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As a population with more than 20 cases per year of Valley Fever per 100,000 people, Fresno County is 
considered “highly endemic” (CDIR 2024), and western Fresno County is considered an area of elevated 
Valley Fever activity (Fresno County 2024a). In susceptible people and animals, infection occurs when a 
Coccidioides immitis spore is inhaled. Fungal spores become airborne when soil is disturbed by natural 
processes such as wind or earthquakes, or by human-induced ground-disturbing activities such as 
construction and farming.  

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention and Fresno County report that farm workers, construction 
workers, others who engage in soil-disturbing activities, and anyone spending time outdoors in western 
Fresno County are at risk for contracting Valley Fever (CDC 2024a; Fresno County 2024a). High winds 
can carry dust containing the spores for long distances. Most people infected with Valley Fever have no 
symptoms, but if symptoms develop, they usually occur in the lungs and initially resemble the flu or 
pneumonia (e.g., fatigue, cough, shortness of breath, chest pain, fever, rash, headache, and joint aches). 
Despite the prioritization of Valley Fever research by the National Institutes of Health and the Centers for 
Disease Control and Prevention, no vaccine exists to protect humans from Valley Fever (CDC 2024b). 
Valley Fever is not contagious and secondary infections are rare. On average, there were approximately 
200 Valley Fever–associated deaths each year (deaths in which Valley Fever was listed as a primary or 
contributing cause on a death certificate) in the United States between 1999 and 2019 (CDC 2024a).  

The number of cases of Valley Fever in Fresno County has varied over the past several years. Between 
2018 and 2021, the total number of cases decreased from 660 to 436. In 2022, the number of total cases 
rose to 469 (FCDPH 2024). Those most at risk of developing severe symptoms include Hispanics, 
African Americans, Filipinos, pregnant women, adults of older age groups, and people with weakened 
immune systems (CDC 2024b). 

Sensitive Receptors 
Some people are considered more sensitive than others to air pollutants. Reasons for greater than average 
sensitivity include age, preexisting health conditions, proximity to emissions sources, or duration of 
exposure to air pollutants. Schools, hospitals, and convalescent homes are considered relatively sensitive 
to poor air quality because children, elderly, and infirm persons are more susceptible to respiratory 
distress and other air quality–related health problems than the general public. Residential areas are 
considered sensitive to poor air quality because people usually stay home for extended periods of time, 
with greater associated exposure to ambient air quality. Recreational uses are also considered sensitive 
because of the greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions because vigorous exercise associated 
with recreation places a high demand on the human respiratory system. SJVAPCD considers hospitals, 
schools, parks, playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, convalescent facilities, and residential areas 
as sensitive receptor land uses (SJVAPCD 2015a). 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are (1) the residences adjacent to the southeastern corner 
of the Project property line, within the Lost Hills neighborhood, which would be approximately 250 feet 
from construction activity; and (2) a single-family residence off State Route 33 that would be 
approximately 750 feet from construction activity. 
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Existing Air Quality 
SJVAPCD operates a regional monitoring network that measures the ambient concentrations of criteria 
pollutants. Existing and probable future levels of air quality in the SJVAB can be inferred from ambient 
air quality measurements conducted by SJVAPCD at its monitoring stations. The major criteria pollutants 
of concern in the SJVAB—ozone, NO2, PM10, and PM2.5—are monitored at multiple locations and 
associated air quality data statistics are posted online by CARB. Pollutant emissions, topography, and 
meteorological conditions for a given area determine the background ambient concentrations of pollutants. 
As a result, background concentrations can vary among different locations within Fresno County. 
However, areas that are located close together with similar topography and are exposed to similar wind 
conditions can be expected to have similar background pollutant concentrations. The closest SJVAPCD 
monitoring station to the Project site is the Hanford–S. Irwin Street monitoring station at 807 S. Irwin 
Street, located approximately 35 miles northeast of the Project site, which monitors ozone, PM2.5, PM10, 
and NO2. For the purposes of this analysis, these measurements were considered representative of the air 
quality conditions in the vicinity of the Project. CO and SO2 concentrations no longer exceed health-based 
standards in California and CARB no longer posts air quality data statistics online for those pollutants. 

Table 3.4-1 shows a 3-year summary of ozone, PM2.5, PM10 and NO2 data collected at the Hanford–
S. Irwin Street monitoring station. The table also compares these data to the NAAQS and CAAQS, which 
are presented in more detail in Table 3.4-2. As shown in Table 3.4-1, the state/national 1- and 8-hour 
ozone standards, the state/national 24-hour PM2.5 standard, and the state/national 24-hour PM10 standard 
were exceeded on multiple days between 2021 and 2023. 

TABLE 3.4-1 
 AIR QUALITY DATA SUMMARY (2021–2023) FOR THE PROJECT AREA 

Pollutant Standard 

Monitoring Data by Year 

2021 2022 2023 

Ozone 

Highest 1-Hour Average, ppm   0.102 0.091 0.091 

Days over State Standard  0.09 ppm 2 0 0 

Highest 8-Hour Average, ppm   0.095 0.081 0.083 

Days over State/National Standards a 0.070 ppm 4/16 3/12 5/11 

Fine Particulate Matter, PM2.5 

Highest 24-Hour Average, µg/m3  81.0 62.9 54.4 

Measured days over National Standard 
Exceedances/Samples 

35 µg/m3 31 27 11 

Annual Average, µg/m3  15.6 14.2 12.5 

Exceed State Standards? 12 µg/m3 Yes Yes Yes 

Particulate Matter, PM10 

Highest 24-Hour Average  175.0 250.8 157.3 

Measured Days over State Standard  50 µg/m3 146 141 114 

Measured Days over National Standard  150 µg/m3 2 1 1 

State Annual Average 20 µg/m3 52.8 49.9 44.2 

I I 
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Pollutant Standard 

Monitoring Data by Year 

2021 2022 2023 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

Highest 1-Hour Average  0.051 0.045 0.055 

Days over State Standard 0.18 ppm 0 0 0 

Days over National Standard 0.100 ppm 0 0 0 

State/National Annual Average 0.030/0.053 ppm 0.008 0.008 0.006 

Notes: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter less 
than or equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; ppm = parts per million 
Generally, state standards are not to be exceeded and national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year. Values in bold are in 
excess of applicable standard. 
a. In October 2015, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency implemented a new national 8-hour ozone standard of 70 parts per billion 

(or 0.070 ppm).  
* Insufficient data available to determine the value. 
Source: CARB 2024a 

 

3.4.1.3 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
The 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) (most recently amended in 1990) requires that regional planning and air 
pollution control agencies prepare regional air quality plans. The plans must outline the measures by 
which both stationary and mobile sources of pollutants will be controlled to achieve all ambient air 
quality standards by the deadlines specified in the act. These ambient air quality standards are intended to 
protect the public health and welfare, and they specify the concentration of pollutants (with an adequate 
margin of safety) to which the public can be exposed without adverse health effects. They are designed to 
protect those segments of the public most susceptible to respiratory distress, including asthmatics, the 
very young, the elderly, people weakened from other illness or disease, or persons engaged in strenuous 
work or exercise. Healthy adults can tolerate occasional exposure to air pollution levels that are somewhat 
above ambient air quality standards before adverse health effects are observed. Table 3.4-2 presents the 
current NAAQS and CAAQS and the SJVAB’s attainment status relative to those standards. 

