
County of Madera
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Initial Study

	1. Project title:
	CUP #2023-012 – Helicopter Training Facility


	2. Lead agency name and address:
	County of Madera 
Community and Economic Development Department
200 West 4th Street, Suite 3100 
Madera, California 93637 


	3. Contact person and phone
     number:
	Samuel J. Rashe, Senior Planner 
559-675-7821

Samuel.Rashe@maderacounty.com



	4. Project Location & APN:
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: _Hlk71298297]The subject property is located approximately 4,000 feet north of Avenue 7, approximately 1/2 a mile northeast of its intersection with Road 34 (no situs) Madera 93636

APN #: 048-211-014


	5. Project sponsor's name
     and address:
	Blair Church & Flynn
451 Clovis Suite Avenue 200
Clovis, CA  93612


	6. General Plan Designation:
	[bookmark: _Hlk93922383]AE (Agricultural Exclusive) 



	7. Zoning:
	[bookmark: _Hlk93922362]ARE-40 (Agricultural, Rural, Exclusive)


	[bookmark: _Hlk93992210]8. Description of project:
[bookmark: _Hlk101166264][bookmark: _Hlk102042103]The project is located approximately 4,000 feet north of Avenue 7, approximately 1/2 a mile northeast of its intersection with Road 34 (no situs) Madera 93636. The project site is topographically flat and has twelve pre-existing buildings, a fence, two training towers approximately seventy-five feet in height, and ten training poles varying from thirty feet to seventy-seven feet in height. The applicant proposes to establish a Helicopter Training Facility (HTF), which will consist of demolishing the existing asphalt helipad and constructing two helipads and a Class II AG Base testing pad. The two helipads will be 60’ x 60’ and the Class II AG Base Testing Pad (testing pad) will be approximately 70’ x 70’. The two helipads and testing pad will be located +/- 500 feet south of the property line and +/- 934 feet west of the property line. 

The HTF will operate three to five times a week Monday through Friday, from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm, and will initially employ up to twenty part-time employees and eventually add an additional ten. The HTF will average twenty vehicles during hours of operation with a maximum of seventy-five. The Average Daily Trips estimated by the applicant is +/- twenty vehicles with Avenue 7 as an access point to the project site.     


	[image: ]

	[image: ]
	
Figure 1





[bookmark: _Hlk93926683]9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
Orchards surround the project site with a utility substation to the immediate south of the project site. The project site and the parcel to the surrounding parcels have a land use designation of Agriculture Exclusive (AE) and a zoning of Agriculture Rural Exclusive (ARE 40). 

	
10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  
  None.

	11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?
In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, notification letters were sent to tribal representatives of California Native American tribes that have requested to be notified of projects within the project area of Madera County. Tribal representatives were advised of the project and invited to request formal consultation with the County regarding the project within 30 days of receiving the notification letters. Eight notification letters were sent to representatives of the following tribes on August 21, 2023: 
· Table Mountain Rancheria
· Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indians
· Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government
· Chowchilla Yokuts Tribe
As of the preparation of this Initial Study, more than 30 days following the County’s transmittal of notification letters, no requests for consultation have been received. Section XVIII of this Initial Study provides additional discussion of tribal cultural resources and outreach.











	ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

	

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

	|_| Aesthetics
	|_| Agricultural/Forestry Resources
	|_| Air Quality

	|_| Biological Resources
	|_| Cultural Resources
	|_| Energy

	|_| Geology/Soils
	|_| Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	|_| Hazards & Hazardous Materials

	|_| Hydrology/Water Quality
	|_| Land Use/Planning
	|_| Mineral Resources

	|_| Noise
	|_| Population/Housing
	|_| Public Services

	|_| Recreation
	|_| Transportation
	|_| Tribal Cultural Resources

	|_| Utilities/Service Systems
	|_| Wildfire
	|_| Mandatory Findings of Significance






	
DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead Agency)

	On the basis of this initial evaluation:

	

	[bookmark: Check22]|_|
	I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check23]|X|
	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check24]|_|
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check25]|_|
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check26]|_|
	I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Signed: ________________________________ Date: _________________
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	I.	AESTHETICS  
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:

	

	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
	
	[bookmark: Check27]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check28]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check29]|X|
	

	

	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
	
	[bookmark: Check34]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check33]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check32]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check31]|X|
	

	
	

	

	c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?  
	
