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impacts to a less than significant level. Chapter 5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 
(MMRP), provides the proposed mitigation measures, implementation timelines, and the entity/agency 
responsible for ensuring implementation. Chapter 6 References details the documents and reports this 
document relies upon to provide its analysis. 

The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Model, Biological Resources Information, and Cultural 
Resources Information, are provided as technical Appendix A: CalEEMod Output Files, Appendix B: 
Biological Evaluation, and Appendix C: Class III Inventory/ Phase I Survey respectively, at the end 
of this document. 







http://www.deid.org/




Chapter 2: Project Description  
Turnipseed Basin Phase VI Expansion Project 

June 2023  2-5 

 

Figure 2-1: Regional Location Map within DEID Boundary  
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Figure 2-2: Project Site/ Area of Potential Effect Map  
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Figure 2-3: Topoquadrangle Map  
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Figure 2-4: General Plan Land Use Designation Map   
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Figure 2-5: Zone District Map  
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significant manner. The Project is consistent with the aesthetics of the area. Impacts are less than 
significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  SR 190 traverses through the southern portion of Tulare County, and is an 
Officially Designated State Scenic Highway, as depicted in Figure 4-1. Project activities would occur 
approximately 16 miles southwest and do not have the potential to affect the highway. There are no 
scenic resources located on or in the vicinity of the Project site. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Figure 4-1: Scenic Highways Map 

 

State Route 190 is an Officially Designated State Scenic Highway 

 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project site is currently vacant agricultural land with remnants of 
previously farmed crops. The Project site is zoned and located amid lands designated for agriculture by 
Tulare County. The new basin facility will blend in with existing uses and the Project will not substantially 
degrade the visual character of the area. The impact will be less than significant.  

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

No Impact.   The area surrounding the Project site is primarily agriculture and associated agricultural uses. 
No artificial lighting is proposed to be on-site. Vehicular traffic to the site after the facility is constructed 
will be limited to as needed daytime maintenance trips. Therefore, the Project will not create a new 
source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or be 
inconsistent with existing conditions. There would be no impact. 

  





https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
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Figure 4-2: Farmland Designation Map  







https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-6: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but 
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.4.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project is located southwest Tulare County, California, northeast of Delano and southwest of Earlimart 
at the intersection of Avenue 40 and Road 168. The Project lies within the Lower San Joaquin Valley, part 
of the Central Valley of California (See Figure 2-1). The Central Valley is bordered by the Sierra Nevada 
Mountain Ranges to the east, the Coast Ranges to the west, the Klamath Mountains and Cascade Range to 
the north, and the Transverse Ranges and Mojave Desert to the south. 

A reconnaissance-level field survey of the Project area with a 50-foot additional survey area which makes 
up the APE was conducted on September 7, 2021. The survey consisted of walking and driving the APE 
while identifying and noting plant and animal species encountered, biological habitats and communities, 
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Species Status Habitat  Occurrence on APE 
burrows, or in rock piles. Adults 
may excavate shallow burrows 
but rely on deeper pre-existing 
rodent burrows for hibernation 
and reproduction. 

Burrowing Owl 
(Athene cunicularia) CSC 

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

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the 
APE are unsuitable for this species. 
Nesting and foraging habitat is absent 
due to incompatible topography and/or 
vegetative cover. At most, a burrowing 
owl individual could potentially pass over 
or through the APE but would not be 
expected to nest or forage within or 
adjacent to proposed impact areas. The 
presence of raptors in the vicinity makes 
this site generally unsuitable for 
burrowing owl. 

California red-legged 
frog (Rana draytonii) 

FT, 
CSC 

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

Absent. The Project area does not 
provide suitable habitat for this species 
and is outside of its current known 
range. There have been no recorded 
observations of this species in the 
vicinity of the Project. 

Coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma  
blainvillii ) 

CSC 

Found in grasslands, coniferous 
forests, woodlands, and chaparral, 
primarily in open areas with 
patches of loose, sandy soil and 
low-lying vegetation in valleys, 
foothills, and semi-arid 
mountains. Frequently found near 
ant hills and along dirt roads in 
lowlands along sandy washes with 
scattered shrubs. 

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the 
APE are generally unsuitable for this 
species, as there is little vegetation within 
the APE. Ant hills were not observed 
within the APE, indicating a lack of 
resources. This species was last observed 
in 2016, 9 miles west of the APE. 