By law, USEPA must set the NAAQS at levels that are requisite to protect public health. Therefore, the 
closer a region is to attaining a particular ambient air quality standard, the lower the human health impact 
is from that pollutant. See Section 3.4.1.2, Environmental Setting, for a brief description of the health 
effects of exposure to criteria air pollutants. Pursuant to the 1990 federal CAA Amendments, USEPA 
classifies air basins (or portions thereof) as “attainment,” “non-attainment,” or “unclassified” for each 
criteria air pollutant, based on whether the national standards have been achieved. An “unclassified” 
designation indicates that air quality and other relevant information is insufficient to determine whether 
the area is attainment or non-attainment. As shown in Table 3.4-2, SJVAB is currently classified as non-
attainment for the national 8-hour ozone and 24-hour PM2.5 standards. All other criteria pollutants in the 
SJVAB are classified as attainment or unclassified relative to the federal standards. 

I I 
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TABLE 3.4-2 
 AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS AND AIR BASIN ATTAINMENT STATUS 

Pollutant Averaging Time 

National Standard State Standard 

Concentration 
SJVAB 
Attainment Status Concentration 

SJVAB 
Attainment Status 

Ozone 8-Hour 0.070 ppm Non-attainment/ 
Extreme 

0.070 ppm Non-attainment 

1-Hour -- -- 0.090 ppm Non-attainment/
Severe 

Carbon Monoxide 1-Hour 35.ppm Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

20 ppm Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

8-Hour 9 ppm  9.0 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide 1-Hour 0.100 ppm Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

0.18 ppm Attainment 

Annual 0.053 ppm  0.030 ppm 

Sulfur Dioxide 1-Hour 0.075 ppm Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

0.25 ppm Attainment 

24-Hour 0.14 ppm  0.04 ppm -- 

Annual 0.030 ppm  -- -- 

Respirable Particulate 
Matter (PM10) 

24-Hour 150 µg/m3 Attainment 50 µg/m3 Non-attainment 

Annual -- -- 20 µg/m3 

Fine Particulate Matter 
(PM2.5) 

24-Hour 35 µg/m3 Non-attainment -- Non-attainment 

Annual 9.0 µg/m3 Attainment 12 µg/m3 Non-attainment 

Lead 30-Day -- -- 1.5 µg/m3 Attainment 

Quarterly 1.5 µg/m3 No Designation/ 
Classification 

-- -- 

Notes: μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million 
Source: SJVAPCD 2024a. 

 

State 
California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 131-E 
The California Public Utilities Commission would have sole and exclusive jurisdiction over Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) construction and O&M of the PG&E infrastructure and improvements 
needed to connect the Project to the grid because it regulates activities undertaken by PG&E and the other 
investor-owned public utilities in the state. PG&E’s work (as regulated by the commission) would not be 
subject to the County’s air quality-related requirements. However, the California Public Utilities 
Commission’s General Order No. 131-E, §XI.B, would require PG&E to “consult with local agencies 
regarding land use matters,” potentially including the impact on air quality on sensitive receptors. 

California Clean Air Act and Ambient Air Quality Standards 
Although the federal CAA established the NAAQS, individual states retain the option to adopt more stringent 
standards and to include other pollution sources. California had already established its own air quality 
standards when federal standards were established, and because of the unique meteorological challenges in 
California, there are differences between the national and state ambient air quality standards. The current 
CAAQS are shown in Table 3.4-2. Most of the CAAQS are at least as protective as the NAAQS. 
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The NAAQS and CAAQS have been set at levels considered safe to protect the public, including the 
health of sensitive populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly with a margin of safety; and 
to protect public welfare, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, 
vegetation, and buildings. As explained by CARB, “an air quality standard defines the maximum amount 
of a pollutant averaged over a specified period of time that can be present in outdoor air without any 
harmful effects on people or the environment” (CARB 2024b). That is, if a region is in compliance with 
the ambient air quality standards, its regional air quality can be considered protective of public health. 

The California CAA (California Health and Safety Code §39600 et seq.), like its federal counterpart, calls 
for designation of areas as “attainment,” “non-attainment,” or “unclassified” with respect to the CAAQS. 
The SJVAB is currently designated as non-attainment for the following CAAQS: 1-hour and 8-hour 
ozone, the 24-hour and annual average PM10, and the 24-hour and annual average PM2.5. The SJVAB is 
designated as attainment or unclassified with respect to the other state standards. 

In 2003, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill (SB) 656 (Chapter 738, Statutes of 2003), codified 
as Health and Safety Code §39614, to reduce public exposure to PM10 and PM2.5. SB 656 required CARB, 
in consultation with local air districts, to develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, a list of the most readily 
available, feasible, and cost-effective control measures that could be employed by CARB and the air 
districts to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 (referred to collectively as “PM”). The legislation established a process 
for achieving near-term reductions in PM throughout California ahead of federally required deadlines for 
PM2.5 and provided new direction on PM reductions in those areas not subject to federal requirements for 
PM. Measures adopted as part of SB 656 complement and support those required for federal PM2.5 
attainment plans, as well as for state ozone plans. This ensures continuing focus on PM reduction and 
progress toward attaining California’s more health protective standards. The list of air district control 
measures was adopted by CARB on November 18, 2004. 

Diesel Risk Reduction Plan 
To reduce the cancer risk associated with DPM, CARB adopted the Diesel Risk Reduction Plan in 2000 
(CARB 2000). The comprehensive diesel risk reduction plan aims to mitigate the adverse health effects 
associated with DPM emissions. The plan encompasses various strategies, including stricter emission 
standards for new diesel engines, promotion of low-sulfur fuel, and retrofitting existing engines with emission 
control devices. These measures have contributed to a substantial reduction in PM emissions in the state.  

Off-Road Diesel Emissions 
The CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation applies to all self-propelled off-road diesel 
vehicles 25 horsepower or greater used in California and to most two-engine vehicles (except on-road two-
engine sweepers). This includes vehicles that are rented or leased. CARB’s goal is to gradually reduce the 
statewide construction vehicle fleet’s emissions through turnover, repowering, or retrofits. New engine 
emissions requirements were grouped into tiers based on the year in which the engine was built. In 2014, 
new engines were required to meet Tier 4 Final standards which, to date, are the most stringent emissions 
standards for off-road vehicle engines. The goal of the In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets Regulation is 
to reduce particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5) and NOX emissions from off-road heavy-duty diesel vehicles 
in California (CARB 2024c). This regulation also limits idling to 5 minutes, requires a written idling policy 
for larger vehicle fleets, and requires that fleet operators provide information on their engines to CARB and 
label vehicles with a CARB-issued vehicle identification number. 
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Air Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling 
In 2004, CARB adopted the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to Limit Diesel-Fueled Commercial Motor 
Vehicle Idling to reduce public exposure to DPM emissions (California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
§2485). The measure applies to diesel-fueled commercial vehicles with gross vehicle weight ratings 
greater than 10,000 pounds that are licensed to operate on highways, regardless of where they are 
registered. This measure prohibits diesel-fueled commercial vehicles from idling for more than 5 minutes 
at any given location. While the goal of this measure is primarily to reduce public health impacts from 
diesel emissions, compliance with the regulation also reduces greenhouse gas emissions and saves energy 
by reducing fuel consumption from unnecessary idling. 

