equipment
would be subject to the U.S. EPA Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard, which would also
minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption. These practices would result in
efficient use of energy necessary to construct the project. Furthermore, in the interest of cost-
efficiency, construction contractors also would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or
unnecessary. Therefore, the project would not result in a potentially significant environmental
impact due to the inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy resources during
construction, and no impact would occur.

Operational Energy Demand

The proposed project would be operated and monitored remotely with occasional passenger vehicle
trips to the site for vegetation maintenance and/or repairs approximately ten times per year. These
trips would require minimal fuel consumption, and vehicles used to complete these trips would be
subject to federal and state fuel efficiency regulations, which would minimize the potential for
wasteful or inefficient fuel consumption.

The project site would experience an annual average solar radiation of 5.96 hours per day, which is
approximately 25 percent of the day (National Renewable Energy Laboratories 2022). Therefore, the
project would achieve approximately 2,175 operational hours per year. Based on the proposed
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capacity of 1 MW (1,000 kilowatts), the proposed solar array system would thus generate
approximately 2,175,000 kilowatt-hours of renewable energy per year,? which would offset an
equivalent portion JID’s current usage of nonrenewable energy resources for systemwide electricity
demands. Thus, the minimal amount of nonrenewable fuel consumption required during project
operation would be substantially offset by the generation of renewable electricity from the project.
Therefore, project operation would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources. No impact would occur.

Decommissioning Energy Demand

After 35 years, the solar array and associated equipment would likely be decommissioned and
removed from the site via a series of activities that would be similar in nature and duration to
project construction activities. The project’s decommissioning energy demand would therefore be
similar to its construction energy demand, as shown in Table 6. Project decommissioning activities
would be required to comply with the latest regulations in effect at the time, such as the California
Code of Regulations and the U.S. EPA Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard. These
practices would increase the energy efficiency of activities necessary to decommission the project.
Also, as with project construction, decommissioning contractors would not utilize fuel in a manner
that is wasteful or unnecessary. Therefore, project decommissioning would not result in a
potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary
consumption of energy resources. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

The project involves the construction and decommissioning of a solar array and would produce a
new renewable energy source in Fresno County. The project would interconnect to Pacific Gas and
Electric’s (PG&E) distribution system via a new primary meter installed within the project site. The
2,175,000 kWh-per-year electricity generation by the proposed project would offset JID aggregated
electricity usage for the canal and well pumps across JID-owned parcels. JID would collect credits
from PG&E for solar power generated on the project site, which would be used to offset JID’s
electricity charges from PG&E under the Net Energy Metering Aggregation tariff. In addition, project
would directly support California's Renewables Portfolio Standard goal of increasing the percentage
of electricity procured from renewable sources to at least 50 percent.

In terms of mobile energy usage, the National Highway Traffic and Safety Administration required
manufacturers of light-duty vehicles to meet a combined estimated average fuel economy level of
34.1 miles per gallon (mpg) by the model year 2016 for passenger vehicles and light trucks. Over 30-
plus years, the National Energy Conservation Policy Act regulatory program has improved fuel
economy throughout the United States vehicle fleet. In addition, it protected against inefficient,
wasteful, and unnecessary use of energy. The project’s construction and decommissioning workers
would comply with vehicle standards; therefore, the project would not impede the efficient use of
mobile fuel.

The project would support the State's energy goals by providing a new renewable energy source.
The renewable source would offset JID electricity usage and would comply with fuel and energy

2 (1 MW grid size) x (2,175 operational hours per year) x (1,000 kilowatt-hours/MW) = 2,175,000 kilowatt-hours produced per year
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efficiency regulations. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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/  Geology and Soils

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
1. 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? | O O [ ]
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? O O | O
3. Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction? O O u O
4, Llandslides? O O O [ |
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil? O O u O
c. Belocated 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? O O u O
d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined
in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building
Code (1994), creating substantial direct
or indirect risks to life or property? O | O O
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? O O u O
f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique
geologic feature? O O [ O
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a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving 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?

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are regulatory zones established throughout California by the
California Geological Survey. These zones identify areas where potential surface rupture along an
active fault could prove hazardous and where special studies are required to characterize the fault
rupture hazard potential to habitable structures (California Department of Conservation 2019). The
nearest active faults are the Nunez Fault located approximately 32 miles southwest of the project
site, the Ortigalita Fault located approximately 40 miles southeast of the project site, and the San
Andreas Fault located approximately 44 miles southeast of the project site (California Department
of Conservation 2022). The project does not involve the construction of habitable structures or
placement of permanent on-site personnel because it will be operated and monitored remotely.
Therefore, the project would not directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death, involving rupture of a known earthquake fault. No impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT

a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?

Due to the project site’s proximity to nearby fault zones, it may be subjected to seismic ground
shaking in the event of an earthquake. Strong seismic ground shaking could potentially result in
damage to the proposed solar array system. However, the project would be required to comply with
the seismic design parameters for the project consistent with 2019 California Building Code
standards. With incorporation of applicable seismic safety measures into project design and
construction, the project would not cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death, involving strong seismic ground shaking. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Liquefaction is the process whereby soil is temporarily transformed to a fluid form during intense
and prolonged ground shaking. The Fresno County General Plan Final EIR states no specific
countywide assessments of liquefaction hazards have been formed. However, soil types within the
San Joaquin Valley are not conducive to liquefaction because they are either too coarse or too high
in clay content (County of Fresno 2000b). Additionally, project design and construction would
incorporate standard safety measures from the California Building Code to address potential
impacts from liquefaction. Thus, the project would not directly or indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death, involving seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?

40



Environmental Checklist
Geology and Soils

The project site is relatively flat and not located in an area designated by the Fresno County General
Plan Final EIR as a high landslide risk (County of Fresno 2000b). Additionally, the project would not
involve the construction of habitable structures or placement of permanent on-site personnel
because it will be operated and monitored remotely. Therefore, the project would not directly or
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury or death
involving landslides. There would be no impact.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The project site is located on land that consists entirely of Merced clay loam, slightly saline (United
Stated Department of Agriculture 2019). This soil’s loss tolerance factor, which the maximum
amount of erosion at which the quality of soil as a medium for plant growth can be maintained
measured in tons per acre, is a rated a five on a one-to-five scale. Thus, the soil on the project site
consists of deep soils that are the least subject to damage by erosion (United States Department of
Agriculture 2019). Additionally, no grading, soil export/import, or vegetation clearing would be
required during project construction. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

The project site is relatively flat and sits on alluvium (University of California, Davis 2022). According
to the Fresno County General Plan Background Report, there is no risk of large landslides in the
valley area of the Fresno County due to its relatively flat topography (County of Fresno 2000c). In
addition, as discussed under items (a)(iii) and (a)(iv), the site is not located on an unstable geologic
unit or soil. The project would not 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

Expansive soils are those that greatly increase in volume when they absorb water and shrink when
they dry out (County of Fresno 2000). Soils with a high clay content exhibit greater shrink-swell
potential than soils with low clay content. The project site is located on soil that consists entirely of
Merced clay loam with a clay content of approximately 43.7 percent (United States Department of
Agriculture 2019). The Fresno County General Plan Background Report identifies some Temple-
Merced complex clays as having high to moderately high shrink-swell potential, primarily in the
Fresno Slough which is northwest of the project site (County of Fresno 2000c). Policy HS-D.8 of the
Fresno County General Plan states the County shall require a soils report for any proposed
development that requires a County permit and is located in an area containing soils with high
shrink-swell potential, and construction measures shall be incorporated that reduce the risks
associated with expansive soils (County of Fresno 2000a). Although the project does not involve the
construction of habitable structures or placement of permanent on-site personnel, it would still be
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required to comply with these regulations because the project requires a building permit from the
County of Fresno. Therefore, given the moderate to high shrink-swell potential of soils on the
project site, impacts related to expansive soil would be potentially significant. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would be required to reduce project impacts to a less-than-significant
level.

Mitigation Measure

GEO-1  Expansion Index Test and Minimization Measures

Prior to the issuance of a building permit, JID shall retain a qualified geologist to conduct an
Expansion Index Test on a bulk soil sample obtained from the project site to determine the
expansion potential of on-site soil. If the Expansion Index value of the soil is greater than or equal to
51, the project shall include all applicable geotechnical recommendations made by the qualified
geologist, such as design features consistent with 2019 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2,
Section 1808A.6. Features may include, but would not be limited to, specialized foundations,
removal of expansive soils, and soil stabilization.

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires testing to determine the Expansion Index of soil on the project
site and the incorporation of design features to minimize effects associated with expansive soils
should on-site soils be determined to have moderate to high expansion potential, which would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED

e. Would the project 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?

The project does not include the installation of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems on the project site and would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

Rincon evaluated the paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the project site
using the results of the paleontological locality search and a review of existing information in the
scientific literature concerning known fossils within those geologic units. Following the literature
review, a paleontological sensitivity classification was assigned to the geologic units within the
project area. The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP; 2010) has developed a system for
assessing paleontological sensitivity and describes sedimentary rock units as having high, low,
undetermined, or no potential for containing scientifically significant nonrenewable paleontological
resources. This criterion is based on rock units within which vertebrate or significant invertebrate
fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present. The potential
for impacts to significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for ground disturbance
to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units.
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The project site is located in the Great Central Valley geomorphic province, one of the eleven major
geomorphic provinces in California (California Geological Survey 2002). The Great Central Valley is
an over 400-mile-long, asymmetrical, northwestwardly-trending structural trough formed between
the uplands of the Coast Ranges to the west and the Sierra Nevada to the east. The valley is filled
with up to six vertical miles of sediment, including marine, alluvial, and lacustrine (lake) deposits
that have been deposited almost continuously since the Jurassic period (approximately 160 million
years ago). The project site lies within the Jameson USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and is
mapped at a scale of 1:250,000 by Jennings and Strand (1958). The project site contains one
geologic unit mapped at ground surface - Recent (late Holocene) basin deposits (Qb), which consist
of late Holocene-aged sediments laid down during flooding events. Late Holocene sediments are too
young to preserve scientifically significant paleontological resources (SVP 2010), but they may grade
into older, more paleontologically sensitive sediments in the subsurface. However, the project site is
located far from the edges of the basin that forms the Great Central Valley, so the late Holocene
layers, which have a low paleontological sensitivity, are likely tens to hundreds of feet thick at the
project site. Ground-disturbing activities associated with the project would consist of driving piles to
depths of approximately eight feet, where the sediment is expected to be late Holocene in age and
thus low in paleontological sensitivity. Therefore, the project would not directly or indirectly destroy
a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic features, and impacts would be less
than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the
environment? O O O [ |
b. Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse
gases? O O O [ |

Overview of Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases

Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and
storms) over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative
sources of GHG emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural occurrence which takes
place in Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of
radiation from the sun hits Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, radiates heat back
towards the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap
and prevent some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all directions.

GHG emissions occur both naturally and as a result of human activities, such as fossil fuel burning,
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices.
GHGs produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO3), methane, nitrous oxide,
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Different types of GHGs have
varying global warming potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to
trap heat in the atmosphere over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb
different amounts of heat, a common reference gas (CO;) is used to relate the amount of heat
absorbed to the amount of the gas emitted, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e),
which is the amount of GHG emitted multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of
one. By contrast, methane has a GWP of 30, meaning its global warming effect is 30 times greater
than CO, on a molecule per molecule basis (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC]
2021).3

The United Nations IPCC expressed that the rise and continued growth of atmospheric CO,
concentrations is unequivocally due to human activities in the IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report
(2021). Human influence has warmed the atmosphere, ocean, and land, which has led the climate to

3 The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (2021) Sixth Assessment Report determined that methane has a GWP of 30. However,
the 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan published by the California Air Resources Board uses a GWP of 25 for methane, consistent with the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s (2007) Fourth Assessment Report. Therefore, this analysis utilizes a GWP of 25.
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warm at an unprecedented rate in the last 2,000 years. It is estimated that between the period of
1850 through 2019, a total of 2,390 gigatons of anthropogenic CO, was emitted. It is likely that
anthropogenic activities have increased the global surface temperature by approximately 1.07
degrees Celsius between the years 2010 through 2019 (IPCC 2021). Furthermore, since the late
1700s, estimated concentrations of CO,, methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere have
increased by over 43 percent, 156 percent, and 17 percent, respectively, primarily due to human
activity (U.S. EPA 2021b). Emissions resulting from human activities are thereby contributing to an
average increase in Earth’s temperature. Potential climate change impacts in California may include
loss of snowpack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more
large forest fires, and more drought years (State of California 2018).

Regulatory Framework

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006

In response to climate change, California implemented Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the “California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006.” AB 32 required the reduction of statewide GHG emissions to 1990
emissions levels (essentially a 15 percent reduction below 2005 emission levels) by 2020 and the
adoption of rules and regulations to achieve the maximum technologically feasible and cost-
effective GHG emissions reductions. On September 8, 2016, the Governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 32
into law, extending AB 32 by requiring the State to further reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14,
2017, CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for achieving the 2030
target. The 2017 Scoping Plan relies on the continuation and expansion of existing policies and
regulations, such as the Cap-and-Trade Program and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, and
implementation of recently adopted policies and legislation, such as SB 1383 (aimed at reducing
short-lived climate pollutants including methane, hydrofluorocarbon gases, and anthropogenic black
carbon) and SB 100 (discussed further below). The 2017 Scoping Plan also puts an increased
emphasis on innovation, adoption of existing technology, and strategic investment to support its
strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan Update, the 2017 Scoping Plan does not provide project-
level thresholds for land use development. Instead, it recommends local governments adopt policies
and locally appropriate quantitative thresholds consistent with a statewide per capita goal of six
metric tons (MT) of COze by 2030 and two MT of COe by 2050 (CARB 2017).

Senate Bill 100

Other relevant state laws and regulations include SB 100, which was adopted on September 10,
2018 and supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the electricity sector by accelerating the
state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase
procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60
percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045.

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Climate Change Action Plan

In August 2008, the SJVAPCD Governing Board adopted the Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP)
(SIVAPCD 2008a). The CCAP directed the SIVAPCD Air Pollution Control Officer to develop guidance
to assist lead agencies, project proponents, permit applicants, and interested parties in assessing
and reducing the impacts of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change. In 2009, the
SJVAPCD adopted the Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts
for New Projects Under CEQA and the District Policy — Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for
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Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency. The guidance and policy
rely on the use of performance-based standards, otherwise known as Best Performance Standards,
to assess significance of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change during the CEQA

review process (SJVAPCD 2009a and 2009b).