Delta smelt 
(Hypomesus 
transpacificus) 

FT, CE 

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

Absent. Suitable perennial aquatic 
habitat for this species is absent from the 
Project area. 

giant gartersnake 
(Thamnophis gigas) FT, CT 

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

Absent. The Project is more than 50 
miles south of the current known range 
of this species. 
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-9: Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.5.1 Baseline Conditions  

A Class III/Phase I Survey for the Project was prepared for the Project in July 2022 (see Appendix C). At 
the time of the Class III Inventory/ Phase I survey, the study area consisted of fallow agricultural land 
adjacent to active farm fields. Although this location currently may be characterized as a dry open valley 
bottom, historically it may have included swampy lands, lying roughly 16-miles east of the historical Tule 
Lake shoreline and about 100 feet north of White River, or dry valley grassland with possible oak groves. 
Prior to changes resulting from the agricultural development of the area, Deer Creek, located north of the 
APE, was an effective divide between mesic environments to the north and more xeric environments to the 
south. Lying to the south of Deer Creek, the Project APE would have been on the drier side of the Deer 
Creek alluvial fan. Deer Creek and White River, which is approximately two miles south, may have been 
occasionally inundated by floodwaters during heavy spring snowmelt, but in most years these drainages 
would have been perennial only in their upper reaches in the foothills, and intermittent lower on their 
courses, nearer the APE.   

Historical and recent land-use has thus changed the vegetation that was once present within and near the 
Project APE. Prior to development, oak groves and valley grasslands would have dominated. However, it is 
likely that Riparian Woodlands were once found along local drainages, including along Deer Creek and 
White River. 

Records Search  

An archival records search was conducted at the California State University, Bakersfield, Southern San 
Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC), by SSJVIC staff members on September 9, 2021 and May 10, 
2022 to determine: (1) if prehistoric or historical cultural resources had previously been recorded within 
the APE; (2) if the APE had been systematically surveyed by archaeologists prior to the initiation of this field 
study; and/or (3) whether the region of the Project was known to contain archaeological sites and to 
thereby be archaeologically sensitive. Additionally, a search of the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) Sacred Lands File was conducted in order to ascertain whether traditional cultural places or cultural 
landscapes had been identified within the APE.  

According to the records search results, no previous archaeological surveys had been completed within the 
APE, and no cultural resources were known within the APE or within a 0.5-mi radius of it. Only one previous 
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4.6 ENERGY 
Table 4-10: Energy Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

4.6.1 Baseline Conditions  
Southern California Edison (SCE) supplies electricity to the project area. SCE obtains its power through 
hydroelectric, natural gas, and eligible renewable sources. SCE continually produces new electric 
generation and natural gas sources and implements continuous improvements to gas lines throughout its 
service areas to ensure the provision of services to residents. New construction would be subject to Titles 
20 and 24 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR) which each serve to reduce demand for electrical 
energy by implementing energy-efficient standards for residential, as well as non-residential buildings. As 
the recharge basin Project does not involve buildings of any kind, these regulations are not applicable. 

4.6.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 

unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  Construction is anticipated to consume gasoline for worker trips and diesel 
from on-site construction equipment. California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section 
2449(d)(2) limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby precluding 
unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive idling of construction 
equipment. In addition, the energy consumption for construction activities would not be ongoing as they 
would be limited to construction of the project. Therefore, construction energy impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 

  





  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Turnipseed Basin Phase VI Expansion Project  

June 2023  4-28 

of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in the surrounding mountains have 
been transported into the Valley by streams.  

Three soil mapping units representing three soil types were identified within the Project site. The soils and 
their core properties are displayed Table 4-12 below.  All three soils are primarily used for agriculture in 
the form of irrigated cropland and annual pasture. Vegetation in uncultivated areas is mainly annual grasses 
and herbaceous plants. 

Table 4-12: Soils of the Project Site 

Soil Soil Map  
Unit 

Percent of 
APE 

Hydric 
Unit 

Hydric 
Minor 
Units 

Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Nord Fine sandy loam, 
0 to 2 percent 

slopes 

72.1% No Yes Well drained Moderate 
permeability 

Negligible 
runoff 

Tujunga Loamy sand, 0 to 
2 percent slopes 

27.8% No Yes Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Moderate 
permeability 

Negligible 
runoff 

Yettem Sandy loam, 0 to 
2 percent slopes 

0.1% No Yes Well drained Moderately 
rapid 
permeability 

Very low 

 
None of the major soil mapping units were identified as hydric, but all of the units have minor soil mapping 
units which makes up 3.6% of the Project site that are considered hydric. Hydric soils are defined as soils 
that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing season to develop anaerobic 
conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation can be supported.  