Valley Fever 
On October 11, 2019, Assembly Bill 203 was enacted to add §6709 to the Labor Code, relating to 
occupational safety and health. This bill requires construction employers that engage in specified work 
activities or vehicle operation in counties where Valley Fever is highly endemic, such as Fresno County, 
to provide effective awareness training on Valley Fever to all employees annually and before employees 
begin work that is reasonably anticipated to cause substantial dust disturbance. Therefore, Assembly Bill 
203 would be applicable to Project work conducted within Fresno County. The law requires that the training 
cover specific topics and authorizes inclusion of the training in the employer’s injury and illness prevention 
program training or as a standalone training program. The training must include the following topics: 

(1) What Valley Fever is and how it is contracted. 

(2) High-risk areas and types of work and environmental conditions during which the risk of contracting 
Valley Fever is highest. 

(3) Personal risk factors that may create a higher risk for some individuals. 

(4) Personal and environmental exposure prevention methods. 

(5) The importance of early detection, diagnosis, and treatment to help prevent the disease from progressing. 

(6) Recognizing common signs and symptoms of Valley Fever. 

(7) The importance of reporting symptoms to the employer and seeking medical attention from a 
physician and surgeon for appropriate diagnosis and treatment.  

(8) Common treatment and prognosis for Valley Fever. 

Local 
Fresno County 2024 General Plan 
The Fresno County General Plan (Fresno County 2024b) outlines several policies intended for the 
improvement of air quality and reduction of air emissions within the county. The following goal and 
policies are applicable to the Project:  

Goal OS-G: To improve air quality and minimize the adverse effects of air quality pollution in 
Fresno County. 

Policy OS-G.13 Valley Fever Mitigation: The County shall continue to promote public 
awareness of Valley Fever risks relating to ground disturbing activities through the provision 
of educational materials, webpages and resource contact information. For projects involving 
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ground disturbance on unpaved areas left undisturbed for 6 months or more, the County shall 
require developers to provide project-specific Valley Fever training and training materials. 

Policy OS-G.14 Fugitive Dust Control Measures: The County shall include fugitive dust 
control measures as a requirement for subdivision maps, site plans, and grading permits. This 
will assist in implementing the SJVUAPCD’s [now known as SJVAPCD] particulate matter 
of less than ten (10) microns (PM10) regulation (Regulation VIII). Enforcement actions can be 
coordinated with the Air District’s Compliance Division.  

Policy OS-G.16 Roadway Dust Control: The County shall continue to work to reduce PM10 
and PM2.5 emissions from County maintained roads by considering shoulder treatments for 
dust control as part of road reconstruction projects. 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
The Project site is located within the jurisdiction of SJVAPCD, which regulates air pollutant emissions 
for all sources throughout the SJVAB other than motor vehicles. SJVAPCD administers permits 
governing stationary sources. In addition to administering permits, SJVAPCD enforces the following 
rules, regulations, and plans that would apply to the Project:  

Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions) contains rules developed pursuant to USEPA 
guidance for “serious” PM10 non-attainment areas. Rules included under this regulation limit 
fugitive PM10 emissions from the following sources: construction, demolition, excavation, 
extraction, and other earthmoving activities, bulk materials handling, carryout and track-out, open 
areas, paved and unpaved roads, unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic areas, and agricultural 
sources. Table 3.4-3 contains applicable control measures to implement during construction 
activities for the Project pursuant to Rule 8021 (Construction, Demolition, Excavation, 
Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities). 

Rule 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule) applies to all new stationary 
sources or modified existing stationary sources that are subject to the SJVAPCD permit 
requirements. The rule requires review of the new or modified stationary source to ensure that the 
source does not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of ambient air quality standards. 

Rule 4101 (Visibility) limits the visible plume from any source to 20 percent opacity. 

Rule 4102 (Nuisance) prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other materials in quantities 
that may cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons 
or to the public or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such person or the 
public. 

Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) requires certain development projects to mitigate exhaust 
emissions from construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower to 20 percent below statewide 
average NOx emissions and 45 percent below statewide average PM10 exhaust emissions. This 
rule also requires applicants to reduce baseline emissions of NOX and PM10 emissions associated 
with operations by 33.3 percent and 50 percent, respectively, over a period of 10 years. If the 
project results in a mitigated baseline below 2 tons per year of NOX and PM10 emissions, it is 
exempt from general mitigation requirements and off-site emission reduction fees. The Project 
does not qualify for this exemption. 
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TABLE 3.4-3 
 SJVAPCD RULE 8021 AND CONTROL MEASURE OPTIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION, EXCAVATION, EXTRACTION, 

AND OTHER EARTHMOVING ACTIVITIES 

Letter/No. Measure 

A Pre-Activity 
A1 Pre-water site sufficient to limit visible dust emissions to 20 percent opacity. 

A2 Phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface area at any one time. 

B During Active Operations 
B1 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants sufficient to limit visible dust emissions to 20 percent opacity; or 

B2 Construct and maintain wind barriers sufficient to limit visible dust emissions to 20 percent opacity. If using wind 
barriers, control measure B1 above shall also be implemented. 

B3 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants to unpaved haul/access roads and unpaved vehicle/
equipment traffic areas sufficient to limit visible dust emissions to 20 percent opacity and meet the conditions of a 
stabilized unpaved road surface. 

C Temporary Stabilization During Periods of Inactivity 
C.1 Restrict vehicular access to the area. 

C.2 Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants, sufficient to comply with the conditions of a stabilized 
surface. If an area having 0.5 acre or more of disturbed surface area remains unused for seven or more days, the area 
must comply with the conditions for a stabilized surface area as defined in Section 3.58 of Rule 8011. 

5 or 6 Rule 8021 Measures 
5.3.1 An owner/operator shall limit the speed of vehicles traveling on uncontrolled unpaved access/haul roads within 

construction sites to a maximum of 15 miles per hour. 

5.3.2 An owner/operator shall post speed limit signs that meet state and federal Department of Transportation standards at 
each construction site’s uncontrolled unpaved access/haul road entrance. At a minimum, speed limit signs shall also 
be posted at least every 500 feet and shall be readable in both directions of travel along uncontrolled unpaved access/
haul roads. 