	[bookmark: Check38]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check37]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
	
	[bookmark: Check42]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check41]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a) No Impact. The project site is surrounded by orchards, although the existing towers and training poles would be visible from the street, they would not be visible from any designated areas or have substantial characteristics of a scenic vista.  

(b) No Impact. The project site does not contain scenic resources and is not visible from a state scenic highway.

(c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is zoned ARE-40, primarily occupied by almond trees and other agricultural uses. The site is not considered to represent a unique or otherwise important visual resource. As previously stated, the existing towers and poles may be visible to motorists on the segment of Avenue 7 and Road 35 however, the view would be minimal. The project would not substantially alter the site’s character and would not result in visually dominant or adverse qualities affecting a substantial number of viewers. Therefore, the project’s change in the visual character of the site is considered less than significant.

(d) Less than Significant Impact. The HTF intends to construct two helipads and a testing pad for helicopter training. When training does occur, it will occur during 6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. and would have a less than significant impact and would not adversely affect day or nighttime views. 
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	II.	AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether agricultural impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:
	

	

	[bookmark: _Hlk145403424]a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	
	[bookmark: Check46]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check45]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check44]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	
	[bookmark: Check47]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check48]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check49]|X|
	

	
	

	

	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))?
	
	[bookmark: Check54]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check53]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check52]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
		
	[bookmark: Check55]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check56]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check57]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	




	
	

	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?
		
	[bookmark: Check59]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check60]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check62]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check61]|X|
	






Responses:

(a) No Impact. The project is proposing to install a HTF which consist of two helipads and a Class II AG Base Testing Pad on a developed site.  The project site is designated as Vacant or Disturbed Land and Urban and Built-Up Land by the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The definition of Vacant or Disturbed Land is land that consists of open field areas that do not qualify for an agricultural category, mineral and oil extraction areas, and rural freeway interchanges. The definition of Urban and Built-Up land is land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel. Common examples include residential, industrial, commercial, institutional facilities, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, and water control structures. As a result, the project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance and therefore would have no impact. 

(b)  No Impact. The project site is not subject to a Williamson Act contract.

(c - d) No Impact. The project site does not contain forest land or forest resources and is not zoned for such uses.   

(e)  No Impact. The project site is currently has several existing structures on the property. The addition of the two helipads and training pad would not result in changes to the existing environment and as a result will have no impact.  
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	III.	AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the applicable air quality plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check63]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check72]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check81]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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? 
	
	[bookmark: Check71]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	
	[bookmark: Check75]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check76]|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
	
	[bookmark: Check79]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check80]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:
(a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. Air Quality Plans (AQPs) are plans for reaching attainment of air quality standards. The assumptions, inputs, and control measures are analyzed to determine if the Air Basin can reach attainment for the ambient air quality standards. The proposed project site is located within the jurisdictional boundaries of the SJVAPCD. To show attainment of the standards, the SJVAPCD analyzes the growth projections in the Valley, contributing factors in air pollutant emissions and formations, and existing and adopted emissions controls. 
The SJVAPCD then formulates a control strategy to reach attainment that includes both State and SJVAPCD regulations and other local programs and measures. For projects that require constructing, altering, replacing, or operating any source operation which emits, may emit, or reduce emissions to obtain an Authority to Construct or a Permit to Operate, the SJVAPCD relies on project compliance with Rule 2010. The SJVAPCD also relies on Rule 9510 to fulfill the SJVAPCD emission reduction commitments to the PM10 and Attainment Plans, achieve emission reductions from the construction and use of development projects through design features and on-site measures and provide a mechanism for reducing emissions from the construction of and use of development projects through off-site measures. 
Air Quality Plan Control Measures
The AQP contains a number of control measures that are enforceable requirements through the adoption of rules and regulations. The following rules and regulations are relevant to the project:
· Rule 2010
· Rule 4201
· Rule 4641
· Rule 4702
· Rule 9510
With the implementation of the above-mentioned rules and regulations the project would have a less than significant impact. 