The complete NRCS Web Soil Survey report is available in Appendix D of Appendix B. 

Faults and Seismicity  

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut 
through the soil at the site. The nearest major fault is the San Andreas Fault, located over 60 miles 
southwest of the Project site. The San Andreas Fault is the dominant active tectonic feature of the Coast 
Ranges and represents the boundary of the North American and Pacific plates. A smaller fault zone, the 
Poso Fault, is approximately 10 miles southwest of the site and an unnamed fault located near Rag Gulch 
is approximately seven miles southeast. 

Liquefaction  

The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil 
types and density, the groundwater table, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Although no 
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the county, this potential is recognized 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley where unconsolidated sediments and a high-water table coincide. It is 
reasonable to assume that due to the depth to groundwater within the southern portion of Tulare County, 
liquefaction hazards would be negligible. Soil conditions are key factors in selecting locations for direct 
groundwater recharge projects.  
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Soil Subsidence  

Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over-saturation or extensive withdrawal of ground 
water, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that become saturated, 
high in silt or clay content.  

Dam and Levee Failure  

There is no inundation zone within 10 miles of the Project site. 

4.7.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 

loss, injury, or death involving: 

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

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

a-i and a-ii) Less than Significant Impact.  The nearest major fault to the Project site is the San Andreas 
Fault, located approximately 46 miles southwest. A smaller fault zone, the Poso Fault, is approximately 
seven miles southwest of the site, and an unnamed fault located near Rag Gulch is approximately seven 
miles southeast. The Project does not include habitable residential, agricultural, commercial, or industrial 
structures. Operation of the Project would require infrequent, routine maintenance by DEID employees. 
Any impact would be less than significant.    

The Project site and its vicinity are located in an area traditionally characterized by relatively low seismic 
activity.  The Project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as established by the 
Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section 2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California Public Resources 
Code. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when loose, water-saturated sediments lose strength 
and fail during strong ground shaking. Generally, liquefiable areas are generally confined to the Valley 
floor covered by Quaternary-age alluvial deposits, Holocene soil deposits, current river channels, and 
active wash deposits and their historic floodplains, marshes, and dry lakes. Specific liquefaction hazard 
areas have not been identified in Tulare County. The Project site is not located within a wetland area and 
it is located in the southwestern portion of the County where liquefaction risk is considered low to 
moderate. The impact would be less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impact. The Project is located on the Valley floor where no major geologic landforms exist on or near 
the site that could result in a landslide event. The potential landslide impact at this location is minimal as 
the site is more than five miles from the foothills and the local topography is essentially flat and level. 
There will be no impact. 

b) Would the project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 
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Less than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the Project would include excavation 
and basin construction. These activities could expose soils to erosion processes and the extent of erosion 
would vary depending on slope steepness/stability, vegetation/cover, concentration of runoff, and 
weather conditions. Dischargers whose projects disturb one (1) or more acres of soil, or whose projects 
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one 
or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water 
Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ. Construction 
activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground such as 
stockpiling or excavation but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the 
original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the development 
of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD). 
Since the Project site has relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion and would comply with 
the SWRCB requirements, the impact would be less than significant.  

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? 

Less than Significant Impact. Most of the Project site and the surrounding area do not have any 
substantial grade changes to the point where the proposed basin would expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects on- or offsite such as landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or collapse. Subsidence and liquefaction risk are low to moderate at the site. Any impact 
would be less than significant.  

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? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The soil at the Project site is sandy loam, particularly Hanford soil, Nord soil, 
and Yettem soil. Permeability is moderate or moderately rapid. The Project will not contain any facilities 
that could be affected by expansive soils, nor would substantial grading change the topography such that 
the project would generate substantial risks to life or property. The Project will be consistent with the 
California Building Standards Code; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

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?   

No Impact.  The Project site is located in an area with a significant depth to saturation, consistent with 
the south side of Tulare County. Septic installation or alternative wastewater disposal systems are not 
necessary for the project. There will be no impact.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. Unique paleontological resources or sites or unique geological features have 
not been identified in the Project area. There will be no impact. 
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-16: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

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

    

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

    

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

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

    

4.10.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project site is an approximately 170-acre lot that is currently vacant agricultural land with remnants of 
previously farmed crops. Growing crops utilizes water, and many crops tend to be water-intensive. In order 
to maintain high yields, these crops require the consumption of a significant amount of water.  