5.4.1 Cease outdoor construction, excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities that disturb the soil whenever 
visible dust emissions (VDE) exceed 20 percent opacity. Indoor activities such as electrical, plumbing, dry wall 
installation, painting, and any other activity that does not cause any disturbances to the soil are not subject to this 
requirement. 

5.4.2 Continue operation of water trucks/devices when outdoor construction excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving 
activities cease, unless unsafe to do so. 

6.3.1 An owner/operator shall submit a Dust Control Plan to the Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO) prior to the start of any 
construction activity on any site that will include ten acres or more of disturbed surface area for residential 
developments, or five acres or more of disturbed surface area for non-residential development, or will include moving, 
depositing, or relocating more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk materials on at least three days. Construction 
activities shall not commence until the APCO has approved or conditionally approved the Dust Control Plan. An owner/
operator shall provide written notification to the APCO within 10 days prior to the commencement of earthmoving 
activities via fax or mail. The requirement to submit a dust control plan shall apply to all such activities conducted for 
residential and non-residential (e.g., commercial, industrial, or institutional) purposes or conducted by any 
governmental entity. 

6.3.3 The Dust Control Plan shall describe all fugitive dust control measures to be implemented before, during, and after any 
dust-generating activity. 

6.3.4 A Dust Control Plan shall contain all the [administrative] information described in Section 6.3.6 of this rule. The APCO 
shall approve, disapprove, or conditionally approve the Dust Control Plan within 30 days of plan submittal. A Dust 
Control Plan is deemed automatically approved if, after 30 days following receipt by the District, the District does not 
provide any comments to the owner/operator regarding the Dust Control Plan. 

Source: SJVAPCD 2004 
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Air Quality Management Plans 
As required by the federal and California CAAs, air basins or portions thereof have been classified as 
either “attainment” or “non-attainment” for each criteria air pollutant, based on whether or not the 
standards have been achieved. Jurisdictions of non-attainment areas also are required to prepare an air 
quality management plan that includes strategies for achieving attainment. SJVAPCD has approved air 
quality management plans demonstrating how the SJVAB will reach attainment of the state 1-hour and 
federal and state 8-hour ozone standards, and the state PM10 and PM2.5 standards.  

Ozone Attainment Plans 
The Extreme 1-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan, adopted by the SJVAPCD Governing Board 
October 8, 2004, set forth measures and emission-reduction strategies designed to attain the federal 1-
hour ozone standard by November 15, 2010. The 1-hour ozone standard was subsequently revoked by 
USEPA in June 2005. The 2013 Plan for the Revoked 1-Hour Ozone Standard was approved by the 
Governing Board on September 19, 2013 (SJVAPCD 2013) to attain the 1-hour ozone standard by 2017. 
On July 18, 2016, USEPA published in the Federal Register the final action to determine that the SJVAB 
has attained the 1-hour ozone standard.  

SJVAPCD adopted the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard in June 2016. This plan satisfies 
CAA requirements and ensures expeditious attainment of the 75 parts per billion 8-hour ozone standard 
(SJVAPCD 2016a). 

On May 19, 2020, the Governing Board adopted the 2020 Reasonably Available Control Technology 
Demonstration for the 8-Hour Ozone Standard (SJVAPCD 2020) that includes a demonstration that the 
SJVAPCD rules implement Reasonably Available Control Technology. The plan reviews each of the NOx 
reduction rules and concludes that they satisfy requirements for stringency, applicability, and 
enforceability, and meet or exceed Reasonably Available Control Technology. 

The 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard for the San Joaquin Valley outlines a comprehensive 
strategy to meet the 2015 8-hour ozone standard. This plan, adopted in December 2022, incorporates a 
range of measures to reduce emissions from various sources, including transportation, industry, and 
agriculture. Key components of the plan involve stricter emissions standards for vehicles, promoting 
cleaner fuels, and implementing incentive programs for businesses to adopt more environmentally 
friendly practices. Additionally, the plan emphasizes the importance of air quality monitoring and 
modeling to track progress and identify areas needing further attention (SJVAPCD 2022). 

Particulate Matter Attainment Plans 
Effective November 12, 2008, USEPA redesignated the SJVAB as an attainment area with respect to the 
PM10 NAAQS and approved the 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan (USEPA 2008).  

In April 2008, the SJVAPCD Board adopted the 2008 PM2.5 Plan (SJVAPCD 2008) and subsequently 
approved amendments on June 17, 2010. This plan was designed to address USEPA’s annual PM2.5 
standard of 15 micrograms per cubic meter, which was established by USEPA in 1997.  

In April 2015, the SJVAPCD Board adopted the 2015 Plan for the 1997 PM2.5 Standard, which addresses 
USEPA’s annual and 24-hour PM2.5 standards established in 1997 after the SJVAB experienced higher 
PM2.5 levels during the 2013/2014 winter due to the extreme drought, stagnation, strong inversions, and 
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historically dry conditions, and SJVAPCD was unable to meet the initial attainment date of December 31, 
2015 (SJVAPCD 2015b). 

SJVAPCD adopted the 2016 Moderate Area Plan for the 2012 PM2.5 Standard on September 15, 2016. 
This plan addresses the updated USEPA federal annual PM2.5 standard of 12 µg/m3, established in 2012. 
This plan includes an attainment impracticability demonstration and a request for reclassification of the 
SJVAB from Moderate non-attainment to Serious non-attainment (SJVAPCD 2016b). 

The 2018 Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM2.5 Standards was adopted on November 15, 2018, and 
utilizes extensive science and research, state-of-the-art air quality modeling, and the best available 
information in developing a strategy to attain the federal health-based 1997, 2006, and 2012 standards for 
PM2.5. The plan consists of a combination of innovative regulatory and nonregulatory measures including 
aggressive incentive-based control measures that achieve the emissions reductions needed to bring the 
area into attainment (SJVAPCD 2018). 

The 2024 Plan for the 2012 Annual PM2.5 Standard was adopted on June 20, 2024. The plan was adopted 
to fulfill the remaining requirements of the CAA, including the final modeling analysis, attainment 
strategy and emission reduction commitments, reasonable further progress/quantitative milestones, and 
contingency measures. The goal of the plan is to bring the entire SJVAB into attainment of the 2012 
PM2.5 standards by 2030 (SJVAPCD 2024b).  

3.4.2 Significance Criteria 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Project would result in a significant impact on air 
quality if it would do any of the following: 

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

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

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

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

In addition to the air quality criteria above from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, SJVAPCD’s 
Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) includes one additional criterion. 
Consistent with SJVAPCD’s guidance, the Project would result in a significant impact on air quality if it 
would: 

e) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation. 

For the evaluation of significance relative to the criteria discussed above, the SJVAPCD GAMAQI 
document has established emissions-based thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants (SJVAPCD 
2015a), which are shown in Table 3.4-4. SJVAPCD has the same significance thresholds for construction-
related and operational emissions and recommends evaluating impact significance for these categories 
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separately. These thresholds of significance are based on a calendar-year basis, although construction 
emissions are assessed on a rolling 12-month period. 