(c) No Impact. Emissions occurring at or near the project have the potential to create a localized impact that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Sensitive receptors are considered land uses or other types of population groups that are more sensitive to air pollution than others due to their exposure. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely and chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases. The SJVAPCD considers a sensitive receptor to be a location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Examples of sensitive receptors include hospitals, residences, convalescent facilities, and schools.

The closest existing sensitive receptors (to the project site) are residences located approximately half a mile away from the site; the area bordering the project site is used for agriculture purposes. With the closest sensitive receptor being approximately half a mile away and exposed to agricultural practices, the addition of the HTF with the two helipads and a training pad would not have an impact.  

(d) No Impact. Two situations create a potential for odor impact. The first occurs when a new odor source is located near an existing sensitive receptor. The second occurs when a new sensitive receptor locates near an existing source of odor. Since the closest receptor is approximately half a mile away from the project site, the project would have no impact. 
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	IV.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	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 Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	
	[bookmark: Check83]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check100]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check86]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	
	[bookmark: Check87]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check90]|X|
	

	
	

	

	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	
	[bookmark: Check91]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check94]|X|
	

	
	

	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 a native wildlife nursery site?
	
	[bookmark: Check95]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check96]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	
	[bookmark: Check99]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	



	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check103]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check104]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:
  
[bookmark: _Hlk100065891](a)  Less Than Significant Impact. A California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) was conducted to perform an evaluation on the project site. The project site is in the quadrant identified as HERNDON where the California Department of Fish and Wildlife identified the yellow-headed blackbird, burrowing owl, the American Badger and the western pond turtle as Species of Special Concern. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife also has the double-crested cormorant on the Watch List   (California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2023). The project site is developed, has several existing buildings on site. The addition of a HTF will have no impact on the current habitat.

(b & C) No Impact. The project site does not contain a riparian habitat or a wetland the hydrological source is approximately half a mile south of the project, therefore the project will not have an impact (U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service , 2022).   

[bookmark: _Hlk94016636](d)  Less Than Significant Impact. No geographic features occur on the site that would provide a wildlife movement corridor. As a result, the project will have a less than significant impact on wildlife movement corridors.

(e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. 

(f) No Impact. The Project site is not covered by any local, regional, or state conservation plan. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with a local, regional, or state conservation plan. There would be no impact.
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	V.	CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	
	[bookmark: Check107]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check117]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check110]|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	
	[bookmark: Check111]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check114]|X|
	

	
	

	

	c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
	
	[bookmark: Check119]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check122]|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a-c) No Impact. No impacts have been identified as a result of this project. The area surrounding the project site has been developed for agricultural purposes for years with significant ground disturbances as a result it is highly unlikely any cultural resources exist on the property (infrastructure, roadways, agricultural uses, etc.). This does not mean however that there are no archaeological or cultural resources on, in or around the subject property. There is still the potential of finding previously unknown resources during any phase of this project.

Most of the archaeological survey work in the County has taken place in the foothills and mountains. There are slightly more than 2,000 recorded archaeological sites in the County, most of which are located in the foothills and mountains. Recorded prehistoric artifacts include village sites, camp sites, and bedrock milling stations, pictographs, petroglyphs, rock rings, sacred sites, and resource gathering areas. Madera County also contains a significant number of potentially historic sites, including homesteads and ranches, mining and logging sites and associated features (such as small camps, railroad beds, logging chutes, and trash dumps). Per AB 52 Tribal Governments that request outreach have been alerted by the County. Since the notification 8/4/2023 the County has not been contacted by any of the tribes. 