4.10.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?   
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Less than Significant Impact. SWRCB requires that a SWPPP be prepared for projects that disturb one (1) 
or more acres of soil. A SWPPP involves site planning and scheduling, limiting disturbed soil areas, and 
determining best management practices to minimize the risk of pollution and sediments being discharged 
from construction sites. Implementation of the SWPPP will minimize the potential for the Project to 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that will result in substantial erosion or 
siltation onsite or offsite. Additionally, there will be no discharge to any surface source. However, by 
design, there will be percolation discharge to groundwater via the proposed recharge/regulation basins. 
Use of chemicals or surfactants will not be generated through the maintenance or operation of the 
Project and as such, there will be no discharge directly associated with Project implementation that could 
impact water quality standards. The Project will not violate any water quality standards and will not 
impact waste discharge requirements, and the pipeline construction will not entail disturbance of one or 
more acres of soil. The impact would be less than significant.  

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?    

Less than Significant Impact. The Primary Phase of the Proposed Project consists of constructing a 
recharge basin to improve groundwater supplies, followed by extraction of those supplies by District 
landowners. Groundwater recoveries would not exceed the total water recharged, so as to not deplete 
any groundwater supplies. The DEID Groundwater Sustainability Agency holds jurisdiction over the 
Project area and is responsible for developing a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP), and any water 
brought to the Project site under Primary Phase operations would be accounted for under the GSP. 
Subsequently, any recovery of recharged water by District landowners in the original DEID service area 
would also be accounted for in the GSP, with such accounting assuming that no more than 90 percent of 
the recharged water is available to be recovered by District landowners. The 10 percent leave behind 
effectively provides a net benefit to the aquifer. No additional groundwater will be required compared 
to baseline conditions; therefore, the impacts will be less than significant. Existing or proposed 
monitoring wells operated as part of the project would be available to confirm no negative effect of 
operations. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

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

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

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

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

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

c-d) Less than Significant Impact. There are no streams or rivers onsite or in the immediate vicinity of the 
Project. The Project does not involve the construction of impervious surfaces so impacts to the existing 
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drainage pattern of the area would be less than significant. The Project would consist of excavating to a 
uniform depth for the purpose of groundwater recharge. In order to minimize erosion and run-off during 
construction activities, a SWPPP may be implemented, and the contractor would comply with all 
Cal/OSHA regulations regarding regular maintenance and inspection of equipment, spill prevention, and 
spill remediation in order to reduce the potential for incidental release of pollutants or hazardous 
substances onsite. Additionally, the Project area is not at risk of tsunami or within a seiche zone. As 
demonstrated in Figure 4-3, the Project site is not located within the 100-year flood zone. Impacts would 
be less than significant.  

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project will improve groundwater storage and prevent exceedances of 
storm water drainage systems or additional polluted runoff by providing a depressional space for surface 
water. The project will not substantially alter the course of the flow of a stream or river in which 
substantial erosion or siltation could occur. The Project does not require impermeable areas that could 
potentially alter draining patterns. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 

 



  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Turnipseed Basin Phase VI Expansion Project  

June 2023  4-40 

 

Figure 4-3: FEMA Flood Map  
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Less than Significant Impact.  Project operation would not generate significant noise; however, Project 
construction will generate temporary noise, mostly from trucks. Other construction equipment could 
include scrapers, backhoes, and drilling rigs. Noise from construction activities would not exceed Tulare 
County Noise Element standards of 60 dBA. The Project is located within agricultural lands, accustomed 
to noise generated by farm equipment and industrial machinery. As construction noise would be 
temporary, and maintenance would take place as needed, impacts due to noise would be less than 
significant. 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would not generate ground borne vibration or noise greater 
than existing conditions as it takes place in an area of agricultural operations. Construction would require 
temporary excavation and grading and Project operations would not involve ground borne vibration or 
noise. Impacts will be less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  The Delano Municipal Airport is located approximately 7.5 miles southwest of the project 
and the Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located approximately 70 miles northwest of the project. 
As the project is not located within an airport land use plan or two miles from an airport, there would be 
no impact.  
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4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Table 4-20: Population and Housing Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

4.14.1 Baseline Conditions   
The immediate area surrounding the Project is used for agricultural operations. A variety of water-related 
facilities and structures are located within the Project vicinity including drainage ditches, irrigation basins, 
wells, pipelines, and associated appurtenances. Properties within the immediate vicinity of the Project site 
and located within Tulare County boundaries are designated and zoned for agricultural uses. 