TABLE 3.4-4 
 SJVAPCD AIR QUALITY THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE—CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

Pollutant Construction Emissions (tons per year) Operational Emissions (tons per year) 

CO 100 100 

NOx 10 10 

ROG 10 10 

SOx 27 27 

PM10 15 15 

PM2.5 15 15 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 10 microns; 
PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District; SOx = oxides of sulfur 
Source: SJVAPCD 2015a 

 

In addition to the annual SJVAPCD thresholds outlined above, SJVAPCD has published the Ambient Air 
Quality Analysis Project Daily Emissions Assessment guidance, which is summarized in Section 8.4.2, 
Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools, of SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI document, adopted in March 2015. The 
Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools guidance provides a screening threshold of 100 lb/day of any of the 
following pollutants: NOX, ROG, PM10, PM2.5, SOX, and CO. The screening threshold is used to evaluate 
construction activities and operational activities separately. Per SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI document, when 
assessing the significance of project-related impacts on local air quality, the impacts may be significant if 
on-site emissions from construction or operational activities exceed the 100 lb/day screening level after 
implementation of all enforceable mitigation measures. If the screening threshold is exceeded for any 
pollutant, an ambient air quality analysis (AAQA) should be conducted following District Rule 2201 
(AAQA Modeling) for any phase that has an exceedance (SJVAPCD 2014). An AAQA uses air 
dispersion modeling to determine whether emission increases from a project’s construction or operational 
activities would cause or contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality.  

SJVAPCD recommends comparing a project’s attributes with the following screening criteria as a first 
step to evaluating whether the project would result in the generation of CO concentrations that would 
substantially contribute to an exceedance of the thresholds of significance. The Project would result in a 
less-than-significant impact on localized CO concentrations if either of the following would occur 
(SJVAPCD 2015a):  

• A traffic study for the project indicates that the level of service (LOS) on one or more streets or at one 
or more intersections in the project vicinity would be reduced to LOS E or F. 

• A traffic study indicates that the project would substantially worsen an already existing LOS F on one 
or more streets at more one or more intersections in the project vicinity.  

However, SB 743, which was signed into law in 2013, initiated an update to the CEQA Guidelines to 
change how lead agencies evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. LOS is no longer considered an 
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ideal metric for evaluating transportation impacts. Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, impacts 
related to localized CO concentrations are discussed qualitatively. 

3.4.3 Direct and Indirect Effects 
3.4.3.1 Methodology 
This section presents the methodology used for the analysis of the Project’s construction, operational, and 
decommissioning emissions. Criteria pollutants for Project construction and operation were calculated 
using the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2022.1.1. The input data and 
construction and operation emission estimates for the Project are discussed below and provided in 
Appendix A of the AQ and GHG Technical Report, which is included as Appendix E.1 of this EIR.  

Construction and Decommissioning Emissions 
Construction emissions of criteria air pollutants would be generated by construction equipment used on-
site and by worker and vendor vehicle trips to and from the construction site.  

Construction equipment was estimated to operate between 2 and 8 hours per day, with the exception of 
generator sets, which were assumed to operate 24 hours per day as a conservative assumption. 
Construction equipment inputs in CalEEMod used default horsepower information and load factors. 
Construction is expected to occur Monday through Friday from 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Although 
construction activity could occur daily over a 12-hour period, it is unlikely that any diesel-powered 
equipment would operate for more than 8 hours per day. Based on the Project-specific water supply 
assessment prepared for the Project, construction would require approximately 1,080 acre-feet 
(351,972,000 gallons) of water for dust suppression over the course of the construction period (Rincon 
Consultants 2025). Vendor and haul trips were modeled as exclusively heavy heavy-duty truck trips. 
The Project is anticipated to generate a maximum of 1,200 daily vehicle trips (600 round trips) between 
workers and deliveries of equipment during the peak phase of construction, which would be the 
photovoltaic array installation. This analysis assumes that the Project would comply with all applicable 
regulatory standards, including SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 2201 (New 
and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule), and Rule 8021 (Construction, Demolition, Excavation, 
Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities). 

At the end of the useful life of the Project (anticipated to be 35 years), the Project would be 
decommissioned. Decommissioning and site restoration would consist of the removal of all aboveground 
and belowground structures and the restoration of topsoil, where applicable. Because decommissioning 
would occur a minimum of 35 years from the beginning of operations, the exact nature of the 
decommissioning activities and the equipment used is unknown. However, based on equipment, hauling, 
and labor estimates found in the Project’s reclamation plan, decommissioning emissions were quantified 
using CalEEMod. CalEEMod does not include emission factors for years beyond 2050; therefore, it was 
assumed that decommissioning would occur over 12 months in 2050. Because of the increasing efficiency 
of vehicles, it is anticipated that the actual decommissioning activities would result in fewer emissions 
than are projected in this analysis. 
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Operational Emissions 
CalEEMod estimates operational emissions of criteria pollutants primarily for area, energy, and mobile 
sources. The first full year of operation is assumed to be 2030. The energy storage system (ESS) facility 
was modeled as 50,000 square feet of refrigerated warehouses to account for the energy and refrigerant 
requirements for maintaining a stable temperature for optimum battery effectiveness, although this energy 
consumption is anticipated to be offset by the power generated at the site.  

CalEEMod defaults were conservatively used to estimate emissions from annual architectural coating and 
use of consumer products for the site. The Project would not involve the consumption of natural gas. The 
solar plant portion of the Project would not involve consumption of electricity from the grid during 
operation. Instead, on-site electrical needs from the solar portion of the Project would be generated by the 
Project and no connection to the grid for operational use would be necessary.  

In addition, Project operation is estimated to require approximately 30.97 acre-feet (10,091,604 gallons) 
per year for panel washing, dust control, and other uses. 

3.4.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project 
Solar Facility and Energy Storage System 

Criterion a) Whether the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan. 

Impact 3.4-1: The Project could conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
SJVAPCD air quality plans. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Project would result in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants, including ozone precursors (such as ROG and NOx) and PM, that could potentially conflict 
with the local air quality plan. SJVAPCD has prepared several air quality attainment plans to achieve 
ozone and PM standards, the most recent of which include the 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone 
Standard, 2020 Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Demonstration for the 2015 8-Hour 
Ozone Standard and the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard, 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan 
and Request for Re-designation, 2012 PM2.5 Plan, 2015 Plan for the 1997 PM2.5 Standard, and 2024 Plan 
for the 2012 Annual PM2.5 Standard. The Project would be required to comply with applicable SJVAPCD 
rules and regulations, such as Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions) and Rule 9510 (Indirect Source 
Review), which are summarized in Section 3.4.1.3, Regulatory Setting. 