The use of Best Performance Standards is a method for streamlining the process of determining the
significance of a project’s GHG emissions under CEQA and is not a required emission reduction
measure. Projects that implement Best Performance Standards are determined to have a less-than-
significant GHG emissions impact. Otherwise, the demonstration of a 29-percent reduction in GHG
emissions from business-as-usual is required to determine that a project would have a less-than-
significant impact and would be consistent with the 2020 GHG emissions reduction targets under AB
32. However, the guidance does not limit a lead agency’s authority in establishing its own process
and guidance for determining significance of project-related impacts on global climate change
(SJVAPCD 2008b).

SIVAPCD’s adopted Best Performance Standards are specifically directed at reducing GHG emissions
from stationary sources that require a permit from the SIVAPCD. Therefore, the adopted Best
Performance Standards would not generally be applicable to the project because the project would
not be a stationary source of emissions.

Methodology

GHG emissions associated with project construction and operation were estimated using CalEEMod,
version 2020.4.0, with the assumptions described under Section 3, Air Quality. In addition,
construction emissions were amortized over the project’s estimated 35-year lifetime pursuant to
guidance from the Association of Environmental Professionals (2016).

Operation of the project would generate renewable energy over its anticipated 35-year lifetime.
This energy would offset GHG emissions that are currently produced by JID’s systemwide electricity
consumption from PG&E, which is supplied by a mix of renewable and nonrenewable power
generation resources. The annual energy generation and associated offset GHG emissions of the
proposed solar array system were estimated based on solar radiation at the project site and annual
operational time as well as PG&E’s current power generation portfolio.* See Appendix A for the
project’s construction-related GHG emissions modeling and calculations.

Significance Thresholds

Most individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence climate
change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to cumulative
effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. The issue
of climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an
impact would be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15064[h][1]).

4 PV cell capacity is rated in terms of megawatts or kilowatts and indicates the amount of instantaneous power produced when operating
at peak sun exposure. The total amount of electricity produced is measured in watt-hours and is dependent on operational time. The
operational time of a solar panel is defined by the amount of time that the photovoltaic cells are actively converting solar energy into
power, which depends on solar radiation. Solar radiation is the measure of energy emitted from the sun and varies daily depending on the
time of day, season, local landscape, and geography.
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According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15183.5, projects can tier off a qualified GHG reduction plan,
which allows for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the project’s
consistency with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. However,
JID has not developed a qualified GHG reduction plan that can be used for project-level evaluation.
Another approach is to use a quantitative threshold recommended by the local air district. However,
the SJVAPCD has not adopted a numeric threshold to address project-level GHG emissions, and
SIVAPCD's Best Performance Standards approach does not include measures to address the 2030
target established by SB 32. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, the project’s GHG emissions
would be less than significant if the project would contribute to a net decrease in GHG emissions.

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

The project would generate GHG emissions directly and indirectly during construction, operation,
and decommissioning of the project. Table 7 presents total estimated emissions from construction
and decommissioning activities. As shown therein, estimated GHG emissions would be 98 MT of
CO.e during project construction and 98 MT COze during project decommissioning. Total GHG
emissions generated from project activities would be approximately 198 MT CO.e, or approximately
6 MT CO;e per year when amortized over the 35-year project lifetime. Operation of the project is
not expected to be a substantial source of GHG emissions because the project would be unmanned
operated remotely, and minimal vehicle trips would be needed for maintenance and repair
purposes. Therefore, operational GHG emissions would be de minimis and are excluded from this
analysis.

Table 7 Estimated Project-Related GHG Emissions

Project Emissions (MT of CO,e)

Construction Emissions 98
Decommissioning Emissions? 98
Total Emissions 196
Amortized over 35 Years 6 per year
Annual Displaced GHG Emissions (178)
Net Annual GHG Emissions (172)
Total Displaced GHG Emissions? (6,230)
Net Total GHG Emissions (6,034)

1 After 35 years, the solar array and associated equipment would likely be decommissioned and removed from the site via a series of
activities that would be similar in nature and duration to project construction activities. Therefore, the project’s decommissioning
emissions were assumed to be approximately equal to the project’s construction emissions for the purposes of this analysis.

2 Assumes a 35-year project lifetime
MT = metric ton; COze = carbon dioxide equivalent

See Appendix A for calculations

Although the project would emit approximately 6 MT COze per year when the construction and
decommissioning emissions are amortized over the project’s 35-year lifetime, the project would
offset these emissions by supplying renewable energy to the PG&E grid, thereby replacing some of
energy supplied by PG&E from nonrenewable resources with clean energy. Based on the project’s
anticipated annual electricity generation and the GHG emissions generated using PG&E’s 2020
power mix, the project has the potential to result in a net reduction of 178 MT of CO.e per year
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(Appendix A). Therefore, the proposed project would result in a net decrease of approximately 174
MT of COze per year, as shown in Table 7. Furthermore, the project would result in an overall
lifetime GHG emissions reduction of approximately 6,034 MT of CO,e. Therefore, the project would
result in a beneficial impact to regional, statewide, and global GHG emissions, and no adverse
environmental impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

The primary plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG emissions
applicable to the proposed project consist of SB 100 and the 2017 Scoping Plan. SB 100 accelerated
the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program by increasing California’s procurement of
electricity from renewable sources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030,
and 100 percent by 2045. The project would generate approximately 2.1 gigawatt-hours of
electricity each year, or approximately 76.1 gigawatt-hours over the project’s lifetime.> This
additional solar-generated energy would be added to the power grid and would offset electricity
generated by fossil-fuel sources, thereby directly furthering the goals of SB 100. In addition, the
project would be consistent with the following goals outlined in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update for
the electricity sector:

= PerSB 350, increase the Renewable Portfolio Standard to 50 percent of retail sales by 2030 and
ensure grid reliability.

= Per SB 350, efforts to evaluate, develop, and deploy regionalization of the grid and integration
of renewables via regionalization of the California Independent System Operator shall continue
while maintaining the accounting accuracy and rigor of California’s GHG policies.

Furthermore, as discussed under item (a), the proposed project would offset the use of fossil fuel
energy sources with renewable solar energy generation, which would result in a net reduction in
GHG emissions of approximately 172 MT of COze per year and 6,034 MT of CO,e over the project’s
lifetime. This net reduction would further the State’s overall goal of the 2017 Scoping Plan to reduce
GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Therefore, the project would not conflict
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions.
The project’s impact related GHG emissions would be beneficial, and no adverse environmental
impacts would occur.

NO IMPACT

5 ([(1 MW grid size) x (2,175 operational hours per year)] / (1,000 MW/GW)) x 35 years = 76.1 GWh over the project lifetime (See Section
6, Energy, for the calculation of the project’s estimated operational hours.)
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

a. 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? O O u O

b. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
0.25 mile of an existing or proposed
school? O O O [ |

c. Belocated on asite thatis included on a
list of hazardous material 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? O O O [ |

d. Fora project located in 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? O O O u

e. Impairimplementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan? O O O u

f. Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires? O O u O

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 51



James Irrigation District
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

b.  Would the project 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?

Construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the transport and use of
hazardous materials during the use of construction vehicles and equipment. Construction activities
could cause an upset or accident condition. If such conditions result in a release of hazardous
materials into the environment, potential impacts could occur. Limited quantities of miscellaneous
hazardous substances, such as diesel fuel, oil, solvents, and other similar materials, would be
brought onto the project site, used, and stored during the construction period. These materials
would be disposed off-site in accordance with applicable laws pertaining to the handling and
disposal of hazardous waste. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials during
construction would be conducted in accordance with applicable federal and State laws, such as the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act, California Hazardous Material Management Act, and
California Code of Regulations, Title 22. Once the project is constructed, the project would be
unmanned and remotely operated. No hazardous materials would be used or stored on site. While
the solar PV panels may contain small quantities of hazardous materials, they would be completely
encapsulated within the panels and would not be removed from the panels or exposed to air or
water on site during operation. Therefore, the project would not create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or
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. Impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.  Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school?

There are no existing or proposed schools within 0.25 mile of the project site. In addition, the
project would not involve the handling of hazardous materials and would not generate hazardous
emissions. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The following databases were checked for known hazardous materials contamination at the project
site:

=  State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2022a)

= U.S. EPA Envirofacts database (U.S. EPA 2022a)

= U.S. EPA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information
System (Superfund site) database (U.S. EPA 2022b)

= California Department of Toxic Substances Control EnviroStor database (California Department
of Toxic Substances Control 2022)
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=  SWRCB Disposal Sites Identified with Waste Constituents Above Hazardous Waste Levels
Outside the Waste Management Unit (SWRCB 2022b)

= List of “active” Cease and Desist Orders and Clean-Up and Abatement Orders from State Water
Board (California Environmental Protection Agency 2022a)

= (California Environmental Protection Agency’s List of Hazardous Waste Facilities Subject to
Corrective Action Pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the Health and Safety Code, identified by the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (California Environmental Protection Agency
2022b)

Based on the database review, the project site and properties in its immediate vicinity are not
included on the list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5. The nearest listed sites are located in the city of San Joaquin, approximately 1.8 miles
southwest of the project site (SWRCB 2022b). Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

e. Fora 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?

The nearest public airport is the William Robert Johnston Municipal Airport, located approximately
13.6 miles northwest of the project site. The project site is not located within an airport land use
plan or within two miles of a public airport. The project does not include the construction of housing
and would not require on-site personnel during operation. Therefore, the project would not result
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area, and no
impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

The proposed project is within the jurisdiction of the Master Emergency Services Plan under the
County of Fresno (Fresno County Office of Emergency Services 2017). The proposed project would
not involve the development of structures or infrastructure that would potentially impair
implementation of or physically interfere with the Master Emergency Services Plan. Access to the
site would be provided by South Placer Avenue, and the minimal, infrequent vehicle trips associated
with vegetation clearing and repair activities during project operation would not disturb traffic
patterns along South Placer Avenue or West Adams Avenue in such a manner that could affect
emergency response or evacuations as a result of this project. Therefore, the project would not
impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?

The project site is located in a Local Responsibility Area and is not within a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2022). In addition, the project
site is surrounded by irrigated agricultural lands. The project consists of solar PV panels and
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associated equipment and would not place users of the project or surrounding occupants in a high
fire hazard severity zone. The project would include installation of a solar PV array with a 20-foot-
wide compacted access path installed along the perimeter of the project site to allow for access to
the facility. After construction, the facility would be operated and monitored remotely, and staff
would only be present on-site for maintenance on an as-needed basis. Vegetation within the project
site would be maintained approximately 10 times per year to minimize wildfire risk. These
maintenance events would not require the use of heavy-duty equipment that may result in spillage
of diesel or other flammable material. Therefore, the project would not expose people or structures
to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, and impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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

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

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) Resultin substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site; O O [ | O

(i) Substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoffin a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site; | O | d

(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 O O | O

(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? O O | O

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones,
risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation? | O [ | O

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management
plan? O O u O
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a. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Construction

As stormwater flows over a construction site, it can pick up sediment, debris, and chemicals and
transport them to receiving water bodies. Although no grading would be required during project
construction, contaminants released during construction could be transported to the existing
uncovered irrigation canal that runs adjacent to the project site’s southern boundary. However, on-
site construction activities would be required to comply with the requirements of the statewide
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit (Order No.
2009-0009-DWAQ) because project construction would disturb more than one acre of land.
Compliance with the Construction General Permit would require the creation and implementation
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would include best management practices
to prevent polluted stormwater runoff during construction. With regulatory compliance, project
construction would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality, and impacts would be less than
significant.

Operation

The project site is located in a floodplain designated as Zone A (Federal Emergency Management
Agency [FEMA] 2009). Zone A is characterized as a special flood hazard area subject to inundation
by the one percent annual chance flood. However, all electrical equipment would be located above
the base flood elevation line. Thus, the project would not release pollutants into discharged
stormwater or degrade surface or groundwater quality in the event of flooding. The project would
be required to obtain a Floodplain Development permit prior to ground disturbance in order to
operate within the Special Flood Hazard Area (FEMA 2020). With regulatory compliance, project
operation would not the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality, and impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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

e. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or
sustainable groundwater management plan?

The project site overlies the Tulare Lake Basin (USGS 2022a) and is currently undeveloped. The
project site also falls within the jurisdiction of the Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake
Basin Third Edition (Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 2018). The project would
minimally increase impervious surface areas on the site through the introduction of PV panels and
associated electrical equipment. However, the land below the solar PV panels would remain
undeveloped and the proposed access path would be unpaved. Precipitation falling onto the solar
PV panels would run off to the pervious ground below where it would follow existing drainage
patterns and infiltrate into the groundwater basin. Additionally, the project would require minimal
water usage during construction and operation and therefore would not substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project
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would impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. The water quality objectives in
the Water Quality Control Plan for the Tulare Lake Basin are enforced through state and Regional
Water Quality Control Board policies with which the project would be required to comply, such as
the implementation of a SWPPP with best management practices that would limit indirect
discharges to groundwater. Consequently, the project would not conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c.(i)  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 result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?

c.(ii) 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 substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

c.(iii) 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 that would 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?

c.(iv) 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 impede or redirect flood flows?

As discussed under item (b) the project would result in a minimal alteration of drainage patterns at
the project site by introducing solar PV panels and associated electrical equipment. The project
would leave a majority of the site as pervious surfaces because impervious surfaces would only be
added at the footings for PV panels, fencing, and inverter and transformer pad. Precipitation that
falls on the solar PV panels would run off to the pervious ground below where it would follow
existing drainage patterns. In addition, the project would not interfere with flooding patterns
because the bottom of the PV modules, inverter, and all electrical equipment would be located
above the base line flood elevation. As a result, the project would not alter existing drainage
patterns of the project site in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, increase flooding
on or off site, exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems, provide
substantial additional sources of pollutant runoff, or impede or redirect flood flows. Therefore,
impacts related to existing drainage patterns would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 57



James Irrigation District
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

d. Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, would the project risk release of pollutants due to
project inundation?

The project is not located near a coast or a large inland body of water and is therefore not subject to
potential effects from tsunamis and seiches. The project site is located in a floodplain designated as
Zone A (FEMA 2009). Zone A is characterized as a special flood hazard area subject to inundation by
the one percent annual chance flood. However, the bottom of the PV modules, inverter, and all
electrical equipment would be elevated above the base flood elevation line. Therefore, the project
would not have the potential to risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, and impacts
would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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11 Land Use and Planning

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Physically divide an established
community? O O O [ |
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? O O O [ |

a. Would the project physically divide an established community?