_____ 
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	VI.	ENERGY
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
	
	[bookmark: Check123]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check124]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check125]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check126]|_|
	

	
	

	b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
	
	[bookmark: Check139]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check140]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check141]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check142]|_|
	



Responses:

(a - b) Less Than Significant Impact. California has implemented numerous energy efficiency and conservation programs that have resulted in substantial energy savings. The State has adopted comprehensive energy efficiency standards as part of its Building Standards Code, California  Codes of  Regulations, Title 24. In 2009, the California Building Standards  Commission adopted a voluntary  Green  Building  Standards  Code,  also known as CALGreen,  which became mandatory in 2011. CALGreen sets forth mandatory measures applicable to new residential and non-residential structures and additions and alterations on water efficiency and conservation, building material conservation, interior environmental quality, and energy efficiency.
Additionally, California has adopted a Renewables Portfolio Standard, which requires electricity retailers in the state to generate 33 percent of the electricity they sell from renewable energy sources (i.e., solar,  wind,  geothermal,  hydroelectric from small generators, etc.) by the end of 2020. In 2018, SB 100 was signed into law, which increases the electricity generation requirement from renewable sources to 60% by 2030 and requires all the state's electricity to come from carbon-free resources by 2045. The main sources of energy consumption would be construction activities and ongoing project operations. Project construction would involve fuel consumption and use of other nonrenewable resources. Construction equipment used for such improvements typically runs on diesel fuel or gasoline. The same fuels are typically used for vehicles transporting equipment and workers to and from a construction site. However, construction-related fuel consumption would be finite, short-term and consistent with construction activities of a similar character. This energy use would not be considered wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary. Equipment overtime would be more energy-efficient in order to assist with meeting State emissions reduction goals. Additionally, under California's Renewable Portfolio Standard, a greater share of electricity would be provided from renewable energy sources over time, so less fossil fuel consumption to generate electricity would occur. The project would be required to comply with the building energy efficiency standards of California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6, also known as the California Energy Code. Compliance with these standards would reduce energy consumption associated with project operations, although reductions from compliance cannot be readily quantified at this time. Overall, project construction and operations would not consume energy resources in a manner considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary; the project would also not conflict or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy efficiency. project impacts related to energy consumption are considered less than significant.
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	VII.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

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

	

	i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone 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.
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	

	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	iv) Landslides?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check137]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check138]|_|
	

	

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

	

	c) Be located on a geological 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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check145]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check146]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check149]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check150]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
		
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check152]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check153]|_|
	




	
	



Responses:
(a i - iv) Less than Significant Impact. According to the California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application (EQ Zapp) located on the Department of Conservation, the project is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone (Department of Conservation, 2023). 

The Earthquake Shaking Potential for California Map located on the Department of Conservations website displays the Level of hazards regarding ground shaking for each county. According to the map, the project site is located in a region were only weaker, masonry buildings would be damaged. However, very infrequent earthquakes could still cause strong shaking. The project does not consist of constructing masonry buildings and therefore the project would have a less than significant impact (Department of Conservation , 2016).

[bookmark: _Hlk101507738](b)  Less Than Significant Impact: Due to the flat nature of the project site and given that the site has been previously developed and paved, future development within the project site would result in a less than significant impact.

[bookmark: _Hlk118883100](c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located in an earthquake fault zone and is in an area with a low probability of seismic activity. Lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse are uncommon in Madera County. Since the project site is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable due to project activities, there is little to no potential for result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts from these criteria are considered less than significant.