As stated in the AQ and GHG Technical Report, per Section 7.12 of the GAMAQI document, SJVAPCD 
has determined that projects with emissions exceeding the thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants 
would conflict with or obstruct implementation of SJVAPCD’s air quality plans (SJVAPCD 2015a). As 
discussed under Impact 3.4-2, Project construction would exceed the daily and annual thresholds for PM10 
(see Table 3.4-5 below). Although operational and decommissioning activities would not result in emissions 
that would exceed SJVAPCD thresholds for criteria pollutants (see Tables 3.4-5 and 3.4-7), the Project’s 
short-term construction emissions would conflict with the implementation of existing air quality plans, 
and impacts would be potentially significant. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel Requirements 
would reduce construction-related PM10 emissions to below SJVAPCD’s daily screening and annual 
significance thresholds (see Table 3.4-7). Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the applicable air 
quality plan, and impacts would be less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel Requirements.  
To reduce fugitive dust emissions from travel on unpaved roads, the Applicant shall incorporate 
the following measures into the project’s dust control plan. These measures shall be implemented 
in conjunction with the SJVAPCD Rule 8021 Measures. 

• Require that construction workers park personal vehicles at site access points along South 
Lost Hills Road or Sutter Avenue, both of which are paved roads, to the extent feasible. 

• Ensure that water trucks apply dust suppression before the commencement of construction 
activities on any given day, and continue water truck service nonstop throughout the 
construction day.  

• Restrict construction worker, vendor, and hauling truck travel to paved, gravel, or aggregate 
access roads, and minimize vehicle travel on exposed, unpaved surfaces. When unpaved 
surfaces cannot be avoided, use dust suppression.  

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Criterion b) Whether the Project would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
air pollutant for which the region is in non-attainment status. 

Impact 3.4-2: The Project would result in a net increase of criteria pollutants for which the Project 
region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. (Less 
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

Construction 
Construction of the Project would require approximately 39 months of construction activity. Appendix A 
of the AQ and GHG Technical Report (included as Appendix E.1 to this EIR) contains the phasing 
specifics related to the Project construction schedule. Construction of the Project would generate air 
pollutant emissions from entrained dust, use of heavy-duty off-road equipment, vehicle emissions, and 
architectural coatings. Off-site emissions would be generated by construction worker commute trips and 
heavy-duty diesel haul and vendor truck trips. Construction emissions would vary substantially from day 
to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and for dust, the prevailing 
weather conditions.  

Table 3.4-5 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions and annual tons per year for ROG, NOx, 
CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions for construction. The emissions shown in Table 3.4-5 were modeled 
assuming that vendor and hauling trips would occur on unpaved surfaces on-site, and that worker trips 
would be limited to paved roads. As shown in Table 3.4-5, the maximum daily and annual emissions of 
ROG, NOx, CO, and SOx from construction would not exceed the applicable screening and significance 
thresholds; however, PM10 emissions generated during Project construction would exceed both 
SJVAPCD’s maximum daily screening and annual significance thresholds, and PM2.5 emissions would 
exceed the daily screening threshold. 
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TABLE 3.4-5 
 DAILY AND ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS 

Year 

Pollutants 

ROG NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions 
2026 4 32 43 <1 33 5 

2027 6 49 65 <1 1,120 114 

2028 5 40 51 <1 1,112 113 

2029 5 36 51 <1 1,104 112 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions (lb/day) 6 49 65 <1 1,120 114 

SJVAPCD Screening Significance Thresholds (lb/day) 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No Yes Yes 

Annual Emissions 
2026 <1 1 1 <1 <1 <1 

2027 1 6 8 <1 26 3 

2028 1 5 11 <1 138 14 

2029 1 5 10 <1 137 14 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions (ton/year) 1 6 11 <1 138 14 

SJVAPCD Annual Significance Thresholds (tons/year)  10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No Yes No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 10 
microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District; SOx = oxides of sulfur 
Source: Rincon Consultants 2025: Table 6 

 

Table 3.4-6 summarizes the estimated maximum daily emissions and annual tons per year for ROG, NOx, 
CO, SOx, PM10, and PM2.5 emissions for decommissioning. Emissions related to decommissioning of the 
Project would not exceed the SJVAPCD thresholds for any criteria pollutant. 

TABLE 3.4-6 
 MAXIMUM DAILY AND ANNUAL DECOMMISSIONING CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

Year 

Pollutants 

ROG NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions (lb/day) 4 31 61 <1 6 2 

SJVAPCD Screening Thresholds (lb/day) 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Annual Emissions (tons/year) 1 4 8 <1 1 <1 

SJVAPCD Annual Thresholds (tons/year)  10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 10 
microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District; SOx = oxides of sulfur 
Source: Rincon Consultants 2025: Table 7 
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Therefore, Project construction would have the potential to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in emissions of PM10 and PM2.5, criteria pollutants for which the Project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Impacts would be potentially significant.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel 
Requirements would reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions below SJVAPCD’s screening and significance 
thresholds. As shown in Table 3.4-7, emissions were modeled assuming that vendor, hauling, and worker 
trips would occur on paved surfaces on-site, resulting in emissions below the applicable threshold. 
Therefore, Project construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria 
pollutants and the impact would be reduced to less than significant. 

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

TABLE 3.4-7 
 MITIGATED MAXIMUM DAILY AND ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

Year 

Pollutants 

ROG NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions 

2026 4 32 43 <1 6 2 

2027 10 74 92 <1 42 8 

2028 8 64 79 <1 34 7 

2029 8 59 78 <1 26 6 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions (lb/day) 10 74 92 <1 42 8 

SJVAPCD Screening Thresholds (lb/day) 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Annual Emissions 

2026 <1 1 1 <1 <1 <1 

2027 1 6 9 <1 3 1 

2028 2 8 14 <1 4 1 

2029 2 8 14 <1 3 1 

Maximum Daily On-site Emissions (ton/year) 2 8 14 <1 4 1 

SJVAPCD Annual Thresholds (tons/year)  10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 10 
microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley 
Air Pollution Control District; SOx = oxides of sulfur 
Source: Rincon Consultants 2025: Table 9 

 

Operation 
Operation of the Project would result in a renewable energy resource that would generate very limited 
direct emissions of air pollutants. Table 3.4-8 presents the Project’s operational emissions by source 
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(i.e., area, energy, mobile, and stationary). As shown, the emissions generated during operation of the 
Project would not exceed SJVAPCD’s daily or annual thresholds for any criteria pollutant.  