4.14.2 Impact Analysis  
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)? 

No Impact.  The Project involves the construction of a recharge basin to increase water resources in the 
region. The Project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area directly or 
indirectly. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. The Project involves the construction of a recharge basin to increase water resources in the 
region. The Project would not displace existing people or housing, therefore there would be no impact. 
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4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 
Table 4-21: Public Services 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

Fire protection?     
Police protection?     
Schools?     
Parks?     
Other public facilities?     

4.15.1 Baseline Conditions  
Fire Protection: The Project area would be served by the Tulare County Fire Department. The closest fire 
station is in Earlimart approximately four miles northwest of the Project.  

Police Protection: Police protection is provided by the Tulare County Sheriff. The closest station is located 
in Pixley approximately nine miles southwest of the Project.  

Schools: Columbine Elementary School, the closest school to the Project site, is located approximately 1.75-
miles southwest of the Project site. 

Parks: The Tulare County park closest to the Project site is Pixley National Wildlife Refuge, approximately 
5.8 miles to the northwest.  

Landfills: The nearest landfill to the Project site is the Mid Valley Disposal, located approximately 12 miles 
to the northeast. 

4.15.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 

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

i. Fire Protection:  

ii. Police Protection:  





http://generalplan.co.tulare.ca.us/
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No Impact.  The Project would construct a recharge basin facility on two parcels, comprised of 170 acres, 
that have been historically utilized for agricultural purposes. The Project would not increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities. The Project would construct a recharge basin to provide sustainable 
management of surface and groundwater. There would be no impact. 
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION 
Table 4-23: Transportation Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)?? 

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

4.17.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project site is surrounded by agricultural operations with very little development. No State or interstate 
highways are in the immediate vicinity and the Project will not increase the number of staff in the District. 
The Delano Municipal Airport is located approximately 7.5 miles southwest of the Project and the Fresno 
Yosemite International Airport is located approximately 70 miles northwest of the Project. The project will 
utilize existing roadways in the area.  

4.17.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 

transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

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

a and b) Less than Significant Impact.  The Project consists of the construction and operation of a recharge 
basin. Construction traffic associated with the Project would be temporary for excavation of soil, grading, 
site preparation, and construction of the basin. Operational traffic will consist of as-needed maintenance 
trips. There would not be a permanent adverse effect to existing roadways in the area. There are no 
transit, pedestrian, or bicycle facilities in the vicinity of the site. The Project would not conflict with any 
plan, ordinance, or policy regarding circulation. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The Project does not involve geometric roadway features or propose incompatible uses. 
There would be no impact.  
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d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. The Project will have no lasting impact on existing roads or emergency access routes as it 
involves the conversion of farmland to a recharge basin and the project will not create additional 
permanent traffic. There would be no impact. 
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-24: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.18.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project lies within the homeland of the Southern Valley Yokuts. At the time of first contact with the 
Spanish missionaries, the Yokut people, which also includes Northern Valley and Foothill groups, collectively 
inhabited the San Joaquin Valley as well as the eastern foothills of the Sierra Nevada from the Fresno River 
southward to the Kern River.   

The serial incursion of Spanish, Mexican, and finally northern European settlers irrevocably changed the 
lifeways of the Yokuts and ultimately led to the complete displacement of native peoples from the valley. 
With the founding of Mission San Juan Bautista in 1797, Indians inhabiting the western portion of the San 
Joaquin Valley were forcibly recruited to serve at the mission. It appears that natives were replaced by 
Spanish settlers. 