The project involves the installation of a solar array system on an undeveloped parcel that is actively
tilled for agricultural activities in a rural area of unincorporated Fresno County. Site access would be
provided via South Placer Avenue, and there are no proposed design features, such as roads or
walls, that would physically divide an established community. Therefore, no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

b.  Would the project 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?

The project site consists of actively tilled agricultural land on an undeveloped parcel. The project site
is designated Agriculture and zoned by Fresno County as Exclusive Agricultural. JID has sole
discretionary authority over the proposed project. As discussed throughout this IS-MND, the
proposed project would not result in significant environmental impacts, including those that could
result from conflicts with land use plans, policies, or regulations such as the Fresno County General
Plan, Fresno County Ordinance Code, Fresno Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan
and Sustainable Communities Strategy, and Fresno County Congestion Management Plan (see
Section 1, Aesthetics; Section 4, Biological Resources; Section 13, Noise; and Section 17,
Transportation, for specific analyses). Therefore, the project would not 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, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 59



James Irrigation District
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

This page intentionally left blank.

60



Environmental Checklist
Mineral Resources

12 Mineral Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region and the residents of
the state? O O O [ |
b. Resultin 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? O O O [ |

a. Would the project 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.  Would the project 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?

There are no known mineral resources or resource recovery sites located on the project site (County
of Fresno 2021a). In addition, the project site is not located in a mineral resource zone as defined by
the California Geological Survey (California Department of Conservation 2015). Furthermore, the
project site is not located on, adjacent to, or near mineral resources or recovery sites according to
the USGS Mineral Resources Data System (USGS 2022b). The project would not entail construction
of structures or facilities for the purposes of extraction or exploration of mineral resources.
Therefore, the project would not 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 or 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. No impact would occur with respect to mineral resources.

NO IMPACT
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13 Noise
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project result in:
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? O O [ | O
b. Generation of excessive groundborne

vibration or groundborne noise levels? O O | O
c. Fora project located within the vicinity of

a private airstrip or an airport land use

plan or, where such a plan has not been

adopted, within two miles of a public

airport or public use airport, would the

project expose people residing or

working in the project area to excessive

noise levels? O O O [ |

Overview of Noise and Vibration

Noise

Sound is a vibratory disturbance created by a moving or vibrating source, which is capable of being
detected by the hearing organs. Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or
undesired and may therefore be classified as a more specific group of sounds. The effects of noise
on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication, sleep
disturbance, and, in the extreme, hearing impairment (California Department of Transportation
[Caltrans] 2013). Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound
pressure level (dBA). The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so
that they are consistent with the human hearing response. Decibels are measured on a logarithmic
scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure
earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as doubling of traffic
volume, would increase the noise level by 3 dB; dividing the energy in half would result in a 3 dB
decrease (Caltrans 2013).

Sound changes in both level and frequency spectrum as it travels from the source to the receiver.
The most obvious change is the decrease in the noise level as the distance from the source
increases. The manner by which noise reduces with distance depends on factors such as the type of
sources (e.g., point or line), the path the sound will travel, site conditions, and obstructions. Noise
levels from a point source (e.g., construction, industrial machinery, air conditioning units) typically
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attenuate, or drop off, at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance. Noise from a line source (e.g.,
roadway, pipeline, railroad) typically attenuates at about 3 dBA per doubling of distance (Caltrans
2013). Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures; the amount of attenuation
provided by this “shielding” depends on the size of the object and the frequencies of the noise
levels.

The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs and the
duration of the noise are also important factors of project noise impact. Most noise that lasts for
more than a few seconds is variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors
have been developed. The noise descriptor used in this report is the equivalent noise level (Leg). Leg
is one of the most frequently used noise metrics; it considers both duration and sound power level.
The Leq is defined as the single steady-state A-weighted sound level equal to the average sound
energy over a time period. When no time period is specified, a 1-hour period is assumed. The Lmax is
the highest noise level within the sampling period, and the Lnin is the lowest noise level within the
measuring period. Normal conversational levels are in the 60 to 65-dBA L., range; ambient noise
levels greater than 65 dBA Leq can interrupt conversations (Federal Transit Administration [FTA]
2018).

Groundborne Vibration

Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that
move from a source through the ground to adjacent buildings or structures and vibration energy
may propagate through the buildings or structures. Vibration may be felt, may manifest as an
audible low-frequency rumbling noise (referred to as groundborne noise), and may cause windows,
items on shelves, and pictures on walls to rattle. Although groundborne vibration is sometimes
noticeable in outdoor environments, it is almost never annoying to people who are outdoors. The
primary concern from vibration is that it can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants at
vibration-sensitive land uses and may cause structural damage.

Typically, ground-borne vibration generated by manmade activities attenuates rapidly as distance
from the source of the vibration increases. Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak
particle velocity (PPV) or root mean squared (RMS) vibration velocity. The PPV and RMS velocity are
normally described in inches per second (in/sec). PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous
positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used as it corresponds to the stresses
that are experienced by buildings (Caltrans 2020).

High levels of groundborne vibration may cause damage to nearby building or structures; at lower
levels, groundborne vibration may cause minor cosmetic (i.e., non-structural damage) such as
cracks. These vibration levels are nearly exclusively associated with high impact activities such as
blasting, pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation. The American
Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) has determined vibration levels
with potential to damage nearby buildings and structures; these levels are identified in Table 8.
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Table 8 AASHTO Maximum Vibration Levels for Preventing Damage

Type of Situation Limiting Velocity (in/sec)

Historic sites or other critical locations 0.1
Residential buildings, plastered walls 0.2-0.3
Residential buildings in good repair with gypsum board walls 0.4-0.5
Engineered structures, without plaster 1.0-1.5

in/sec = inches per second
Source: Caltrans 2020

Numerous studies have been conducted to characterize the human response to vibration. The
vibration annoyance potential criteria recommended for use by Caltrans, which are based on the
general human response to different levels of groundborne vibration velocity levels, are described in
Table 9.

Table 9 Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria
Vibration Level (in/sec PPV)

Human Response Transient Sources Continuous/Frequent Intermittent Sources?

Severe 2.0 0.4
Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10
Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04
Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01

1 Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory
pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment.

in/sec = inches per second; PPV = peak particle velocity
Source: Caltrans 2020

Project Noise Setting

Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated
with those uses. The Noise Element of the Fresno County General Plan (2000) identifies residential,
school, library, church, hospital, and nursing home uses as noise-sensitive land uses within the
County. Other sensitive receivers include transient lodging, motel, and hotel uses.

Vibration-sensitive receivers, which are similar to noise-sensitive receivers, include residences and
institutional uses, such as schools, churches, and hospitals. However, vibration-sensitive receivers
also include buildings where vibrations may interfere with vibration-sensitive equipment that is
affected by vibration levels that may be well below those associated with human annoyance (e.g.,
recording studies or medical facilities with sensitive equipment).

The Fresno County General Plan Background Report recorded average noise levels ranging from the
low 40s dBA to the low-to-mid 50s dBA within the western area of the county (County of Fresno
2000c). The nearest sensitive receivers to the project site are residential uses. The closest residential
property line is located approximately 0.4 mile southwest of the project site boundary.
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Regulatory Setting

Fresno County General Plan Noise Element

The Fresno County General Plan’s Health and Safety Element identifies goals, policies, and
implementation programs that guide development in unincorporated Fresno County with regard to
noise. The policies in the Health and Safety Element set noise standards and seek to protect noise-
sensitive land uses from excessive noise either through noise-reducing project design features or by
allowing noise-sensitive land uses to be located only in areas with ambient noise levels below
specified thresholds (County of Fresno 2000a). The following goals and policies are applicable to the
projects:

Goal HS-G: To protect residential and other noise-sensitive uses from exposure to harmful or
annoying noise levels; to identify maximum acceptable noise levels compatible with
various land use designations; and to develop a policy framework necessary to achieve
and maintain a healthful noise environment.

Policy HS-G.1: The County shall require that all proposed development incorporate
design elements necessary to minimize adverse noise impacts on
surrounding land uses.

Policy HS-G.4: So that noise mitigation may be considered in the design of new
projects, the County shall require an acoustical analysis as part of the
environmental review process where:

b. Proposed projects are likely to produce noise levels exceeding the
levels shown in the County’s Noise Control Ordinance at existing or
planned noise sensitive uses.

Policy HS-G.5: Where noise mitigation measures are required to achieve acceptable
levels according to land use compatibility or the Noise Control
Ordinance, the County shall place emphasis of such measures upon site
planning and project design. These measures may include, but are not
limited to, building orientation, setbacks, earthen berms, and building
construction practices. The County shall consider the use of noise
barriers, such as sound walls, as a means of achieving the noise
standards after other design-related noise mitigation measures have
been evaluated or integrated into the projects.

Policy HS-G.6: The County shall regulate construction-related noise to reduce impacts
on adjacent uses in accordance with the County's Noise Control
Ordinance.

Fresno County Ordinance Code

Section 8.40.040 (Exterior Noise Standards) in Chapter 8.40 (Noise Control) of the Fresno County
Ordinance Code prohibits the creation of noise that causes exterior noise levels at single- or
multiple-family residences, schools, hospitals, churches, or public libraries situated in either the
incorporated or unincorporated area to exceed the noise level standards as set forth below in
Table 10.
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Table 10 Fresno County Exterior Noise Standards

Noise Level Standard (dBA Leg)

Cumulative Number of Minutes in Daytime Nighttime
Category Any One-Hour Time Period 7:00 a.m.to 10:00 p.m. 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.
1 30 50 45
2 15 55 50
3 5 60 55
4 1 65 60
5 0 70 65

Notes: In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard in any category above, the applicable
standard shall be adjusted so as to equal the ambient noise level. Each of the noise level standards specified above shall be reduced by
5 dBA for simple tone noises, noises consisting primarily of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. If the intruding noise
source is continuous and cannot reasonably be discontinued or stopped for a time period whereby the ambient noise level can be
measured, the noise level measured while the source is in operation shall be compared directly to the noise level standards.

Source: Fresno County Code of Ordinances Section 8.40.040

Under Section 8.40.060 of the Fresno County Noise Ordinance, noise sources associated with
construction are exempt from compliance with the noise standards, provided such activities do not
take place before 6:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday, or before 7:00
a.m. or after 5:00 p.m. on Saturday or Sunday. Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 8.40.040,
noise sources associated with the operation of electrical substations shall not exceed 50 dBA when
measured within 50 feet of the affected residence, school, hospital, church, or public library.

Noise Level Increases over Ambient Noise Levels

The operational and construction noise limits used in this analysis are set at reasonable levels at
which a substantial noise level increase as compared to ambient noise levels would occur.
Operational noise limits are lower than construction noise limits to account for the fact that
permanent noise level increases associated with continuous operational noise sources typically
result in adverse community reaction at lower magnitudes of increase than temporary noise level
increases associated with construction activities that occur during daytime hours and do not affect
sleep. Furthermore, these noise limits are tailored to specific land uses; for example, the noise limits
for residential land uses are lower than those for commercial land uses. The difference in noise
limits for each land use indicates that the noise limits inherently account for typical ambient noise
levels associated with each land use. Therefore, an increase in ambient noise levels that exceeds
these absolute limits would also be considered a substantial increase above ambient noise levels. As
such, a separate evaluation of the magnitude of noise level increases over ambient noise levels
would not provide additional analytical information regarding noise impacts and, therefore, is not
included in this analysis.

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?

Construction and Decommissioning Noise

Construction and decommissioning activity would generate temporary noise in the project site
vicinity, exposing nearby sensitive receivers to increased noise levels. Noise would be generated by
heavy-duty diesel construction equipment used for solar array installation and decommissioning.
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Each phase of construction has a specific equipment mix and associated noise characteristics,
depending on the equipment used during that phase. Construction noise was estimated using
reference noise levels and equipment use factors from the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise
Model (RCNM; 2006).

Noise impacts from construction equipment are typically assessed from the center of the equipment
activity area over the time period of a construction day. Due to the size of the project site and the
use of vibratory pile driving equipment, modeling conservatively assumes simultaneous operation of
a vibratory pile driver, a front-end loader, and a trencher operating simultaneously during pile
installation at the nearest proposed pile location. Maximum hourly noise levels were estimated to
be 88 dBA Leq at a distance of 100 feet (RCNM calculations are included in Appendix E).

Pursuant to Section 8.40.060 of the Fresno County Ordinance Code, noise sources associated with
construction are exempt from noise standards, provided such activities do not take place before
6:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. on any day except Saturday or Sunday, or before 7:00 a.m. or after
5:00 p.m. on Saturday or Sunday. However, for purposes of analyzing impacts from this project, the
FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) criteria were used. The FTA
provides reasonable criteria for assessing construction noise impacts based on the potential for
adverse community reaction. For residential uses, the daytime noise threshold is 80 dBA Leq (FTA
2018).

The closest sensitive receiver to project construction would be a residence located approximately
0.4 mile southwest of the nearest pile to be driven on the project site. Construction noise levels
would be approximately 61 dBA Lq at this residence, which would not exceed the FTA daytime
construction noise threshold of 80 dBA Leq. After 35 years, the solar array and associated equipment
would likely be decommissioned and removed from the site via a series of activities that would be
similar in nature and duration to project construction activities. Decommissioning activities would
generate similar, if not lower, noise levels as project construction activities because a vibratory pile
driver would not be operating. Therefore, decommissioning noise levels would be approximately 10
dBA lower than construction noise levels and would also not exceed the daytime construction noise
threshold of 80 dBA Leq. Therefore, construction and decommissioning noise impacts would be less
than significant.

Operational Noise

Stationary noise sources during project operation would include PV solar panel tracking motors and
associated electrical equipment, such as a transformer and inverter. Electrical equipment produces
a discrete low-frequency humming noise. The noise from transformers is specifically produced by
alternating current flux in the core, which causes it to vibrate. Operational noise would result in a
significant impact if it would exceed County of Fresno’s daytime exterior noise level standard for
stationary noise sources of 50 dBA L¢q at the boundary of areas planned and zoned for residential or
other noise-sensitive land uses (see Table 10). (Because the operation of the project is dependent
on sunlight, substantial operational noise would not be generated during nighttime hours.
Therefore, the nighttime exterior noise level standards are not utilized in this analysis.)