TABLE 3.4-8 
 MAXIMUM DAILY AND ANNUAL DECOMMISSIONING CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANTS 

 Pollutants 

Emission Source ROG NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 

Maximum Daily Emissions 

Area 14 <1 4 <1 <1 <1 

Energy  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Stationary 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Total Maximum Daily Emissions (lb/day) 14 <1 5 <1 <1 <1 

SJVAPCD Screening Thresholds (lb/day) 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Annual Emissions 

Area 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Energy  0 0 0 0 0 0 

Mobile <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Stationary 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Annual Project Emissions (tons/year) 2 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

SJVAPCD Annual Thresholds (tons/year) 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; lb/day = pounds per day; NOx = oxides of nitrogen; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 10 
microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; ROG = reactive organic gases; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control District; SOx = oxides of sulfur 
Source: Rincon Consultants 2025: Table 8 

 

As summarized in Table 3.4-8, Project operation and maintenance (O&M) would generate emissions that 
would be below SJVAPCD significance thresholds and the AAQA screening thresholds. Thus, an AAQA 
would not be required, and emissions from Project operation would not violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Accordingly, the Project would 
result in a less-than-significant impact associated with the increase in emissions of non-attainment 
pollutants. Therefore, consistent with SJVAPCD guidance, the Project’s operations would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard, resulting in a less-than-
significant impact. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Criterion c) Whether the Project would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Impact 3.4-3: The Project would expose sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations and risk of 
contracting Valley Fever. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

Air quality varies as a direct function of the quantity of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the size 
and topography of the air basin, and prevailing meteorological conditions. Air quality problems leading to 
health impacts arise when the rate of pollutant emissions exceeds the rate of dispersion. As discussed 
previously, some land uses are considered more sensitive to changes in air quality than others, depending 
on the population groups and the activities involved. People most likely to be affected by air pollution, as 
identified by CARB, include children, the elderly, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and chronic 
respiratory diseases. 

The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site are the residences adjacent to the southeastern corner of 
the Project property line (within the Lost Hills neighborhood) located approximately 250 feet from 
construction activity, and a single-family residence located on State Route 33 located approximately 
750 feet from construction activity. 

Construction and Decommissioning Heath Impact 
Toxic Air Contaminants 
As stated in the AQ and GHG Technical Report, the greatest potential for TAC emissions during 
construction and decommissioning would be for DPM emissions associated with heavy-duty equipment. 
Although construction equipment would be operated approximately 250 feet from the nearest sensitive 
receptors (residences southeast of the Project site) during photovoltaic array installation, construction 
activities would typically occur at distances much greater than 1,000 feet. Based on guidance from the 
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, construction activities occurring within 
1,000 feet of receptors for more than 2 months would potentially result in a significant impact. Based on 
the timing and intensity of Project construction, it is estimated that construction equipment would only 
operate within 1,000 feet of sensitive receptors for less than 1 month during the photovoltaic installation 
phase. Project components in the southeastern portion of the Project site would be farther than 1,000 feet 
from the closest sensitive receptors, including the ESS facility, substation, and switchyard, and would be 
accessed via an access point on Sutter Avenue. Therefore, the access route to those sites would also not be 
within 1,000 feet of nearby receptors. Therefore, the health risk impact from construction TAC emissions 
would be less than significant. 

Furthermore, the Project would be consistent with the applicable SJVAPVD requirements and control 
strategies intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities. The Project would 
comply with the CARB Air Toxics Control Measure that limits diesel-powered equipment and vehicle 
idling to no more than 5 minutes at a location, and the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle 
Regulation; compliance with these regulations would minimize emissions of TACs during construction. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Criteria Air Pollutants  
As stated in Impact 3.4-2, Project construction would have the potential to result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, which would be a significant impact. Accordingly, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 is recommended to result in a less-than-significant impact 
for Project construction. As shown in Table 3.4-7, on-site emissions of criteria pollutants during 
construction activities would not exceed 100 lb/day with incorporation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. 
Therefore, consistent with SJVAPCD guidelines, the preparation of an AAQA would not be required for 
any of these pollutants, and construction and decommissioning health impacts would be less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1.  

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel Requirements. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Operation 
As stated in the AQ and GHG Technical Report, sources of operational TACs typically include but are 
not limited to land uses such as freeways and high-volume roadways, truck distribution centers, ports, rail 
yards, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners using perchloroethylene, and gasoline dispensing 
facilities. The Project would not include any of these uses. Operational activities throughout the Project 
site would use diesel-fueled off-road equipment that has the potential to emit DPM; however, the use of 
this equipment would be minimal and infrequent. Consistent with the construction activities, the Project 
would adhere to applicable SJVAPCD requirements and control strategies intended to reduce emissions 
from construction equipment and activities. The Project would comply with the CARB Air Toxics 
Control Measure, which limits diesel-powered equipment and vehicle idling to no more than 5 minutes at 
a location, and the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation; compliance with these regulations 
would minimize emissions of TACs during construction.  

The Project is located within 1,000 feet from the nearest sensitive receptors. However, diesel-fueled 
equipment would be used only occasionally during maintenance activities and would typically operate at 
distances greater than 1,000 feet given the nature of the Project site. Project operation would not be 
anticipated to result in substantial health risks for these receptors. Therefore, emissions of TACs and 
criteria air pollutants during operational activities would result in a less-than-significant health risk impact.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
Exposure to high concentrations of CO can result in dizziness, fatigue, chest pain, headaches, and 
impairment of central nervous system functions. The SJVAB is currently an attainment area for CO; 
however, the potential exists for micro-scale CO “hotspots” to form immediately around points of 
congested traffic. Hotspots can form if such traffic occurs during periods of poor atmospheric ventilation, 
consists of a large number of cold-started vehicles operating at pollution-inefficient speeds, and/or is 
operating on roadways crowded with non-project traffic. 

As discussed previously, SJVAPCD’s Impact Assessment Guide (the GAMAQI document) uses the LOS 
approach to screen for intersections and streets that could experience CO hotspots. Because ambient CO 
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concentrations in the Project area are well below the NAAQS and CAAQS, it is unlikely that the addition 
of Project construction traffic would lead to exceedances of the standards. 

As stated in the AQ and GHG Technical Report, SJVAPCD does not monitor CO emissions at its air 
monitoring stations in Fresno County, nor are representative data available. According to the California 
Department of Transportation, the closest intersection with available data is State Route 33 at Merced Avenue, 
with an existing traffic volume of approximately 11,750 average daily trips (Caltrans 2021). The Project would 
generate up to a maximum of 1,200 daily one-way (600 round-trip) vehicle trips for this roadway during 
construction; therefore, the Project could result in a total of 12,950 daily trips (11,750 existing trips plus 1,200 
maximum trips during construction) at the observed intersection. Based on the low background level of CO in 
the SJVAB (indicated by the lack of monitoring at the state or local level), the low and ever-improving 
emissions standards for new sources in accordance with federal and state regulations, and the fact that Project 
operation would result in a maximum of 55 trips per day during O&M activities, the Project would not create 
new CO hotspots. Therefore, the Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial CO 
concentrations, and localized air quality impacts related to CO hot spots would be less than significant. 