[bookmark: _Hlk118883343](d-e) Less Than Significant Impact. According to Table 18-1B of the Uniform Code (1994) soils meeting all four of the following provisions shall be considered expansive, except that tests to show compliance with Items 1, 2 and 3 shall not be required if the test prescribed in Item 4 is conducted (California Building Code , 2022) :
1. Plasticity index (PI) of 15 or greater, determined in accordance with ASTM D4318.
2. More than 10 percent of the soil particles pass a No. 200 sieve (75 µm), determined in accordance with ASTM D422.
3. More than 10 percent of the soil particles are less than 5 micrometers in size, determined in accordance with ASTM D422.
4. Expansion index greater than 20, determined in accordance with ASTM D4829.

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Services Web Soil Survey, identified soil on the project site that primarily consists of Hanford fine sandy loam (HbA) which has a plasticity of 2.5, Hanford fine sandy loam (had) which has a plasticity of 5.3 and San Joaquin sandy loam has a plasticity of 13.6. The soil characteristics of the project site can be seen in Figure 2. The project will not be generating wastewater; therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

[bookmark: _Hlk118884873](f)  Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to the discussion regarding Cultural Resources.

	[image: ]
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Figure 2
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	VIII.	 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	
	[bookmark: Check155]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check156]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check157]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check158]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
	
	[bookmark: Check159]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check160]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check161]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a-b) Less than Significant Impact. Legislature has changed a course of long-term sustainability based on denser infill development, reducing the reliance on individual vehicles and improving mass transit to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. One of the tools that have been implemented in reducing greenhouse gas emissions is the introduction of SB 743. SB 743 changed the evaluation process from Levels of Service to Vehicle Miles Traveled targeting automobiles, as one of the biggest contributors to greenhouse gas emission. Although Levels of Service quantifies the operating conditions of roadways based on factors such as speed, travel time, maneuverability, delay, and safety. In comparison,
VMT focuses on the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. Per the recommendation from the Office of Planning and Research the threshold of 110 Average Daily Trips was utilized in determining if the projects impacts would be significant. The project is expected to have an average twenty daily trips with a maximum of seventy-five ADT. Based off the guidelines provided by OPR the project would have a less than significant impact.
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	IX.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials?
	
	[bookmark: Check163]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check164]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check165]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check166]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
	
	[bookmark: Check167]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check168]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check169]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check170]|_|
	

	
	

	
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	
	
[bookmark: Check171]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check172]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check173]
|X|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check174]|_|
	

	
	

	

	d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
	
	[bookmark: Check175]|_|


	
	
	[bookmark: Check176]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check177]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check178]|_|
	

	
	

	

	e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
	
	[bookmark: Check179]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check180]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check189]|_|
	

	
	

	

	f) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check187]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check188]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
	
	[bookmark: Check191]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check192]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check193]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check194]|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk101508507](a – d) Less Than Significant Impact.  The project is installing two 60’ x 60’ helipads and a 70’ x 70 Class II Base Testing Pad. The primary objective of this project is to provide training to lineman and helicopter pilots. The project will use petroleum to operate general equipment and fuel for the helicopters; however, the project will not produce any hazardous material or waste. the project site is not located on a hazardous materials site the closest cleanup site is located approximately one mile east from the project site and is closed. The installation of an HTF will have a less than significant impact.   

(e) Less Than Significant Impact. There are no airports within the project site's two-mile radius. The closest airport is the Madera Municipal Airport which is located approximately thirteen miles northwest of the project site. Therefore, the project would not expose people to a safety risk or excessive noise and would have a less than significant impact.  

(f) No Impact. The project would not interfere with and adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

(g) No Impact.  According to the Madera County General Plan, a Wildland is a nonurban, natural area that contains uncultivated land, timber, range, watershed, brush, or grasslands. Although there are areas of grassland, the project area is located in a heavily agricultural area where the ground has been disturbed and cultivated. The project will not expose people or structures, directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildfires (County of Madera , 1995).