PV solar panel tracking systems use motors to make brief, incremental adjustments to track the arc
of the sun to maximize the solar effect. While these motors may generate noise of up to 44 dBA at
50 feet (Ldn Consulting 2015), these motors would operate briefly throughout an hour (e.g., several
minutes per hour) as the sun moves west across the sky, and then would reset at night to face an
easterly direction. Given that these motors would operate only for several minutes per hour and be
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dispersed throughout the project site, noise associated with this project component would be
negligible at the nearest noise-sensitive receivers.

One step-up transformer would be co-located with an inverter on the southeast corner of the
project site approximately 80 feet north of the proposed 20-foot-wide access path that would line
the perimeter of the project site. The project would install one CPS SCH275KTL-DO/US-800 string
inverter and one transformer pad. The CPS SCH275KTL-DO/US-800 string inverter would generate a
noise level of 80 dBA at 3 feet (see Appendix E for equipment specifications). Noise from the
proposed step-up transformer was modeled using the noise reference level of 80 dBA Lq at 6 feet,
consistent with manufacturer specifications for an ABB step-up transformer under the conservative
“all cooling fans on” scenario (see Appendix E for equipment specifications). The combined noise
levels from the inverter and transformer, which are assumed to operate simultaneously, were
analyzed at the closest noise-sensitive receiver, which is a residence located approximately 0.5-mile
from the proposed inverter and transformer location on the project site. At these distances, the
combined noise level of the inverter and transformer equipment would be approximately 27 dBA Leq
at the nearest noise-sensitive receiver. This noise level would be below County of Fresno’s daytime
standard of 50 dBA L¢q for noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be
less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

b.  Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

Construction activities known to generate excessive ground-borne vibration, such as vibratory pile
driving, would be conducted as part of the project during solar array post installation. Vibratory pile
driving construction equipment would be used more than 2,100 feet away from the nearest off-site
structure (a single-family residence), at which distance vibration would be imperceptible. A
secondary source of vibration during project construction would be the dozer used to construct
unpaved access roads; however, at a distance of 2,100 feet, vibration from dozer operation at the
nearest off-site structure would similarly be imperceptible. Therefore, temporary impacts
associated with construction vibration would be less than significant. Operation of the project would
not include substantial vibration sources. Therefore, no operational vibration impacts would occur.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

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

The airport nearest to the project site is the William Robert Johnston Municipal Airport located
approximately 13.6 miles to the northwest. The project would not be located within the noise
contours of the William Robert Johnston Municipal Airport, and the intermittent flights at the San
Joaquin Airport would not create substantial noise levels at the project site. Therefore, the project
would not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels from
airport operations. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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14 Population and Housing

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or
indirectly (e.g., through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)? O O O [ |
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing
elsewhere? O O O [ |

a. Would the project 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)?

The project would not include any new homes or businesses and would not directly induce
substantial unplanned population growth. The project would be unmanned and operated remotely
with periodic maintenance and repair activities approximately ten times per year. As a result, the
project would require few to no new employees during operation. In addition, the project does not
include features that would indirectly induce unplanned population growth, such as extended roads
or utilities serving undeveloped areas. Furthermore, although the project would develop a new
energy supply source, which could indirectly support population growth, energy generated by the
project is intended to offset JID’s current non-renewable electricity usage and its associated GHG
emissions, not to create a new source of base-load power in response to growth in demand for
electricity. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in the
area, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
b.  Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

No housing or other occupied structures are present on the project site. Therefore, the project
would not displace any housing or people, and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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15 Public Services

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
a. Would the project result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, or the 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:
1 Fire protection? O O | O
2 Police protection? O O [ | O
3 Schools? O O O [ |
4  Parks? O O O [ |
5 Other public facilities? O O O [ |

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
fire protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

The project site currently contains undeveloped agricultural land. Fire protection for the project site
is provided by the Fresno County Fire Protection District, and the nearest fire station is the Fresno
County Fire Protection District Station #95 located approximately 5.9 miles northwest of the project
site at 25101 West Morton Avenue in Tranquility. The project would include installation of a solar
PV array with a 20-foot-wide compacted access path installed along the perimeter of the project
site. Vegetation within the project site would be maintained approximately 10 times per year to
minimize wildfire risk. The project is not located in a State Responsibility Area or Very High Fire
Hazard Severity Zone (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2022). In addition, as
discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project does not include housing or
permanent on-site employees and therefore would not result in substantial population growth.
Therefore, minimal fire protection services would be required for the project, and the project would
not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities for fire protection that could cause
significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives. Impacts would be less than significant.
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LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered
police protection facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

Police protection services for the project site are provided by the Fresno County Sheriff’s
Department. The project site is located in Patrol Area 1 of the Fresno County Sheriff’'s Department,
and the nearest Patrol Area 1 Substation is located at 21925 West Manning Ave in San Joaquin,
approximately 2.3 miles south of the project site (Fresno County Sheriff’s Office 2022). The
proposed project includes installation of a solar array system with no permanent on-site personnel.
In addition, as mentioned in under Description of Project, the project site would be secured by a
fence and gate. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed
project does not include housing or permanent on-site employees and therefore would not result in
substantial population growth. Therefore, minimal police protection services would be required for
the project, and the project would not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities for
police protection that could cause significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. Impacts would be less than
significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of new or physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain
acceptable service ratios or other performance objectives?

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision
of other new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically
altered public facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives?

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the proposed project does not include housing
or permanent on-site employees and therefore would not result in substantial population growth.

As a result, the project would not increase demand of schools, parks, or other public facilities such

as libraries and would not result in the need for new or physically altered facilities that could cause
significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or
other performance objectives. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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16 Recreation
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated 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? O O O [ |
a. 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? O O O [ |

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?

The proposed project involves the installation of a solar array system and does not include
construction of recreational facilities. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 14, Population and
Housing, the project would not directly or indirectly result in population growth. Therefore, no
increase in use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities would
occur, and no construction or expansion of recreational facilities would be required. No impact
would occur.

NO IMPACT
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17 Transportation

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the circulation
system, including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian facilities? O O [ | O
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)? O O O ]
c. Substantially increase hazards due to a
geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or
incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)? O O O [ |
d. Resultin inadequate emergency access? O O O [ |

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

Regional and local plans and policies addressing the circulation system include the Fresno County
General Plan Circulation Element, Fresno Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan and
Sustainable Communities Strategy, and Fresno County Congestion Management Plan. Access to the
project site during construction and operation would be provided by South Placer Avenue, which is
a two-lane road. No transit stops are located adjacent to the project site. There are no sidewalks or
bicycle lanes along West Adams Avenue and South Placer Avenue. Based on information provided
by White Pine Renewables, maximum daily construction traffic would consist of approximately 40
roundtrip construction worker commutes, two roundtrip material delivery trips, and one other
roundtrip truck trip (e.g., water truck). Construction traffic would be temporary and limited to the
duration of the construction schedule (approximately four months). After construction is complete,
operation of the project would not generate substantial amounts of traffic because the project
would be monitored and operated remotely. Periodic vehicle trips would occur to the project site
approximately 10 times per year for vegetation maintenance, repairs, and panel washing. The
minimal level of additional trips generated as a result of the project would not have the potential to
conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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b.  Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision
(b)?

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies criteria for evaluating transportation impacts.
Specifically, the guidelines state vehicle miles travelled (VMT) exceeding an applicable threshold of
significance may indicate a significant impact. According to Section 15064.3(b)(3) of the CEQA
Guidelines, a lead agency may include a qualitative analysis of operational and construction traffic.
Pursuant to Section 15064.3(c) although a lead agency may elect to immediately apply the
provisions of the updated guidelines. The Fresno Council of Governments has published a guidance
document for evaluating VMT impacts, which includes a recommended screening criterion of 500
average daily trips (ADT). Projects that generate fewer than 500 ADT are presumed to result in a
less-than-significant VMT impact (Fresno Council of Governments 2020). For the specific purpose of
evaluating the VMT impacts of the proposed project, JID has chosen to apply the screening criteria
and thresholds recommended by the Fresno Council of Governments’ VMT guidance.

A VMT calculation is typically conducted on a daily or annual basis, for long-range planning
purposes. As discussed under item (a), traffic on local roadways may be temporarily increased
during project construction due to the presence of construction vehicles and equipment. Increases
in VMT from construction would be short-term, minimal and temporary and would be under the
recommended screening threshold of 500 trips per day. In addition, maintenance of the proposed
project would consist of 10 vehicle trips per year, which also would not exceed the recommended
screening threshold of 500 trips per day. Therefore, the project would not conflict or be inconsistent
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and no impact would occur.

NO IMPACT

c. Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible use (e.g., farm equipment)?

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

The project site would be accessed by an existing unpaved access road off South Placer Avenue
running parallel to West Adams Avenue. As discussed under item(a), construction and operational
traffic would be minimal. No geometric design features or incompatible land uses would be
introduced to the project site and local roadway network as a result of the project. In addition, the
project does not include modifications to the local roadway network that could result in inadequate
emergency access and includes construction of 20-foot-wide access path around the perimeter of
the solar PV array to allow for on-site emergency access. Therefore, the project would not
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use or result in
inadequate emergency access. No impact would occur.

NO IMPACT
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource, defined in a Public Resources Code
Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place,
or 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:
a. 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)? O [ | O O
b. Aresource determined by the lead

agency, in its discretion and supported by

substantial evidence, to be significant

pursuant to criteria set forth in

subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code

Section 5024.17 In applying the criteria

set forth in subdivision (c) of Public

Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead

agency shall consider the significance of

the resource to a California Native

American tribe. O | O O

On July 1, 2015, California Assembly Bill 52 of 2014 (AB 52) went into effect, expanding CEQA by
defining a new resource category of “tribal cultural resources.” AB 52 establishes that “a project
with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment” (PRC Section 21084.2).
It further states the lead agency shall establish measures to avoid impacts that would alter the
significant characteristics of a tribal cultural resource, when feasible (PRC Section 21084.3). PRC
Section 21074 (a)(1)(A-B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places, cultural
landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe” and
is:
1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register
of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or

2. Aresource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). In applying
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these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

AB 52 establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those resources. The
consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be certified. Under AB 52,
lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California Native American tribe that is
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the proposed project,” specifically
with those Native American tribes that have requested notice of projects proposed within the
jurisdiction of the lead agency.

Pursuant to Public Resources 21080.3.1 and AB 52, JID sent notification letters via email and
certified mail on February 17, 2022 to the following 10 Native American tribes that are traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the project site:

=  Big Sandy Rancheria of Western Mono Indians
=  Cold Springs Rancheria of Mono Indians

=  Dumna Wo-Wah Tribal Government

=  Kings River Choinumni Farm Tribe

= North Valley Yokuts Tribe

= Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribe

= Table Mountain Rancheria

= Traditional Choinumni Tribe

= Tule River Indian Tribe

= Wouksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band

On March 18, 2022, the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribal Government responded to JID
stating that the Tribe has concerns related to the cultural sensitivity of the project site. Because the
area is identified as sensitive for tribal cultural resources, the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut
Government requested tribal monitoring for the project and requested a curation agreement for
any discovery of cultural resources and/or burials in the area. JID did not received responses from
any other Tribes, and the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribal Government has not provided any
further comment. Native American Tribes wishing to partake in AB 52 consultation were required to
respond by March 21, 2022.

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is 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)?

b.  Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource as defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is 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 5024.17?

The SLF search was returned on January 12, 2022 with negative results for sacred lands within the
project site, and no Native American Tribes requested consultation under AB 52. Although the Santa
Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Government has expressed concerns due to the sensitivity of the
project site and requested tribal monitoring by the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribal
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Government monitors and a curation agreement, no official consultation request has been received.
There is also always the possibility of encountering unanticipated tribal cultural resource deposits
and/or human remains during ground-disturbing activities associated with construction (such as
grading and excavation), especially if those activities occur in less-disturbed buried sediments.
Consequently, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be potentially significant. Implementation
of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and TCR-2, as well as Mitigation Measures CR-1 through CR-3 as
discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, would be required to reduce impacts to tribal cultural
resources to a less-than-significant level.

Mitigation Measure

TCR-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources

In the event that cultural resources of Native American origin are identified during ground-
disturbing activities, all ground-disturbing work within 50 feet of the find shall be temporarily
suspended or redirected until a qualified archaeologist has evaluated the nature and significance of
the find; an appropriate Native American representative(s), based on the nature of the find, is
consulted; and mitigation measures are put in place for the disposition and protection of any find
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21083.2. If JID, in consultation with local Native
Americans, determines the resource is a tribal cultural resource and thus significant under CEQA, a
mitigation plan shall be prepared and implemented in accordance with State guidelines and in
consultation with local Native American group(s) prior to continuation of any ground-disturbing
work within the vicinity of the find. The plan shall include avoidance of the resource or, if avoidance
of the resource is infeasible, shall outline the appropriate treatment of the resource in coordination
with the appropriate local Native American tribal representative and, if applicable, a qualified
archaeologist. Examples of appropriate mitigation for tribal cultural resources include, but are not
limited to, protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource, protecting traditional use
of the resource, protecting the confidentiality of the resource, or heritage recovery.

TCR-2 Native American Monitoring

JID shall retain a Native American consultant to conduct Native American monitoring of all project-
related ground disturbing activities. Native American monitoring should be provided by a locally
affiliated tribal member. Monitors will have the authority to halt and redirect work should any tribal
cultural resources be identified during monitoring. Native American monitoring may be reduced to
spot-checking or eliminated at the discretion of the monitor, in consultation with JID, as warranted
by conditions such as encountering bedrock, sediments being excavated are fill, or negative findings
during the first 60 percent of rough grading. If monitoring is reduced to spot-checking, spot-
checking will occur when ground-disturbance moves to a new location within the project site and
when ground disturbance will extend to depths not previously reached (unless those depths are
within bedrock).

Significance After Mitigation

Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and TCR-2 require Native American monitoring of ground disturbance
activities related to the project as well as the implementation of avoidance measures for and
evaluation of any unanticipated discoveries of tribal cultural resources, which would reduce
potential impacts to tribal cultural resources to a less-than-significant level.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED
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19 Utilities and Service Systems

Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

Would the project:

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? O O [ O

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

c. Resultin 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? O O O [ |

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

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

a. Would the project 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?