The Project area has been intensively farmed for over a century and little (if any) natural vegetation 
remains. The site is currently vacant and recently cleared of agriculture and has been disced annually.  
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Native American Outreach  

In September 2021, Provost & Pritchard contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in 
Sacramento. Provost & Pritchard provided NAHC a brief description of the Project and a map showing its 
location and requested that the NAHC perform a search of the Sacred Lands File to determine if any Native 
American resources have been recorded in the immediate study area. Provost & Pritchard also requested 
NAHC provide a current list of local Native American contacts for the Project APE. The eight tribes identified 
by NAHC were contacted in writing via US mail with a letter dated September 30, 2021, informing them 
about the Project. On October 7, 2021, a representative of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe 
contacted P&P via email requesting monitoring, curation agreement, and burial treatment plan. The Tribe 
sent a follow up letter to the District requesting consultation on November 12, 2021, but the letter was 
dated April 9, 2021. The Tribe then sent a new consultation request letter with the correct date of 
November 12, 2021. On December 10, 2021, the District sent a letter to the tribe initiating consultation. 
On June 24, 2022, the Tribe sent an email to ASM who prepared the Class III Inventory/ Phase I survey on 
behalf of the District requesting a meeting to discuss Project status.  

Mitigation Measure TCR-1 for a cultural sensitivity awareness training conducted by the tribe has been 
incorporated into the Project.  

All Tribal correspondence is included within Appendix C to this initial study. 

4.18.2 Impact  Asessment  
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 

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

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

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  A search of the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File was completed for the Project APE. No tribal cultural resources 
were identified. Additionally, a records search was conducted at the Southern San Joaquin Valley 
Archaeological Information Center, California State University, Bakersfield. This search determined that 
the Project site had not been previously surveyed and that no historic, archaeological sites, sacred sites, 
or traditional cultural places/landscapes had been identified within or adjacent to the Project area.  

The District has received request for consultation from the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe 
pursuant to AB 52 in a letter addressed to the Delano-Earlimart Irrigation District received November 12, 
2021 (dated April 9, 2021.) A consultation letter was sent to the tribe December 10, 2021. Tribal 
consultation with Santa Rosa Rancheria Yokut Tribe was held July 5, 2022, and the Tribe requested that 
a cultural sensitivity training occur before excavation. Mitigation Measure TCR-1 as described below is 
recommended prior to any ground disturbance. 
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4.20 WILDFIRE 
Table 4-26: Wildfire Impacts 

If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified 

as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.20.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project site is served by the Tulare County Fire Department for its fire protection needs. The site is not 
located in a very high fire hazard severity zone nor is the site located in a State Responsibility Area. The 
nearest very high fire hazard severity zone is located approximately 30 miles east of the site.7 The nearest 
State Responsibility Area is approximately eight miles east of the site.8 The Project will not result in 
population growth, and it does not involve the construction of structures, habitable or otherwise. 

4.20.2 Impact Analysis  
a) If located 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? 

 
7 ArcGIS. Is Your Home in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone? Website:  
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/Styler/index.html?appid=5e96315793d445419b6c96f89ce5d153. Accessed 9/8/21 
8 ArcGIS. State Responsibility Zones. Website:  
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=5ac1dae3cb2544629a845d9a19e83991. Accessed 
9/8/21 

https://www.arcgis.com/apps/Styler/index.html?appid=5e96315793d445419b6c96f89ce5d153
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=5ac1dae3cb2544629a845d9a19e83991
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No Impact. The Project is not located in or near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones. There would be no impact. 

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? 

No Impact.  The Project is not located in or near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones, therefore there would be no impact. 

c) If located 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? 

No Impact. The Project is not located in or near a State Responsibility Area or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones, therefore further analysis is not warranted. There would be no impact. 

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 downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

No Impact. The Project is not located in or near State Responsibility Area or lands classified as very high 
fire hazard severity zones. There would be no impact.  
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Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) States that 
a Lead Agency shall consider whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the 
effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative 
effects of a project must, therefore, be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects, other 
current projects, and probable future projects. The Project would include the construction of a 170-acre 
recharge basin. No additional roads would be constructed as a result of the Project, nor would any 
additional public services be required. The Project is not expected to result in direct or indirect population 
growth. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not result in significant cumulative impacts and 
all potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant through the implementation of mitigation 
measures and basic regulatory requirements incorporated into future Project design. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would include the construction of water recharge basins. The 
Project in and of itself would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
Construction-related air quality/dust exposure impacts could occur temporarily as a result of project 
construction. However, implementation of basic regulatory requirements identified in this IS/MND would 
ensure that impacts are less than significant. Therefore, the Project would not have any direct or indirect 
adverse impacts on humans. This impact would be less than significant. 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Turnipseed Phase VI

Construction Start Date 1/1/2024

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.10

Precipitation (days) 23.0

Location 35.859558, -119.201747

County Tulare

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2741

EDFZ 9

Electric Utility Eastside Power Authority

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.13

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Size Unit Lot Acreage Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq
ft)