	
 
	

Potentially
Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation
	

Less Than Significant Impact
	


No
Impact

	X.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
	
	[bookmark: Check195]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check196]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check197]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check198]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
	
	[bookmark: Check199]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check200]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check201]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check202]|X|
	

	
	

	

	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:
	
	[bookmark: Check203]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check206]|_|
	

	
	

	
	

	

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

	
	[bookmark: Check214]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check213]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check212]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check211]|_|
	

	
	

	

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

	
	[bookmark: Check221]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check219]|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check218]|_|
	

	

	(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
	
	[bookmark: Check222]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check220]|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
	
	[bookmark: Check223]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check224]|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	
	[bookmark: Check227]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check228]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check231]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check232]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check233]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check234]|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk145497962](a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Preparation of the project could result in erosion and siltation with the potential to violate water quality standards. Additionally, accidental spills or disposal of potentially harmful materials used during construction or operation of the project could possibly wash into and pollute surface water runoff. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for construction-related activities would include, but not be limited to, the following types of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the potential for pollution related to material spills:
· Vehicles and equipment will be cleaned;
· Vehicle and equipment fueling, and maintenance requirements will be established; 
· And A spill containment and clean-up plan will be in place prior to and during construction activities.

In order to reduce potential impacts to water quality during construction activities, Mitigation Measure MM HYD-1 and MM HYD-2 will be required. As a result, the project will have a less than significant impact with mitigations. 

[bookmark: _Hlk145498123]HYDRO MM-1 Prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit a copy of: (1) the approved Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and (2) the Notice of Intent (NOI) to comply with the General National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. The requirements of the SWPPP and NPDES shall be incorporated into design specifications and construction contracts. The Applicant or person responsible shall meet County of Madera construction site requirements regarding the control of surface water, and runoff. Runoff created at the project site shall meet the following minimum requirements:

· Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate treatment control or structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
· Construction-related materials, wastes, spill or residues shall be retained at the project site to avoid discharge to streets, drainage facilities, receiving waters or adjacent properties by wind or run-off.

HYDRO MM-2 All stabilized construction on and off-site access locations shall be constructed per the latest edition of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) details to effectively prevent tracking of sediment onto paved areas. If applicable, all BMPS to be inspected weekly and before and after each rain event. Repair or replace as necessary. The contractor shall abide all of the laws, ordinances, and regulations associated with the NPDES and the Clean Water Act.

(b) No Impact. Once the project is completed groundwater will not be utilized in continuation support of the project and as a result will not have an impact. 

(c i - iv) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Extensive grading or other soil disturbing activities often leave the soils of construction zones barren of vegetation and, therefore, vulnerable to erosion. Eroded soil can be carried as sediment and deposited in local creek beds and adjacent wetlands. All disturbed areas will be vulnerable to erosion during the winter rainy season. The possible deposition of silt in off-site drainages would constitute a potentially significant adverse effect of the project site. With the implementation of Hydro MM-1 and Hydro MM-2 the project will have a less than significant impact. 

(d)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not located in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, and would not have the potential to release pollutants from flooding with the implementation of HAZ MM-1 and HAZ MM-2. 

(e)  No Impact. The project would not increase groundwater use beyond the sustainable yield and would not have the potential to obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. 
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	XI.	LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Physically divide an established community?
	
	[bookmark: Check235]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check236]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	

	b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
	
	[bookmark: Check239]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check240]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check241]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check242]|X|
	

	
	

	
	



Responses:

(a) No Impact. The project would not divide an established community the project site is located on a parcel that has already been developed and utilized as an office, warehouse and PG&E substation. 

(b) No Impact. The project would not conflict with the County General Plan or other land use plan policies or regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. 
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	XII.	MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	
	[bookmark: Check253]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check251]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check247]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check254]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check252]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a - b) No Impact. The project site is not within an area identified as having a known mineral resource of value to the state or region. The site is not in an area delineated in the Madera County General Plan or other land use plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site.
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	XIII.	 NOISE
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 ordinances, or applicable standards of other agencies?
	