Water

The project would not require permanent on-site personnel, and no water service connections or
groundwater wells would be installed. The minimal quantities of water required during construction
and panel washing activities would be delivered to the site via water trucks as needed.

Draft Initial Study — Mitigated Negative Declaration 83



James Irrigation District
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

Consequently, the project would not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water facilities, and impacts would be less than significant.

Wastewater Treatment

The project would not require permanent on-site personnel and does not include the installation of
on-site restroom facilities. Therefore, no wastewater would be generated, and no impact to
wastewater treatment facilities would occur.

Stormwater Drainage

The project site is currently undeveloped and was formerly used for agricultural activities. As
discussed in Section 10, Hydrology and Water Quality, implementation of the proposed project
would not substantially increase impervious surfaces on the project site because the land below the
solar PV panels would remain undeveloped and because the proposed access paths would be
unpaved. Stormwater would run off the surfaces of the solar PV panels and fall onto the unpaved,
pervious ground surface, where it would follow existing stormwater drainage patterns. Therefore,
no new or expanded stormwater drainage facilities would be required, and no impact would occur.

Electric Power

The proposed project is itself an electric power facility, the environmental effects of which are
analyzed and mitigated throughout this IS-MND. No additional new or expanded electric power
facilities would be required other than those analyzed herein. Consequently, no additional impact to
electric power facilities would occur.

Natural Gas

The proposed project would not involve any components requiring natural gas service.
Consequently, no impact related to natural gas facilities would occur.

Telecommunications

The proposed project includes remote data collection systems for monitoring production, system
health, and weather conditions, the environmental effects of which are analyzed and mitigated
throughout this IS-MND. No additional new or expanded telecommunications facilities would be
required other than those analyzed herein. Therefore, no additional impact to telecommunications
facilities would occur.

NO IMPACT

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

As discussed under item (a), the project would not require permanent on-site personnel and does
not include the installation of water service connections or groundwater wells. Water demand
during construction would be temporary and minimal and primarily for dust suppression. In
addition, the project would use approximately 1,823 gallons (0.006 acre-feet) of water per year for
panel washing, which would be delivered to the site by water trucks. The minimal quantities of
water required during construction and periodic panel washing activities would not substantially
impact regional water supplies. Therefore, the project would have sufficient water supplies available
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to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and
multiple dry years, and impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

c. Would the project 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?

As discussed under item (a), the project would not require permanent on-site personnel and does
not include the construction of on-site restroom facilities. Therefore, no wastewater would be
generated, and no impact related to wastewater treatment would occur.

NO IMPACT

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?

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste?

The nearest landfill to the project site is the American Avenue Disposal Site, which is located
approximately 2.7 miles to the northeast of the project site at 18950 West American Avenue in
Kerman. The project site is currently undeveloped; therefore, no demolition waste would be
generated during construction. The proposed project would adhere to state and local regulations
pertaining to construction waste diversion and recycling. In addition, the project site would be
operated and monitored remotely with personnel on-site only for periodic panel washing,
vegetation maintenance, and as-needed repairs. Therefore, the project would not generate solid
waste in excess of state or local standards, in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste regulation goals and would comply with applicable
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Wildfire
Less than
Significant
Potentially with Less than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas
or lands classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
a. Substantially impair an adopted

emergency response plan or emergency

evacuation plan? O O O [ |
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 uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? O O O [ |
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? O O O [ |
d. Expose people or structures to significant

risks, including downslopes or

downstream flooding or landslides, as a

result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,

or drainage changes? O O O [ |

a. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan?

b. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project, due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire
risks and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c. Iflocated in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity

zones, 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?
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d. If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity
zones, would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslopes
or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes?

According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (2022), the project site is not
located in a State Responsibility Area or a Very Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Because the project is not
located in or near an SRA or a VHFHSZ, no impacts related to wildfire would occur.

NO IMPACT
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Mandatory Findings of Significance

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less than
Significant
Potentially with
Significant Mitigation
Impact Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Impact No Impact

Does the project:

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

O a | a

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?

As discussed in Section 4, Biological Resources, the project would not 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, or substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 5, Cultural Resources, the
project site does not contain any known cultural resources, and there is no evidence that important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory are present at the site. As a result,
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the proposed project would not eliminate an important example of major periods of California
history or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

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)?

As described in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to all
environmental issues, the proposed project would not result in significant and unmitigable impacts
to the environment. All anticipated impacts associated with project construction and operation
would be either less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated. This is
largely due to the fact project construction activities would be temporary, and project operational
activities would not significantly alter the environmental baseline condition.

Cumulatively considerable impacts could occur if the construction of other projects occurs at the
same time as the proposed project and in the same vicinity, such that the effects of similar impacts
of multiple projects combine to expose adjacent sensitive receptors to greater levels of impact than
would occur under the proposed project. For example, if the construction of other projects in the
area occurs at the same time as construction of the proposed project, potential impacts associated
with noise and traffic to residents in the project area may be more substantial. The only other
planned project in the vicinity of the project site is JID Solar Project #1, a 3.5-MW solar PV array that
would be installed on the parcel immediately adjacent to the proposed project. However, JID Solar
Project #1 is expected to finish construction in November 2022, and the proposed project would
commence construction in February 2023. Therefore, the two projects would not be constructed
concurrently, and they would not combine to create cumulative construction-related impacts. There
are no other planned or pending projects within the immediate vicinity of the project site that could
combine with the project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts (County of Fresno
2022b).

The project would not require permanent on-site personnel during operation; therefore, it would
not contribute to cumulative impacts related to direct or indirect population growth, such as
impacts to public services, recreation, and population and housing. Impacts related to cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral
resources, and tribal cultural resources are inherently restricted to the project site and would not
contribute to cumulative impacts associated with existing and future developments. In addition, air
quality and GHG impacts are cumulative by nature, and as discussed in Section 3 Air Quality, and
Section 8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the project would not generate air pollutant emissions in
excess of SIVAPCD thresholds and would have a beneficial project-level impact in terms of GHG
emissions; therefore, it would not contribute to the existing significant cumulative air quality
impacts related to the SIVAB’s nonattainment status for ozone, PMio, and PM; s or the existing
significant cumulative climate change impact. Furthermore, the project’s operational impacts to
resources such as aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, biological resources, hydrology and
water quality, noise, transportation, and utilities and service systems would be minimal and would
not have the potential to constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
that may occur due to existing and future development in the region. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant impact.

NO IMPACT
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c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly?

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with such issues as air quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, and noise impacts. As detailed under Section 3, Air Quality, Section 9, Hazards
and Hazardous Materials, and Section 13, Noise, the proposed project would not result, either
directly or indirectly, in substantial adverse effects related to air quality, hazardous materials, and
noise. Therefore, impacts to human beings would be less than significant.

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Modeling
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James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/3/2022 10:04 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 8.80 . Acre ! 8.80 383,328.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 2.7 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2023
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Construction only model

Land Use - Construction activity area.

Construction Phase - Based on applicant construction schedule

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by the applicant

Trips and VMT - Number of trips provided by the applicant. Assuming trip length of 30 miles since Fresno is the closest urban city.

Grading - Soil is balanced

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Based on applicant information

Water Mitigation -

Vehicle Emission Factors -
Vehicle Emission Factors -
Vehicle Emission Factors -

Fleet Mix -




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Page 2 of 18 Date: 5/3/2022 10:04 AM
James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating

tbITripsAndVMT

Area_Parking

WorkerTripNumber

23000

0

230.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

Urban

6.60

63.00

16.80

161.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

Page 3 of 18

Date: 5/3/2022 10:04 AM

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 ! 00467 | 04165 | 05704 | 1.0800e- ; 0.0368 | 00202 ; 00570 | 9.8600e- | 00185 i 00284 & 00000 ! 97.1812 | 97.1812 ; 0.0205 | 1.9100e- I 98.2630
. ! i 1003 I ! ! 1003 | ! i i ! ! 1003 |
b 1 1 1 1 1 1 h 1 1 1
Maximum 0.0467 0.4165 0.5704 1.0800e- 0.0368 0.0202 0.0570 9.8600e- 0.0185 0.0284 0.0000 97.1812 97.1812 0.0205 1.9100e- 98.2630
003 003 003
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2023 ! 00467 | 04165 | 05704 | 1.0800e- | 0.0368 | 00202 ; 00570 | 9.8600e- | 0.0185 1 0.0284 4 00000 | 97.1811 | 97.1811 | 0.0205 | 1.9100e- I 98.2629
= 1 1 1003 I 1 1 i1 003 | ! H 1 1 1003 |
ol ] ] ] ] ] 1 ] ] ]
Maximum 0.0467 0.4165 0.5704 1.0800e- 0.0368 0.0202 0.0570 9.8600e- 0.0185 0.0284 0.0000 97.1811 97.1811 0.0205 1.9100e- | 98.2629
003 003 003
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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Date: 5/3/2022 10:04 AM

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)
1 2-1-2023 4-30-2023 0.3883 0.3883
2 5-1-2023 7-31-2023 0.0739 0.0739
Highest 0.3883 0.3883
2.2 Overall Operational
Unmitigated Operational
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust | PM10 | Fugive | Exhaust | PM2.5 [ Bio- cO2 |NBio- co2| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonslyr MTlyr
Area 00431 | 00000 | 80000e- | 0.0000 i ' 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } ' 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 j 0.0000 1 1.7000e-
u ! 1005 I ! 1 ! ' 1 H 004 I 004 1 ! 1 o004
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1
........... e 1
Energy ! 00000 ; 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 0.0000
i : : ! : : : : ! : : ! : |
........... e 1
Mobile ' 00000 ; 00000 j 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 j 00000 ; 0.000 ; 0.0000 } 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 0.0000
i : : ! : : : : ! : : ! : |
........... e 1
Waste i : ! ! : ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 ! 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 i 0.0000
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 : ] 1 1 1
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... e 1
Water i : ! ! : ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 0.0000
: : : ! : : : : : = : ! : -
Total 0.0431 | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
005 004 004 004
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2.2 Overall Operational
Mitigated Operational

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Area 0.0000 ! 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } 1 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 ! 1.6000e- ! 1.6000e- | 0.0000 |} 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
1005 I 1 1 1 ' 1 i i 004 1 004 I 1 1 o004
1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 i 1 1 1
.................. e 1 e o
Energy 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } 0.0000 |} 0.0000 1 0.0000
i i i i i : i : i i i i
.................. Leceeceeebccccccabocccccabloccececboccccccbcccccccbccccccabcccccaageaanana -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Mobile 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } 0.0000 |} 0.0000 1 0.0000
i i i i i : i : i i i i
.................. Leceeceeebccccccabocccccabloccececboccccccbcccccccbccccccabcccccaageaanana -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Waste ! ! : ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 ! 0.0000 j 0.0000 | 0.0000 j 0.0000 I 0.0000
i i i i i : i : i i i i
.................. Leceeceeebccccccabocccccabloccececboccccccbcccccccbccccccabcccccaageaanana -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Water ! ! : ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 ! 0.0000  0.0000 | 0.0000 j 0.0000 I 0.0000
: ' : : : : : : : ' : !
Total 0.0431 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
005 004 004 004
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Solar Array Installation =Building Construction 12/1/2023 15/17/2023 ! 5! 76!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0
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Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 8.8

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Solar Array Installation Cranes 0: 7.00; 231 0.29

[Solar Array Installation Forklifts oo T é.'o'oi'"""""'és?i' T 020

[Solar Array Installation Generator Sets oo T é.'o'oi'""'"""éii' T o

[Solar Array Installation Other Construction Equipment no é.'o'oi'"""""l?i )

[Solar Array Installation Rough Terrain Forklifts 2 T é.'o'oi'"""""lc')c') T 4o

[Solar Array Installation Skid Steer Loaders no é.'o'oi'"""""'é% s

[Solar Array Installation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes oo T %Tobi'"""""'é? s