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Other Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

170 Acre 170 0.00 0.00 — — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Un/Mit. TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.55 3.01 25.2 20.7 0.06 0.98 0.65 1.63 0.90 0.10 1.00 — 6,739 6,739 0.28 0.06 1.20 6,766

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.52 2.97 25.2 20.2 0.06 0.98 0.82 1.63 0.90 0.10 1.00 — 6,705 6,705 0.28 0.06 0.03 6,731

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.19 1.01 8.54 6.88 0.02 0.33 0.22 0.56 0.31 0.04 0.34 — 2,271 2,271 0.10 0.02 0.17 2,280

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.22 0.18 1.56 1.26 < 0.005 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.06 — 376 376 0.02 < 0.005 0.03 378

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Year TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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2024 3.55 3.01 25.2 20.7 0.06 0.98 0.65 1.63 0.90 0.10 1.00 — 6,739 6,739 0.28 0.06 1.20 6,766

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 3.52 2.97 25.2 20.2 0.06 0.98 0.82 1.63 0.90 0.10 1.00 — 6,705 6,705 0.28 0.06 0.03 6,731

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 1.19 1.01 8.54 6.88 0.02 0.33 0.22 0.56 0.31 0.04 0.34 — 2,271 2,271 0.10 0.02 0.17 2,280

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.22 0.18 1.56 1.26 < 0.005 0.06 0.04 0.10 0.06 0.01 0.06 — 376 376 0.02 < 0.005 0.03 378

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.41 1.18 11.4 8.92 0.02 0.48 — 0.48 0.45 — 0.45 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.78 0.78 — 0.08 0.08 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

0.02 0.01 0.12 0.10 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 26.3 26.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 26.4

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 4.35 4.35 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 4.37

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 40.9 40.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 41.6

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.46 0.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.47

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.3. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Onsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

3.26 2.74 25.0 18.3 0.06 0.98 — 0.98 0.90 — 0.90 — 6,446 6,446 0.26 0.05 — 6,468

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.39 0.39 — 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

3.26 2.74 25.0 18.3 0.06 0.98 — 0.98 0.90 — 0.90 — 6,446 6,446 0.26 0.05 — 6,468

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.39 0.39 — 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00
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Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.09 0.92 8.36 6.11 0.02 0.33 — 0.33 0.30 — 0.30 — 2,155 2,155 0.09 0.02 — 2,162

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.13 0.13 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.20 0.17 1.53 1.12 < 0.005 0.06 — 0.06 0.05 — 0.05 — 357 357 0.01 < 0.005 — 358

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.02 0.02 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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 0.00

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.29 0.27 0.16 2.47 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 293 293 0.02 0.01 1.20 298

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.26 0.23 0.20 1.93 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.26 0.00 0.06 0.06 — 259 259 0.02 0.01 0.03 263

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.67 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 89.8 89.8 0.01 < 0.005 0.17 91.4

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 14.9 14.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 15.1

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details

4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Vegetatio
n

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Land
Use

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (lb/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (lb/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
Species TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/2/2024 1/5/2024 5.00 4.00 —

Grading Grading 1/6/2024 6/25/2024 5.00 122 —
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5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Site Preparation Graders Diesel Average 1.00 6.00 250 0.40

Site Preparation Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 6.00 330 0.37

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 0.66 140 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 2.00 4.79 250 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Loaders Diesel Average 1.00 1.44 176 0.40

Grading Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 4.11 240 0.48

Grading Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 4.00 1.39 165 0.37

Grading Off-Highway Trucks Diesel Average 2.00 3.74 380 0.38

Grading Other Material Handling
Equipment

Diesel Average 7.00 2.22 330 0.40

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 7.50 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 47.5 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 6.80 HHDT,MHDT
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Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area Coated
(sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (Cubic Yards) Material Exported (Cubic Yards) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)

Site Preparation 0.00 0.00 7.50 0.00 —

Grading 0.00 0.00 116 0.00 —

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 2 61% 61%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 170 0%
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5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2024 0.00 453 0.03 < 0.005

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Construction: Construction Phases Construction timeline based on clean fleet information available from Turnipseed Phase IV project.