	[bookmark: Check258]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check257]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check256]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check255]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	
	[bookmark: Check259]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check260]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check261]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check262]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check274]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check273]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check272]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check271]|X|
	

	
	

	



Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact. Operation of the helicopters during training hours are  projected to generate approximately 85 -100 decibels; however, the project site is located in an agricultural area surrounded by orchards and helicopter operations currently exist. The closest residence is +/- 593 meters away from the project site. A rule of thumb is that for every two meters away from the source, there is a decrease of six decibels, as a result of existing helicopter operations and the distance to the the project would have a less than significant impact (Decibel Pro, 2023).  


 b) Less Than Significant Impact. During project construction, heavy equipment would be used for grading, excavation, paving, and building construction, which would generate localized vibration in the immediate vicinity of the construction. 

NOISE MM-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into the project on-site construction operations:

•Pursuant to Section 9.58.020(G) of the Madera County Municipal Code, 
construction activities are limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday, and from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. Construction activities are prohibited on Sundays.

•All equipment and vehicles should be powered off when not in use. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be prohibited.

•All mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project site that are regulated for noise output by a federal, state, or local agency shall comply with such regulations while in the course of project activity.
•Select quiet equipment, particularly air compressors, whenever possible. All noise producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines should be equipped with manufacturer-recommended mufflers and be maintained in good working condition. Electrically powered equipment should be used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion powered equipment, where feasible.

•Project area and site access road speed limits shall be established and enforced during the construction period.

c)  No Impact. This project is not located near either of the municipal airports (Chowchilla and Madera) and is outside of the two-mile analysis requirement and, therefore would not have an impact.

































	



	

Potentially
Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation
	

Less Than Significant Impact
	


No
Impact

	XIV.	POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
	
	[bookmark: Check285]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check283]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
	
	[bookmark: Check286]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check284]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a) No Impact. The project is to provide a training site for utility linemen, this type of project would not induce unplanned population growth either directly or indirectly. 

(b) No Impact. The project is located on a developed site and would not displace housing or people. 

_____

























	

	

Potentially
Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation
	

Less Than Significant Impact
	


No
Impact

	XV.	PUBLIC SERVICES
	
	
	
	

	

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

	
	

	

	
i) Fire protection?
	
	
[bookmark: Check290]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check289]|_|
	
	
	
|X|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check288]|_|
	

	

	ii) Police protection?
	
	[bookmark: Check294]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check293]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	

	iii) Schools?
	
	[bookmark: Check298]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check297]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	

	iv) Parks?
	
	[bookmark: Check302]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check301]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	

	v) Other public facilities?
	
	[bookmark: Check306]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check305]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a – i-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. As previously stated, the project will be providing a training site for utility workers in the energy industry with the possibility of injuries to personal which could increase the need of emergency services to the project site; however, the increase would be minimal and would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

[bookmark: _Hlk92876193](a – iii through v) No Impact. The project would not result in new or physically altered governmental facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services. And therefore, the project will have no impact.

_____ 
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	XVI. RECREATION
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
	
	[bookmark: Check310]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check309]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check308]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check314]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check313]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check312]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a – b) No Impact. The project would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental or recreational facilities. The project is for commercial use and would not result in an increase in population or the need for parks or recreational facilities and, as a result, would have no impact. 
_____ 
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	XVII.	TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
	
	[bookmark: Check318]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check317]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check321]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check320]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
	
	[bookmark: Check323]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check324]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
	
	
[bookmark: Check333]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check331]|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check329]|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
	
	[bookmark: Check334]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check332]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check11]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check330]|X|
	

	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk94452795](a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is subject to the 1995 Madera County General Plan. Section two of the 1995 Madera County General Plan provides policies relevant to Transportation and Circulation. The Office of Planning and Research (OPR) recommends that the threshold of 110 Average Daily Trips (ADT) be used as an appropriate threshold for requiring additional studies. The project is expected to have an average twenty daily trips with a maximum of seventy-five ADT. Based off the guidelines provided by OPR the project would have a less than significant impact. 