[Solar Array Installation Trenchers no é.'o'oi'""'"""?éi' T  os0

[Solar Array Installation swelders : o T é.'ob;*""'"""ZéE' Y 13

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class

Solar Array Installations 5! 40.00: 3.00: 0.00: 30.00: 30.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads
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3.2 Solar Array Installation - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00369 | 03927 | 04771 § 7.0000e- | ! 00199 | 00199 ! | 00183 1 00183 & 00000 | 61.8293 | 61.8293 ; 0.0200 | 0.0000 1 62.3292
: : : P04 ] ' : : ' ! : - : : : !
ul
Total 0.0369 0.3927 0.4771 | 7.0000e- 0.0199 0.0199 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 | 61.8293 | 61.8293 | 0.0200 0.0000 | 62.3292
004
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling ' 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 j 0.0000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 j 0.0000 { 00000 & 00000 & 00000 ! 00000 j 0.000 ; 0.0000 } 0.0000 i 0.0000
: : : : : : : : | : ! : : : l
= L L L L L L L L Fmmmm=n= S
Vendor *l 2.0000e- § 0.0164 | 2.8900e- j 9.0000e- | 3.1000e- | 1.3000e- ; 3.2300e- ; 8.9000e- | 1.3000e- !' 1.0200e- 4 0.0000 8.5009 | 85009 | 3.0000e- | 1.2700e- 1 8.8792
W 004 ! I 003 ! 005 1 003 | 004 ! 003 I 004 | 004 | 003 i ! i 005 I 003 |
ul [
........... - 4 S S A S S S S A
Worker * 9.4700e- | 7.4500e- | 0.0905 § 2.9000e- j 0.0337 | 1.7000e- ; 0.0339 | 8.9600e- | 1.5000e- !' 9.1100e- 4 0.0000 | 26.8511 | 26.8511 ; 5.1000e- | 6.4000e- !' 27.0547
W 003 1 003 I i o004 1 1004 I I 003 I 004 | 003 ! I 004 I 004 |
ul [
Total 9.7600e- | 0.0238 0.0933 | 3.8000e- | 0.0368 | 3.0000e- | 0.0371 | 9.8500e- | 2.8000e- | 0.0101 0.0000 | 35.3520 | 35.3520 | 5.4000e- | 1.9100e- | 35.9338
003 004 004 003 004 004 003
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3.2 Solar Array Installation - 2023
Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road = 00369 | 03927 | 04771 § 7.0000e- | ! 00199 | 00199 ! 1 0.0183 i 00183 4 00000 ! 61.8292 | 61.8292 ; 0.0200 ; 0.0000 i 62.3291
i ! ! {00 ! ! ! ! ' - : ! ! ! ! -
Total 0.0369 0.3927 0.4771 | 7.0000e- 0.0199 0.0199 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 | 61.8292 | 61.8292 | 0.0200 0.0000 | 62.3291
004
Mitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOXx CcO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTlyr
Hauling :: 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ! 0.000 | 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 } 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 : 0.0000 4 0.0000 ! 00000 j 00000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000
. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1
\ H ! i
: ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' | .
Vendor *l 2.9000e- § 0.0164 | 2.8900e- j 9.0000e- | 3.1000e- | 1.3000e- j 3.2300e- ; 8.9000e- | 1.3000e- § 1.0200e- & 0.0000 8.5009 | 85009 | 3.0000e- | 1.2700e- 1 8.8792
W 004 1 1 003 ! 005 I 003 I 004 ' 003 I 004 I 004 } 003 . 1 1005 I 003 |
a ' ' ' ' ' ' ' ' | : ' ' ' |
"""""" I N MMM M RN MR MmO NN N ——————————— - e mmm g e m R E o om m L L - mmmememe -
Worker * 9.4700e- | 7.4500e- | 0.0905 ; 2.9000e- j 0.0337 | 1.7000e- ; 0.0339 | 8.9600e- | 1.5000e- § 9.1100e- 4 0.0000 | 26.8511 | 26.8511 } 5.1000e- | 6.4000e- I 27.0547
W 003 1 003 I |04 1 I o004 ! 1003 I 004 ! o003 ! Io004 1 004 |
ul [
Total 9.7600e- | 0.0238 0.0933 | 3.8000e- | 0.0368 | 3.0000e- | 0.0371 | 9.8500e- | 2.8000e- | 0.0101 0.0000 | 35.3520 | 35.3520 | 5.4000e- | 1.9100e- | 35.9338
003 004 004 003 004 004 003
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tonsl/yr MTl/yr
Mitigated = 0.0000 ; 0.000 } 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.000 ; 00000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 § 0.0000 & 0.0000 ! 00000 } 00000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
o i i i i i i i i : ! i i i I
----------- T S T T T e S e S T e T S T T T T Trore Tappnypupps ey
Unmitigated = 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.000 : 00000 = 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ' 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces H 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW |H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ? 14.70 6.60 ! 6.60 = 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | wa | worr | w2 | mov | tHo2 | wHp2 | wmHD | HeD | oBus | usus | wmcy | sBus | wH
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  *  0.505022: 0.051937: 0.170337: 0.165963' 0.030143' 0.007880' 0.013096' 0.025463' 0.000664' 0.000317' 0.023954' 0.001505! 0.003719
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MTl/yr
Electricity =t ! i ! ! 1 00000 } 0.0000 } ' 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 | 0.0000 j 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Mitigated . 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 H ! 1 1 1 1
ol 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 !
........... = -,-------|.-----_-|.-------l.-----_-’. [
Electricity = ! [ ! ! ! 00000 | 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 00000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Unmitigated 51 i i i I i i i i H H i i ] :
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 H | 1 1 1
........... L 1
NaturalGas = 0.0000 } 0.0000 |} 0.0000 | 0.0000 | ! 00000 | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 ! 00000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Mitigated . 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 H ! 1 1 1 !
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 H | 1 1 1
----------- T T LT Ty S A e S e F T T LTIl TonryRpuupl SEpRpRySTRp SEPI R RPN AP RpRpR S
NaturalGas = 0.0000 *+ 0.0000 + 0.0000 + 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 * 0.0000 * + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 & 0.0000 ® 0.0000
Unmitigated & . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr
OtherNon- + 0 4 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 j ! 0.0000 | o0.0000 | 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i I [ 1 [ 1 I [ 1 i I [ I ! H
u 1 1 1 1 1 ] N ] 1
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr tonsl/yr MTlyr
OtherNon- + 0 i 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 j 0.0000 j ' 0.0000 | 0.0000 ;| ' 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 | 00000 } 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces i 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 H 1 1 1 !
i 1 1 ] 1 ] 1 1 1
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Unmitigated
Electricity J| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr
OtherNon- + 0 4 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i 1 ! H
&l
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Electricity J| Totalco2| cH4 N20 CO2e
Use
Land Use KkWh/yr MT/yr
OtherNon- + 0 4 00000 1 0.0000 } 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces i 1 ! !
al
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

6.0 Area Detalil

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
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ROG NOx Cco SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Mitigated = 0.0431 | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 | ' 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } { 00000 { 00000 # 00000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 1.7000e-
u 1 1005 I 1 1 1 ' 1 H i 004 I 004 1 1 1 o004
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 H h 1 1 1
L H bommmam- beme-enn bemen-enn bemmmmm- beme=-mnn bommmem- [ beme=-enn becenann R T T e T T
Unmitigated = 0.0431 : 0.0000 ' 8.0000e- * 0.0000 '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 ' 0.0000 = 0.0000 @ 1.6000e- * 1.6000e- * 0.0000 @ 0.0000 : 1.7000e-
- : . 005 . . . : : : : . . 004 | o004 : . 004
6.2 Area by SubCategory
Unmitigated
ROG NOx CO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tonsl/yr MTlyr
Architectural = 0.0183 | ! ! i ' 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } ' 0.0000 0.0000 # 0.0000 ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 |} 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 0.0000
Coating o 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 : 1 1 1 I
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... e 1
Consumer = 00248 | ! ! : ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 ! 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 i 0.0000
Products o 1 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 : 1 1 1 I
u 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... e 1
Landscaping = 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 1.6000e- ! 1.6000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 1.7000e-
w 005 I 1005 I ! 1 ! ' 1 i 004 I 004 I ! 1 o004
ol 1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1
Total 0.0431 | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
005 004 004 004
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Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr
Architectural = 0.0183 | ! ! : ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 |} 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Coating - i i I i i i ' i H | i I i !
1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1
........... = L L L L L L L L ........,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|........
Consumer = 00248 | ! ! : ! 00000 | 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 # 0.0000 ! 0.0000 } 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Products o 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ ] : 1 1 1 1
b 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... - 1 S R |.-----_-|.-------|.-----_-|.-----_-|.-------................,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|........
Landscaping = 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 ; ! 0.000 |} 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 00000 | 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
@ 005 1 1005 | ! ] ! ' ] N 004 I 004 I ! 1 o004
1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 N ] 1
Total 0.0431 0.0000 | 8.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 1.6000e- | 1.6000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1.7000e-
005 004 004 004

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System
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Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Category MT/yr
Mitigated -: 0.0000 | 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
ul H H H
semmsmm==e=- R i ettt bt Rl
Unmitigated = 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Unmitigated
Indoor/Outj| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MTl/yr
OtherNon- + 0/0 !: 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ! 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces , i ! ! :
il
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Mitigated
Indoor/Out| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
door Use
Land Use Mgal MT/yr
OtherNon- 1+ 0/0 # 00000 j 0.000 | 0.0000 I 0.0000
] L 1
Asphalt Surfaces , ] H ! 1
il
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

Category/Year

Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

MT/yr

Mitigated =i 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 i 0.0000
= 1 1
1 1 1

----------- h~~~~~~spmssssaspassssaafaaaao o
Unmitigated - 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000 ! 0.0000
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Unmitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MT/yr
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Mitigated
Waste Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
Disposed
Land Use tons MTlyr
Other Non- 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces
Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day

Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation
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James Irrigation District Solar Project #2

San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter

1.0 Project Characteristics

Date: 5/3/2022 10:01 AM

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces . 8.80 . Acre ! 8.80 383,328.00 0
1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Rural Wind Speed (m/s) 2.7 Precipitation Freq (Days) 45
Climate Zone 3 Operational Year 2023
Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company
CO2 Intensity 203.98 CH4 Intensity 0.033 N20 Intensity 0.004
(Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr) (Ib/MWHhr)

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

Project Characteristics - Construction only model

Land Use - Construction activity area.

Construction Phase - Based on applicant construction schedule

Off-road Equipment - Construction equipment provided by the applicant

Trips and VMT - Number of trips provided by the applicant. Assuming trip length of 30 miles since Fresno is the closest urban city.

Grading - Soil is balanced

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation - Based on applicant information

Water Mitigation -

Vehicle Emission Factors -
Vehicle Emission Factors -
Vehicle Emission Factors -

Fleet Mix -
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Table Name

Column Name

Default Value

New Value

tblAreaCoating

tbITripsAndVMT

Area_Parking

WorkerTripNumber

23000

0

230.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

Urban

6.60

63.00

16.80

161.00

2.0 Emissions Summary
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James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter

2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

Unmitigated Construction

Page 3 of 14

Date: 5/3/2022 10:01 AM

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2023 | 12499 | 10.9887 | 14.8993 ; 00282 | 09954 | 05302 | 15256 | 0.2658 | 0.4879 i 0.7537 4 0.0000 }2793.350}2793.350; 05959 | 0.0565 52,825.089
| i i i i i i i i ! : I i i 6
Maximum 1.2499 10.9887 14.8993 0.0282 0.9954 0.5302 1.5256 0.2658 0.4879 0.7537 0.0000 2,793.350 | 2,793.350 0.5959 0.0565 2,825.089
1 1 6
Mitigated Construction
ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year Ib/day Ib/day
2023 12499 | 10.9887 | 14.8993 | 00282 | 09954 | 05302 | 15256 | 0.2658 | 0.4879 : 07537 4 0.0000 |2,793.350 2793350 05959 | 0.0565 52,825.089
d : : : ! ! : : ' - : N : 6
Maximum 1.2499 10.9887 14.8993 0.0282 0.9954 0.5302 1.5256 0.2658 0.4879 0.7537 0.0000 | 2,793.350 | 2,793.350 | 0.5959 0.0565 | 2,825.089
1 1 6
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Unmitigated Operational

Page 4 of 14

Date: 5/3/2022 10:01 AM

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter

ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area s 02359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 1 0.0000 0.0000 & | 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- 1 2.0500e-
u i 005 I 004 I ! ! ! ! ! i i 003 1 003 I 005 I 003
........... A e eecclecccceccboccccccbecceccoboccceccbeccccceboce e ebem e eeebecceceeheaneaee b eenaaa -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Energy = 0.0000 ! 00000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } 0.0000 |} 0.0000 I 0.0000
" i i i i i i : i : i i i i
........... r=-meeeebececccclocccecealoccccccbloccccccbloccccccbloccccccboc e cablcccccecbacecaaagananan -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Mobile ' 00000 j 00000 j 00000 j 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 0.0000 4 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } 0.0000 |} 0.0000 I 0.0000
; : ! ! : ! : : : : ! ! : -
Total 0.2359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | o0.0000 0.0000 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2.0500e-
005 004 003 003 005 003
Mitigated Operational
ROG NOx Cco S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Area ' 02359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | ' 0.0000 |} 0.0000 } ' 0.0000 0.0000 & 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- | i 2.0500e-
u i 005 1 004 I ! ! ! ! ! i 003 I 003 I 005 ! ! o003
........... :',-------|.-----_-|.-------|.-------|.-----_-|.-------|.-----_-|.-----_-|.-------. memmaaa : 1
Energy ' 00000 ; 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ; ! 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 |} 0.0000 1 0.0000
i : ! ! : ! : : ! : : ! : |
........... e 1
Mobile ' 00000 ; 00000 ; 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 00000 ; 0.000 ; 0.0000 } 0.0000 0.0000 & 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 1 0.0000
o i 1 1 1 1 1 ] i : 1 1 1 1
u i 1 1 1 1 ] i 1 1 1
Total 0.2359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | o0.0000 0.0000 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- | 0.0000 | 2.0500e-
005 004 003 003 005 003
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ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust PM10 Fugitive | Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 | NBio-CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Percent 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Reduction
3.0 Construction Detail
Construction Phase
Phase Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days | Num Days Phase Description
Number Week
1 =Solar Array Installation =Building Construction 12/1/2023 '5/17/2023 ' 5! 76!

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0

Acres of Paving: 8.8

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural

Coating - sqft)

OffRoad Equipment

Phase Name

Offroad Equipment Type

Amount

Usage Hours

Horse Power Load Factor

Solar Array Installation

Solar Array Installation

Cranes

*Welders

- - g

O: 7.00; 231: 0.29
oi"""'"ébﬁf"""""'éé?'""""'1i£6
oi"""'"ébﬁf"""""'éi?'""""'1i§£
15"""'"ébﬁf"""""l?i?'""""'1ii£
zi"""'"ébﬁf"""""lBG?'""""'1iid
15"""'"ébﬁf"""""'éé?'""""'1i§f
oi""""'%bb;"""""'5??"'"""'1i§f
15"""'"ébﬁ?"""""'?é?'""""'1iéd
Y TS

Trips and VMT
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Phase Name Offroad Equipment | Worker Trip | Vendor Trip JHauling Trip § Worker Trip | Vendor Trip | Hauling Trip | Worker Vehicle Vendor Hauling
Count Number Number Number Length Length Length Class Vehicle Class | Vehicle Class
Solar Array Installations 5! 40.00: 3.00: 0.00: 30.00: 30.00: 20.00:LD_Mix 'HDT_Mix 'HHDT

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area

Reduce Vehicle Speed on Unpaved Roads

3.2 Solar Array Installation - 2023
Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road  # 09717 | 10.3344 | 125546 | 00185 | ! 05224 | 05224 ! 1 0.4806 : 04806 4 1,793.554 } 1,793,554 | 0.5801 | 51,808.056
i : | : ! ! : ! ! - Ty T : s
Total 0.9717 | 10.3344 | 12.5546 | 0.0185 05224 | 0.5224 0.4806 0.4806 1,793.554 | 1,793.554 | 0.5801 1,808.056

7 7 5
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James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter

3.2 Solar Array Installation - 2023
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling ' 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 00000 j 0.0000 j 0.0000 j 0.0000 j 0.0000 | 0.0000 : 0.0000 & | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 : 0.0000
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 H h 1 1 1 1 h
........... = U S NN SN SN SO S SO SUUI SO SRRSO SR U S S S
Vendor ol 7.5400e- | 0.4394 | 0.0765 | 2.3300e- | 0.0833 | 3.4600e- | 0.0868 | 0.0240 | 3.3100e- + 0.0273 & 246.6678 | 246.6678 | 7.5000e- | 0.0368 1 257.6475
4 003 ! ! i 003 I I 003 ! o003 | H ! i o004 1 !
........... :L-------|.-----_-|.-------|.-----_-|.-------|.-------|.-----_-|.-------l.-------‘.-------:.......,-----_-n.-------l.-----_-n.-------|........
Worker o 02706 ; 0.2149 | 22681 | 7.3600e- | 0.9121 | 4.3600e- | 0.9164 | 0.2418 | 4.0200e- v 0.2458 & 753.1276 | 753.1276 } 0.0151 | 0.0197 1 759.3856
i ] i i 003 I i 003 | i i o003 ! H i ] i !
- 1 1 1 1 1 1 i H 1 1 1 !
Total 0.2781 0.6543 2.3446 | 9.6900e- | 0.9954 | 7.8200e- | 1.0032 0.2658 | 7.3300e- | 0.2731 999.7954 | 999.7954 | 0.0159 0.0565 | 1,017.033
003 003 003 1
Mitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOx co S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Off-Road = 09717 | 10.3344 | 125546 ; 0.0185 | ! 05224 | 05224 ! | 04806 1 04806 & 00000 |1793554]1,793.554 0.5801 | 1 1,808.056
: : : : : ' : : | ! : A T : oS
ul [
Total 0.9717 | 10.3344 | 12.5546 | 0.0185 0.5224 0.5224 0.4806 0.4806 0.0000 |1,793.554 | 1,793.554 | 0.5801 1,808.056
7 7 5
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3.2 Solar Array Installation - 2023
Mitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx co SO2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Hauling :: 0.0000 |} 0.0000 ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 0.0000 & | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 H h 1 1 1 1 h
........... R SRR SN SO SRR S SN S SR SRR SRR SRS SR SO SR SO
Vendor ol 7.5400e- | 0.4394 | 0.0765 | 2.3300e- | 0.0833 | 3.4600e- | 0.0868 0.0240 | 3.3100e- 1 0.0273 & 246.6678 | 246.6678 | 7.5000e- | 0.0368 1 257.6475
4 o003 H ! ! 003 : 003 ! : 003 : H ! ! 004 ! !
........... A o eeeccleccccecboccccccbemeeecebeccececbccccaeobecm———— -------I.-------‘.-------:. B T T T T T T
Worker ! 02706 | 02149 | 22681 ; 7.3600e- ; 09121 | 4.3600e- ; 0.9164 0.2418 | 4.0200e- 1 0.2458 4 753.1276 | 753.1276 } 0.0151 | 0.0197 1 759.3856
. ! i 1 003 1 003 ! 1 003 | i ! ! ! H
ul ! 1 H i h 1 1 1
Total 0.2781 0.6543 2.3446 9.6900e- 0.9954 7.8200e- 1.0032 0.2658 7.3300e- 0.2731 999.7954 | 999.7954 0.0159 0.0565 1,017.033
003 003 003 1
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EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated =1 0.0000 } 0.0000 } 0.0000 | 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 ; 0.0000 } 0.0000 ; 0.0000 { 0.0000 & | 00000 | 00000 j 0.0000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
: : : : : : : : ! : : : : : -
----------- T S T T T S e S e e Ty Te o) FETRPR Iy UPS AR RpUpRS SRRy RpR S
Unmitigated = 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 * 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 ! 0.0000 = ' 00000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000 : 0.0000 ' 0.0000
4.2 Trip Summary Information
Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated
Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces H 0.00 ! 0.00 0.00 . .
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 | |
4.3 Trip Type Information
Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %
Land Use H-Wor C-W | H-Sor C-C | H-O or C-NW |H-W or C-W| H-S or C-C | H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces ? 14.70 6.60 ' 6.60 = 0.00 ' 0.00 ! 0.00 . 0 . 0 . 0
4.4 Fleet Mix
Land Use | wa | worr | w2 | mov | tHo2 | wHp2 | wmHD | HeD | oBus | usus | wmcy | sBus | wH
Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces  *  0.505022: 0.051937: 0.170337: 0.165963' 0.030143' 0.007880' 0.013096' 0.025463' 0.000664' 0.000317' 0.023954' 0.001505! 0.003719
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5.0 Energy Detail

Historical Energy Use: N

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

ROG NOx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2 | Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total

Category Ib/day Ib/day

NaturalGas =i 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 1 00000 } 0.0000 } 00000 { 00000 & I 0.0000 ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 i 0.0000
Mitigated u I 1 1 I 1 1 I I i H ! 1 1 1 1
o 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 H h 1 1 1 !

----------- T S T Ty S S e T L LT TOIpyRpuupl SEp PR Rp SEPI R NP AP RTRpR SR e
NaturalGas = 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 @ 0.0000 ¢ + 0.0000 : 0.0000 = + 0.0000 * 0.0000 = + 0.0000 :* 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000 : 0.0000
Unmitigated ., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Unmitigated

NaturalGa ROG NOXx CO S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
OtherNon- + 0 4 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 j ! 0.0000 | o0.0000 | 1 0.0000 0.0000 & I 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.0000 ; 0.000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces | i I [ 1 [ 1 I [ 1 i I [ I ! H
1 1 ] 1 ] 1 ] N ] 1
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000




CalEEMod Version: CalEEMo0d.2020.4.0

Page 11 of 14

Date: 5/3/2022 10:01 AM

James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

Mitigated
NaturalGa ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
s Use PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Land Use kBTU/yr Ib/day Ib/day
OtherNon- + 0 4 00000 | 00000 ; 0.0000 | 0.0000 j ! 0.0000 | o0.0000 | 1 0.0000 0.0000 & I 0.0000 | 00000 | 0.000 ; 0.0000 i 0.0000
Asphalt Surfaces ; i 1 i i i i I i i H h i 1 1 !
1 1 ] 1 ] 1 ] N ] 1
Total 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
6.0 Area Detail
6.1 Mitigation Measures Area
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category Ib/day Ib/day
Mitigated =1 02359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 | ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 } { 00000 | 00000 4 | 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- 1 2.0500e-
i 1005 I 004 | 1 I 1 ' I H H i 003 1 003 I 005 1 1 o003
b 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 H h 1 1 1 1
----------- T T e e T ST T T Tk T T S A e e P EITILE
Unmitigated = 0.2359 + 1.0000e- * 9.0000e- * 0.0000 * 0.0000 * 0.0000 ¢ '+ 0.0000 * 0.0000 = ' 1.9300e- + 1.9300e- * 1.0000e- * ' 2.0500e-
- . 005 | o004 | : . . . . . . . 003 , 003 ., 005 003
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Unmitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.1001 | ! ! : ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 1 0.0000 0.0000 & ! ! 0.0000 | : 1 0.0000
Coating - i i I i i i ' i H | i I i !
1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1
........... = L L L L L L L L ........,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|........
Consumer = 01358 ! ! : ! 00000 | 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & ! 0.0000 | : i 0.0000
Products o i i 1 i i i [ i : 1 1 i
b 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... - 1y S-S Gy Sy A - S A S K
Landscaping = 8.0000e- ! 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 ! 0.000 |} 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- | 1 2.0500e-
W 005 I 005 | 004 | 1 i ] ' 1 i 003 | 003 I 005 @} 1 o003
1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 N 1 1
Total 0.2359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- 2.0500e-
005 004 003 003 005 003
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6.2 Area by SubCategory

Mitigated
ROG NOx co S02 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 |NBio- CO2| Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 Total PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
SubCategory Ib/day Ib/day
Architectural = 0.1001 | ! ! : ! 0.0000 | 0.0000 } 1 0.0000 0.0000 & ! ! 0.0000 | : 1 0.0000
Coating - i i I i i i I i H | i I i !
1 i 1 1 1 1 1 ' i i 1 1 1
........... r=-meeeebececccclocccecealoccccccbloccccccbloccccccbloccccccboc e cablcccccecbacecaaagananan -,-----_-n.-------l.-------l.-----_-|. [
Consumer = 01358 ! ! : ! 00000 | 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & ! 0.0000 | : i 0.0000
Products o i i 1 i i i [ i : 1 1 i
b 1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 h 1 1 1 1
........... - 1y S-S Gy Sy A - S A S K
Landscaping = 8.0000e- ! 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 ! 0.000 |} 0.0000 ; 1 0.0000 0.0000 & 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- | 1 2.0500e-
W 005 I 005 | 004 | 1 i ] ' 1 i 003 | 003 I 005 @} 1 o003
1 1 1 1 1 1 \ 1 N 1 1
Total 0.2359 | 1.0000e- | 9.0000e- | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1.9300e- | 1.9300e- | 1.0000e- 2.0500e-
005 004 003 003 005 003

7.0 Water Detail

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

Apply Water Conservation Strategy

Use Water Efficient Irrigation System
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James Irrigation District Solar Project #2 - San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Winter
EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied
8.0 Waste Detail

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number

11.0 Vegetation




JID Solar Project #2 (8.8 Acres, 1 MW)

Displaced Energy Production during 35-year Project life

Annual Energy Production Annual Average Solar Radiation
Hours/Day/Year
Grid Size (MW) 1.0 5.96
Total hrs/year 8,760
% Operational time * 25%
Operational hours/year 2,175
KWh produced per year 2,175,400
Assumed Heat Rate (Btu/KWh) 10,000
Annual Fuel Equivalent (MMBtu)’ 21,754
CA Power Mix® |Annual Fuel Displacement (MMBtu)
Coal* 0.00% 0
Large Hydro 10.10% 2,197
Natural Gas® 16.40% 3,568
Nuclear 42.80% 9,311
oil 0.00% 0
Other (petroleum coke/waste heat) 0.00% 0
Renewables 30.60% 6,657
Unspecified sources of Power 0.00% 0
Total 99.9% 21,732
Annual Pollutant Disglacement"

Natural Gas Turbine Emi:

AP-42 Emission Factor Controlled Emission Factor e L . s
Pollutant N Controlled Emissions (Ib) Controlled Emissions (ton) AP-42 Emission Factor Source Notes

(Ib/MMBtu) (Ib/MMBtu)

CO, 110 110 392,442 196.22|Table 3.1-2a
Coal Combustion Emissions
Pollutant | AP-42 Emission Factor (Ib/ton)° |C°“"0"5d Emission Factor (Ib/ton) I Emissions (Ib)’ I Emissions (ton) |AP~42 Emission Factor Source Notes®
o, | 6040] 6040] of 0.00]Table 1.1-20
Total Displaced Emissions Associated With Direct Combustion
Pollutant tons/]leara | tons/lifetime (35 years) |
CO,E (Metric Ton) | 178 | 6,230 | 445.03 15576.07426

Notes:
1. Operational time is based on annual average solar radiation hours per day per year (5.96) for the project area. Source: National Renewable Energy Laboratories, U.S. Department of Energy (https://pvwatts.nrel.gov/pvwatts.php)
2. The Project is assumed to displace existing power generation equivalent to the current power mix each year of operation.

3. CA Power Mix assumptions are based on data from the 2020 Total System Electric Generatin Table. https: energy.ca.gov/data-reports/energy Jcalifornia-electricity-data/2020-total-system-electric-generation

4. Combustion of natural gas and coal for power are of the greatest concern related to the generation of criteria pollutants and GHG emissions, therefore only fuel displacement of natural
gas and coal due to electricty production from the Solar Scarlet facility are considered in this assessment.

5. EPA Air Pollution Emission Factors AP-42 Section 3.1, Stationary Gas Turbines

6. EPA Air Pollution Emission Factors AP-42 Section 1.1, Bituminous and Subbituminous Coal C

7. Coal characteristics used for conversion: Assumed coal heat content = 24 MMBtu/ton

8. Total particulate matter (CPM-TOT) is expressed in terms of coal ash content therefore emission factor is determined by multiplying % ash content of coal (assumed to be 20% herein) by value listed in Table 1.1-4. Organic fraction of
particulate matter is 20% of total CPM-TOT (Table 1.1-5) and listed as controlled emission factor.

9. 50, emission factor calculated by multiplying the weight percent of sulfur (assumed to be 7.5%) by the value listed in Table 1.1-3
10. CO,€ volumes are in metric tons rather than short (US) tons
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RinconConsultants, Inc.

7080 North Whitney Avenue
Suite 101
Fresno, California 93720

559228 9925

info@rinconconsultants.com
www.rinconconsultants.com

March3, 2022
ProjectNo: 21-11333

Ms. Cate Parker

White PineRenewables

498 Carl Street, Suite 3

San Francisco, CA 94117

Via emailcate.parker@whitepinerenew.com

Subject: Cultural Resourcefssessmentor James Irrigation District Sold@rojecs 1 and 2Fresno
County, California

DearMs. Parker:

Thisletter report presents the findings of a cultural resour@ssessmentompleted in supporof

James Irrigation Distri¢dames ID$olar Projed 1 and dproposed projed) locatedin unincorporated
Fresno County, CaliforniRincon Consultants, Inc. (Rincams retained by White Pine Renewables
support the proposed projectgsompliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This
letter report documents the results of the tasks performed by Rincon, spabjfi cultural resources
records search, archival and background research, and field survey. All work was completed in
accordance with CEQA and applicable local regulatiamses I0s the lead agency under CEQA.

Project Site sand Description

The projectsitesarelocated1.3 miles northeast ahe city of San Joaquiat the northeast corner of the
intersection of West Adams Avenue and SoRthcer AvenueThe proposed projestonsist of two
separate butadjacentparcels one parceltotaling 36.5 acre¢ ¢+ ¢} E[+ W E [APHQ3017®
327), andthe other parcelotaling 120.6acres(APN 03aL70-33T)in unincorporated Fresno County
Specificallythe proposed projegencompasgportions of Sectioa12 and 13f Townshipl5 South,
Rangel6 Easton the JamesanCaliforniaUnited Statesseological Survey (USGS)mifute

topographic quadrangléAttachment 1:Figurel). Theprojectsites are bordered bySouth Placer Avenue
to the west recently tilled agricultural lands to the nortndWest Adams Avenue and grape vineyards
to the south(seeAttachmentl: Figure2).