Construction: Off-Road Equipment Construction equipment, horsepower, count, and hours modified to reflect Turnipseed Phase IV clean
fleet information.
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Figure 1. Regional Location  with DEID District Boundary  Map   
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Figure 2. Topographic Quadrangle Map   
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Figure 3. Area of Potential Effect  Map   
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II. Existing Conditions  
Regional Setting  
Topography  
The topography of the APE is relatively flat and is at an elevation between 346 and 362 feet above mean sea 
level. 

Climate  
Most of the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by cool, 
moist winters. Summer temperatures range from 70 to 80 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but often exceeds 90 °F. 
Winter minimum temperatures are near 40 °F. Near the project, the average annual precipitation is 
approximately 10 inches, falling mainly from October to April (Weatherspark, 2022). 

Hydrology  
A watershed is the topographic region that drains into a stream, river, or lake and can consist of many smaller 
subwatersheds. The nearest surface waters are White River which is 0.25 miles from the south portion of the 
APE. The Town of Richgrove-Town of Allensworth watershed is comprised of stormwater or snowmelt 
collected in upland areas which flows down into White River. This river has inputs from smaller streams as it 
flows down until it passes by the APE and connects with a few unnamed canals (USEPA, 2022). The APE lies 
within the Town of Richgrove-Town of Allensworth watershed; Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC): 1803000508 
and a single subwatershed: Town of Earlimart subwatershed; HUC: 180300050803. 

Soils 
Three soil mapping units representing three soil types were identified within the APE and are listed in Table 1 
(see Appendix D for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soils and their core properties are displayed in the table 
below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. All three soils are primarily used for agriculture 
in the form of irrigated cropland and annual pasture. 

Table 1. Soils of the Area of Potential Effect.  

Soil Soil Map  
Unit  

Perce
nt of 
APE 

Major 
Com-

ponent 
Hydric 

Soil 

Minor 
Com-

ponent 
Hydric 

Soil 

Drainage Permeabilit
y Runoff 

Nord 

Fine sandy 
loam, 0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

72.1% No Yes Well 
drained 

Moderate 
permeability 

Negligible 
runoff 

Tujunga 

Loamy sand, 
0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

27.8% No Yes 
Somewhat 
excessively 
drained 

Moderate 
permeability 

Negligible 
runoff 

Yettem 

Sandy loam, 
0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

0.1% No Yes Well 
drained 

Moderately 
rapid 
permeability 

Very low 
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Species Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the APE 

Blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard 
(Gambelia sila) 

FE, 
CE, 
CFP 

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

Absent. No blunt-nosed leopard lizard 
individuals or suitable habitat were 
observed during the biological survey. 
The APE is regularly maintained, and 
surrounding areas are frequently 
cultivated agricultural lands that are 
unsuitable for this species. 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) CSSC 

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

Unlikely. The disturbed habitats of the 
APE are unsuitable for this species. 
Nesting and foraging habitat is absent 
due to incompatible topography and/or 
vegetative cover. The APE is still 
maintained making it unlikely this species 
would occur onsite. At most, a 
burrowing owl individual could 
potentially pass over or through the site 
but would not be expected to nest or 
forage within or adjacent to proposed 
impact areas.  The presence of raptors in 
the vicinity makes this site generally 
unsuitable for burrowing owl. 

Buena Vista Lake 
ornate shrew 
(Sorex ornatus relictus) 

FE, 
CSSC 

Prefers moist soils, inhabiting 
marshes, swamps, and riparian 
shrublands. Uses stumps, logs, 
and leaf litter for cover. 

Absent. Suitable habitat for this species 
is absent from the APE. 

California condor 
(Gymnogyps 
californianus) 

FE, 
CE, 
CFP 

Typically nests in cavities in 
canyon or cliff faces but has also 
been recorded nesting in giant 
sequoias in Tulare County. 
Requires vast expanse of open 
savannah, grassland, and/or 
foothill chaparral in mountain 
ranges of moderate altitude. 
Forages up to 100 miles from 
roost/nest site for carrion.  

Unlikely. Suitable nesting habitat for 
this species is absent from the APE. This 
species could fly over or potentially 
forage but would not be expected to be 
impacted by project activities. 

Coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma 
blainvillii)  

CSSC 

Found in grasslands, coniferous 
forests, woodlands, and chaparral, 
primarily in open areas with 
patches of loose, sandy soil and 
low-lying vegetation in valleys, 
foothills, and semi-arid 
mountains.  Frequently found 
near ant hills and along dirt roads 

Absent. Suitable habitat for this species 
is absent from the APE. 
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