(c) No Impact. The project will not result in a geometric design feature that will result in sharp curves or dangerous intersections. As previously stated, the trip generation as a result of the project will approximately twenty-four vehicle tris a year and as a result the project will not have an impact. 

(d) No Impact. The project will not result in inadequate emergency response and therefore have no impact.








	

	

Potentially
Significant Impact
	
Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation
	

Less Than Significant Impact
	


No
 Impact

	XVIII.	 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	

	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 a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or

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


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
		
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|X|



	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check336]|_|
	
	
	
|X|




	
	



Responses:

(a – i, ii) No Impact. In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, notification letters were sent to tribal representatives of California Native American tribes that have requested to be notified of projects within the project area of Madera County. Tribal representatives were advised of the Project and invited to request formal consultation with the County regarding the Project within 30 days of receiving the notification letters. Eight notification letters were sent to representatives of the following tribes on September 28, 2022: 

· Table Mountain Rancheria
· Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indians
· Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government
· Chowchilla Yokuts Tribe

As of the preparation of this Initial Study, more than 30 days following the County’s transmittal of notification letters, no tribal representatives requested. No tribal cultural resources have been identified associated with the site. 
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	XIX.	 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
	

	
	

	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	
	[bookmark: Check342]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check341]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
	
	[bookmark: Check350]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check349]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it had adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?
	
	[bookmark: Check354]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check353]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|

	
	

	
	

	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? 
	
	[bookmark: Check359]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check357]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	
	[bookmark: Check360]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check358]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a–e) No Impact. The project will not use any water once construction is completed. Any solid waste would produced would be minimal and would be generated by trainees bringing in support supply’s which will be disposed of at an already existing trash reciprocal or taken off site  from the trainee. As a result, the project will have no impact.  

_____ 
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	XX.	 WILDFIRE
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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	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? 
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check337]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check344]|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	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? 
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	



Responses:

(a - d)  No Impact. The project site is located in a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) and is not in a fire hazard severity zone. The types of activities occurring on the project site do not contribute to or exacerbate wildfire risks. The project does not propose any habitable structures for long term use. Further analysis of the project's potential impacts on wildfire is not warranted.  

Madera County developed an Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan which, was updated in January of 2010 and a Multi-Hazard Functional Plan which, is responsible for establishing emergency management organization required to mitigate any emergency or disaster affecting Madera County. Both documents Identify policies, responsibilities and procedures required to protect the health and safety of Madera County communities, public and private property and the environmental effects of natural and technological emergencies and disasters. And establish the operational concepts and procedures associated with Initial Response Operations (field response) to emergencies, the Extended Response Operations County Emergency Operations Center (EOC) activities and the recovery process. Madera County also developed a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) which is responsible for evacuation procedures. The LHMP states the Sheriff’s Department uses a system know as “MCALERT”. There is nothing in both documents That indicate the project would impact a response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The project does not propose any actions or structures that expose people or structures to significant risks. Furthermore, the project would not generate runoff, post-fire slope instability, or negatively impact drainage.
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	XIX.	MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
             SIGNIFICANCE
	
	
	
	

	

	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?

	
	[bookmark: Check366]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check365]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check364]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check363]|_|
	

	
	

	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 
	
	[bookmark: Check371]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check372]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check373]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check374]|_|
	

	
	

	c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
	
	[bookmark: Check378]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check377]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check376]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check375]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis conducted in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration results in a determination that the project, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, would have a less than significant impact on the environment. As a result, the project would not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment and, therefore will have a less than significant impact

(b) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the project would not result in significant cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

(c)  Less Than Significant Impact. For the reasons discussed in Sections I through XX, above, the Project would not have the potential to result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse direct or indirect effects on human beings.  

_____ 
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