The proposed projects involve the development of two solar photovoltaic facilities on a total of 45.3
acres of previously disturbed agricultural larmsthe two aforementioned parcelsSTwo separate solar
arrayswould be installedwhichwould include direct current photovoltaic (PV) modules, steel support
structures, alternating current electrical inverters, cabling, and other systamponents. Solar Project

1 would consist of a 3:-egawatt (MW) solar array systeom approximately 36.5 acres of land APN
030-170-i1d ~E ( EE 38} Z & v - Sid SofarP3ojeEN2 whiild consist of-MWV

solar array systeron aproximately 8.8 acres of lanoh the eastern parcefreferred to herein as the
N« (EV.h& prejects also include service boards and-sigfransformers as well as metering
facilities, conductors, and safety equipment for interconnection to Pacific 8as o S&] [« ~W'~
distribution system. No of§ite construction would be required to support connections to the PG&E

Environmental Scientists Planners Engineers
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Cultural Resources Assessment for James Irrigation District Solar Project s 1and 2

system. Solar PV panels would be located on piles driven into the ground to depth of eight feet and
supports would be bolted onto thpiles. All electrical equipment would be elevated above the base
flood elevation line

Methods

Background and Archival Research

Rincon completed background and archival research in support of this assessibectimber 2021A
variety of primary and secondary source materials were consulted. Sources included, but were not
limited to, historical maps, aerial photographs, and writtgistories of the area. The following sources
were utilized todevelop an understanding of the project sitend its context:

f Fresno }pvSC oo o} E[e K((]
f Historical aerial photographs accessed via NETR Online

f Historical aerial photographs accessed via University of California, Santa Barbara Library
FrameFinder

f Historical U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps

California Historical Resources Information System Records Search

OnDecember 7, 2021Rincon receivedecords search resuliRecords Search File No.-283) from the
Southern San Joaquin Valley Informat@enter(Attachment2). TheSouthern San Joaquin Valley

Information Centeis the official state repository for cultureg¢sources records and repotfisr the

county in which the project falls. The purpose of the records search was to identify previously recorded
cultural resources, as well as previously conducted cultural resources studies within the progandite

a 0.5mile radius. Rincon also riewed the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), the California Historical Landmarks list, and the Built
Environment Resources Directory (BERD), as well as its predecessor the Californiststatd?kbperty

Data (HPD) File. Additionally, Rincon reviewed the Archaeological Determination of Eligibility (ADOE) list.

Sacred Lands File Search

Rincon contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAH@wvember 23, 2021to request
a searclhof the Sacred Lands File (SLF), as well as a contact list of Native Americans culturally affiliated
with the projectarea @ttachment3).

Field Survey

Rincon Archaeologistourtney Montgomery, MA, conducted a pedestrian survey of the projed ite
Felruary 15, 2022. Rincon conducted a pedestrian survey using transect intervals spaced 15 meters and
oriented generally from east to west. Exposed ground surfaces were examined for artifacts (e.g., flaked
stone tools, toolmaking debris, stone milling toolsgeramics, fireaffected rock), ecofacts (marine shell

and bone), soil discoloratiathat might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, soil depressions, and
features indicative of the former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., standing extailsr

postholes, foundations) or historic debris (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics). Ground disturbances such as
burrows and drainages were also visually inspected. Survey accuracy was maintained using a handheld

Page 2
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Global Positioning Satelli{&PSynit and ageoreferenced map of the project sgeSite characteristics
and survey conditions were documented using field records and a digital camera. Copies of the survey
notes and digital photographs are maintainedoat RinconFresnooffice.

Findings

The following section summarizes the results of all background research and fieldwork as they pertain to
archaeological resources that may qualify as historical resources and/or unique archaeological
resources.

Known Cultural Resources Studies

The CHRI®cords search and background research identi@ied cultural resources stugwithin 0.5
miles of the project sites (Attachment?2). This previously conducted cultural resources studyqGE5)
does not overlap the proposed project ste

Known Cultural R esources

The CHRIS records search and background research idetwifieltural resources within 8.5-mile
radiusof the project site. Resources recorded in the search radius are listdébiel below. No
resources are recorded within or adjacent to the projectsite

Table 1 Known Cultural Resources

Relationship
Primary Recorder(s) and  Eligibility to Project
Number  Trinomial Resource Type Description Year(s) Status Sites
P-10- CAFRE HistoricPeriod  James Bypass and 2015(R.Baloian 62 (2015) Outside
006617 3773H Structure Flood Channel
P-10- CAFRE HistoricPeriod  James Irrigation 2015(R.Baloian) 6Z (2015) Outside
006632 3774H Structure DistrictCanal System

16Z:Found ineligible for NP, CRIRor local designation through survey evaluation.
SourceSSJVIC 2021

Aerial Imagery and Historical Topographic Maps Review

Rinconcompleted a review of historical topographic maps and aerial imagery to ascertain the
development history of the project sigeln a review of historical topographic maps dating frora4®

1947, the project sies aredepicted as undeveloped (NETR Onk0€1).Between 1965 and 1984, a
structure is depicted in the northwest corner of the parcel, but the rest of the parcel remains otherwise
undevelopedAerial imagery from 1946 t2018confirms that the project site weremostly
undevelopedagriculturalland (NETR Online 202jth the exception of the northwest corner of the

parcel Imagery from 186to 1998showsdisturbance in the northwestercorner ofthe westernmost
project site withvaryingstructuresand/or objectsdepicted in 1946, 1958, 196&@nd 1981(NETR Online
2021). Imagery from 2@Xo present depicsthe project sites intheir current condition (NETR Online
2021).

Page 3
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Sacred Land File Search

OnJanuary 12,2020 §Z E , & * %o}V §} Z]v }v[e *">& E <u *85U 3 S]vP §Z § §.
searchwere negative. Seattachment3 for the NAHC response, includitige Tribalcontacts list(s).

James ID conducted Assembly Bill 52 consultation for the profent&eluary 17, 2022Robert Ledger,
Tribal Chairman of the Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government, respondedntesID stating that the tribe
had encampments within and around the project sites in the 1800s. Chairman Ledger stated that the
Chiefat the timewould bury cultural and/or spiritual objects within the area of the project sites
traverse the area for gatheringanduse the vicinity for medicinal use and campiBgcausehe area is
within the traditional use area and identified as séive for tribal cultural resources, Chairman Ledger
requested tribal monitoring for the project.

Survey Results

The field survey did not identify amyltural resources during the field surve&yround visibilityranged
from good to excellent (65 to 95 percent). Vegetation consisted of gsemse weeds throughouioth
project sites (Attachmentl: Figure3). Disturbances consisting of tilling were evidentdewughout both
parcels(Attachmentl: Figure4). Modern trash was observed withihe western site however, no
modern trash was observed the easern site Additionally ecofacts consisting @&fves(bird) bones
(Attachmentl: Figureb) were identified withinthe western siteThe bones were not historic in age and
did not show signs of human modificatitvo other disturbances were identified. The projsites have
been heavily disturbed by the historical use and tilling throughbetyears.Figure6 through Figure8 in
Attachment 1providefurther documentation of site conditions during the current survey.

Conclusion s and Recommendations

The impact analysis included here is organized based on the dultsaurces thresholds included in
CEQA Guidelines Appendix G: Environmental Checklist Form:

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

b. Would the project cause a substaritedverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?

c. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries?

Threshold A broadly refers to historical resources. Toenotearly differentiate between archaeological
and built environment resourceffis reportlimitsanalysis under Threshold A to built environment
resources. Archaeological resources, including those that may be considered historicatesso
pursuant to Section 15064.5 and those that may be considered unique archaeological resources
pursuant to Section 21083.2, are considered under Threshold B.

Historical Built Environment Resources

The field survey and background research did not idemtiy builtenvironment resources that may be
considered historical resources under CEQA within the projed Jitee project therefore does not have
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the potential to impact built environment historical resources and Rincon recommends a findiog of
impact to historical resourcepursuant to CEQA.

Historical and Unique Archaeological Resources

This assessment did not identify any archaeological resources or archaeological dejositthe
project sites. The SLF for the project was returned with negatiesultsand no cultural resources were
identified by the CHRIS records search of SISMC.During Assembly Bill 52 consultatidlames ID
received a response from the Dumn&/o Wah Tribal Government identifying the project sites as
sensitive for tribal cultural resources. Chairman Ledger identified that the area wainubed1800dy
the Chieffor medicinal uses, traversing for gatherings, and camping. He also shaiieithe Chief would
bury cultural and/or spiritual objects within and around the project sifdghough theareawas
identified as sensitive for tribal cultural resources for the Dunma Wo Wah Tribal Governrmoent,
archaeological resources were identdfienthe surfaceduring the pedestrian surveyloweverthe lack
of surface evidence of archaeological materials does not preclude their subsurface existemaogh
there is amabsence of substantial prehistoric or histepieriod archaeological remaingithin the
immediate vicinityand a high level aéxisting disturbancéo the project sites, Rincon identified the
project sites as havingmoderatepotential for encountering intact subsurface archaeological deposits
due to the information provided byrHairman LedgemRincon presents the following recommended
mitigation measursfor a worker environmental awareness program, archaeological and Native
American monitoring, andnanticipated discoveries during construction. With adherence to this
measure, Ricon recommends a finding ti#ss than significant impact with mitigation for
archaeological resourcegnder CEQA.

Recommended Mitigation  Measures

Worker Environmental Awareness Program

Anenvironmental professionatill conduct a WEAP training on archaeological sensitivity for all

construction personnel prior to the commencement of any growligturbing activities within the

surveyed area. The training matenaill be developed by an archaeologist who meets orexs the

N E S EC Y(/vS EJIE[ WEL( **]}v o Yu 0](] S]}v S v E - (& & zZ }
1983). Archaeological sensitivity trainimgl include a description of the types of cultural material that

may be encountered, cultal sensitivity issues, regulatory issues, and the proper protocol for treatment

of the materials in the event of a find.

Archaeological and Native American Monitoring

James il E S Jv v & Z }o}P]*S u S]vP sz 7~ (Efessihg Qualsicatissvs E]} E[
Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) and Native American consultant to conduct
archaeological and Native American monitoring of all prejetated ground disturbing activities. Native

American monitoringvill be provided by a locally affiliated tribal member. Monitors will have the

authority to halt and redirect work should any archaeological resources be identified during monitoring.

If archaeological resources are encountered during gredisturbing actities, work within 60 feet of

the find will halt and the find will be evaluated for listing in the CRHR and NRHP. Archaeological or

Native American monitoring or both may be reduced to splog¢cking or eliminated at the discretion of

the monitors, in congltation with James IDas warranted by conditions such as encountering bedrock,

sediments being excavated are fill, or negative findings during the first 60 percent of rough grading. If
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monitoring is reduced to spathecking, spaethecking will occur whegrounddisturbance moves to a
new location within the project site and when ground disturbance will extend to depths not previously
reached (unless those depths are within bedrock).

Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources

In the event that archaeolgical resources are encountered during growdisturbing activitieand

monitoring has been reduced or halte@ork in the immediate arewill be halted and an archaeologist

u SJvP 8§z ~ & S EC }(SZ /vsS E]}E[* WE}( **]}v o Yp o](] S8]}ve "8 v
Park Service 1988jill be contacted immediately to evaluate the find. If the find is prehistoric, then a

Native Anerican representativevill also be contacted to participate in the evaluation of the find. If

necessary, the evaluation may require preparation of a treatment plan and archaeological testing for

CRHR eligibility. If the discovery proves to be ééditr the CRHR and cannot be avoided by the
proposedproject, additional work, such as data recovery excavation, may be warranted to mitigate any
significant impacts to historical resources.

Human Remains

No human remains are known to be present withie tproject sites. However, the discovery of human
remains is always a possibility during ground disturbing activities. If human remains are found, the State
of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shalhtitcur u
the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources
Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated discovery of human remains, the County
Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains determined to be of Native American
origin, the Coroner will notify the Native American Heritage Commission, which will determine and
notify a most likely descendant (MLD). The MLD has 48 hours from being granted site access to make
recommendations fothe disposition of the remains. If the MLD does not make recommendations
within 48 hours, the landowner shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from
subsequent disturbance. With adherence to existing regulations, Rincon recommdandgg bf less

than significant impact to human remains under CEQA.

Shouldyou have any questions concerning this study, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned
at (805) 2019621 or [flaherty@rinconconsultants.com

T (==

Leanna FlahertyMA, RP/ Courtney Montgomery, MA
Qultural Resources Project Manager Archaeologist/ Assistant Project Manager

Sincerely
Rincon Consultants, Inc.
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QlpnratGbas oo Ponlbllm

Hannah HagaMA, RPA Andy PulcheonRPA, AICP
Senior Archaeologist Principal
CulturalResources Program Manager

Attachments

Attachmentl Figures

Attachment2 CHRIS Southern San Joaquin Valley Information CeBtearch Results
Attachment3 Sacred Lands FilBearch Results
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Figure 1 Regional Location Map
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Figure 2 Project Location Map
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Figure 3 Overview of Eastern Site, Facing West

Figure 4 Tilling Evidence within Eastern Site, Facing East
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JID Solar Project #2 - Construction

4/11/2022

Compression-Ignition Engine Brake-Specific Fuel Consumption (BSFC) Factors [1]:
HP: 0 to 100 0.0588 | HP: Greater than 100 0.0529
Values above are expressed in gallons per horsepower-hour/BSFC.

CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT

Hours per Load Fuel Used
Construction Equipment # Day Horsepower Factor Construction Phase (gallons)
Rough Terrain Forklifts 2 8 100 0.4  Solar Array Installation 2,858
Skid Steer Loaders 1 8 65 0.37 Solar Array Installation 859
Other Construction Equipment 1 8 172 0.42 Solar Array Installation 2,322
Trenchers 1 8 78 0.5 Solar Array Installation 1,393
Total Fuel Used 7,433
(Gallons)
Construction Phase Days of Operation
Solar Array Installation 76
Total Days 76
WORKER TRIPS
Fuel Used
Constuction Phase MPG [2] Trips Trip Length (miles) (gallons)
Solar Array Installation 24.1 40 30.0 3784.23
Fuel 3,784.23
HAULING AND VENDOR TRIPS
Fuel Used
Trip Class MPG [2] Trips Trip Length (miles) (gallons)
HAULING TRIPS
Solar Array Installation 7.5 0 0.0 0.00
Fuel -
VENDOR TRIPS
Solar Array Installation 7.5 3 30.0 912.00
Fuel 912.00
Total Gasoline Consumption (gallons) 3,784
Total Diesel Consumption (gallons) 8,345
Sources:

[1] United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2021. Exhaust and Crankcase Emission Factors for Nonroad Compression-Ignition
Engines in MOVES3.0.2 . September. Available at: https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-08/420r21021.pdf.

[2] United States Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Statistics. 2021. National Transportation Statistics . Available at:
https://www.bts.gov/topics/national-transportation-statistics.

1 4/29/2022 1:38 PM
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