Valley Fever 
Construction activities that include ground disturbance can result in fugitive dust, which can cause fungus 
Coccidioides spores to become airborne if they are present in the soil. Workers who disturb soil where 
fungal spores are found, whether by digging, operating earthmoving equipment, driving vehicles, or 
working in dusty windblown areas, are more likely to breathe in spores and to become infected. Such 
ground-disturbing activities represent a continual source of spores that contribute to the low number of 
Valley Fever cases reported each year in the county (Fresno County 2024a). Construction and 
decommissioning activities associated with the Project would result in localized ground-disturbing 
activities similar to those that occur continually in the county. Construction activities associated with the 
Project would include ground-disturbing activities that could result in an increased potential to expose 
nearby residents and on-site workers to airborne spores, if they are present. Compliance with dust control 
measures required by SJVAPCD Rule 8021 (as detailed in Table 3.4-3) would minimize personnel and 
public exposure to Valley Fever and reduce the potential risk of nearby resident and on-site worker 
exposure to Valley Fever. However, without additional controls, impacts would be potentially significant.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Minimization of 
Personnel and Public Exposure to Valley Fever is required, to minimize personnel and public exposure 
to Valley Fever to the greatest extent possible. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel Requirements 

Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Minimization of Personnel and Public Exposure to Valley Fever 

The fugitive dust control plan to be prepared for the Project shall include the following measures:  

• Equipment, vehicles, and other items shall be cleaned thoroughly of dust before they are 
moved off-site to other work locations. 

• Wherever possible, grading, and trenching work shall be phased so that earthmoving 
equipment works well ahead or downwind of workers on the ground. 
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• The area immediately behind grading or trenching equipment shall be sprayed with water 
before ground workers move into the area. 

• If a water truck runs out of water before dust is dampened sufficiently, ground workers 
exposed to dust shall leave the area until a full truck resumes water spraying. 

• All heavy-duty earthmoving vehicles shall be closed-cab and equipped with a High 
Efficiency Particulate Air (i.e., HEPA) filtered air system to the maximum extent practicable. 
When closed-cab equipment is unavailable, operators shall be provided N95 dust masks.  

• N95 dust masks shall be provided to on-site workers for the duration of the construction period.  

• Workers shall receive training to recognize the symptoms of Valley Fever and shall be 
instructed to promptly report suspected symptoms of work-related Valley Fever to a 
supervisor. Evidence of training shall be provided to the Fresno County Planning and 
Community Development Department within 24 hours of the training session. 

• A Valley Fever informational handout shall be provided to all on-site construction personnel. 
The handout shall provide, at a minimum, information regarding the symptoms, health 
effects, preventive measures, and treatment. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. 

Criterion d) Whether the Project would result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people. 

Impact 3.4-4: The Project would result in emissions (such as those leading to odors) that could 
adversely affect people. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

Construction  
Per Section 8.6 of SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI document, any project with the potential to frequently expose 
members of the public to objectionable odors should be deemed to have a significant impact. 

Odors would be generated from vehicles and equipment exhaust emissions during construction and 
decommissioning of the Project. However, the solar energy facility and ESS would not produce 
objectionable odors. Odors produced during construction and decommissioning would be attributable to 
concentrations of unburned hydrocarbons from tailpipes of heavy-duty equipment. Odors generated 
during Project construction and decommissioning activities would be temporary and localized and would 
disperse and dissipate, and thus would not cause substantial odors at the closest sensitive receptors 
(adjacent residences). Therefore, odors associated with construction would not result in a nuisance to 
sensitive receptors or any surrounding land uses, and the associated impact would be less than significant.  

Operation 
During Project operation, the Project would not introduce any potential sources of odors beyond the use 
of vehicles for routine inspection and maintenance and equipment used to facilitate activities. O&M 
activities would be minimal and would not result in substantial odors. Therefore, operational impacts 
associated with odors would also be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Pacific Gas and Electric Company Infrastructure 
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, energy from the proposed solar arrays would be collected 
at the Project substation and transmitted to Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) new 230-
kilovolt switching station by an approximately 200-foot-long new transmission line (gen-tie line). 
According to the Project construction schedule, emissions from the new PG&E switching station and gen-
tie line would happen concurrently with the rest of the Project and are included in the emissions estimates 
for the Project shown in Tables 3.4-5 and 3.4-7. No additional vehicle trips (workers or trucks) not 
already accounted for in the preceding discussion of Project O&M and decommissioning impacts would 
be needed to operate and maintain or to decommission PG&E infrastructure. Therefore, the impacts on air 
quality discussed above under Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 would also include impacts from the PG&E 
infrastructure component of the Project. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: Construction Worker Paved Road Travel 
Requirements, Mitigation Measure 3.4-2: Minimization of Personnel and Public Exposure to Valley 
Fever, and applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations such as Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 
Prohibitions) and Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) would be required to reduce air quality plan impacts, 
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions, and sensitive receptor exposures from the Project as a whole, including the 
PG&E infrastructure. Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-3 from activities associated with the PG&E infrastructure 
and the combined impacts of the Project would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
Impact 3.4-4 from odor activities associated with the PG&E infrastructure and the combined impacts of 
the Project would be less than significant. Therefore, the PG&E infrastructure, as a component of the 
Project as a whole, would have a less-than-significant impact, with mitigation incorporated, under criteria 
a), b), and c) and a less-than-significant impact under criterion d). 

3.4.4 Cumulative Analysis 
The geographic scope considered for potential regional cumulative impacts to air quality is the SJVAB, 
which is governed by SJVAPCD. The SJVAB currently is classified as non-attainment for the 1-hour 
state ozone standard and for the federal and state 8-hour ozone standards. Additionally, the SJVAB is 
classified as non-attainment for the state 24-hour and annual arithmetic mean PM10 standards and the state 
annual arithmetic mean and national 24-hour PM2.5 standards (SJVAPCD 2024a). Therefore, there is an 
existing adverse cumulative impact in the SJVAB relative to these pollutants. The list of projects 
considered for the local cumulative impacts analysis is provided in Table 3.1-1, Cumulative Projects List. 

Impact 3.4-5: The Project impact related to conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the 
applicable air quality plans for SJVAPCD would be cumulatively considerable. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The contribution of a project's individual air emissions to regional air quality impacts is, by its nature, a 
cumulative effect. Emissions from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the study 
area also have contributed or will contribute to adverse regional air quality conditions on a cumulative 
basis. None of the single projects in the cumulative scenario, by itself, would be sufficient in size to result 
in non-attainment of ambient air quality standards. Instead, a project’s individual emissions contribute to 
existing cumulative air quality conditions. Although a significant cumulative air quality impact exists in 
non-attainment regions exceeding the federal and/or state standards, the project-level thresholds for 
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criteria air pollutants are based on levels at which new sources are not anticipated to contribute to an air 
quality violation or result in a considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants.  

Because Project construction emissions would be below SJVAPCD thresholds with implementation of 
Rule 9510, Rule 8021, and Mitigation Measure 3.4-1, the Project’s incremental contribution to the 
cumulative impact in the region would not be considered cumulatively considerable. Additionally, as 
discussed above, the Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of SJVAPCD’s air 
quality plans. Therefore, Project construction and decommissioning would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable increase in emissions of non-attainment pollutants. The contribution of Project construction 
emissions to the cumulative air quality impact in the region would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Project operation would include minimal emissions of ozone precursors ROG and NOx, PM10, and PM2.5, 
well below SJVAPCD’s thresholds; therefore, O&M would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
increase in emissions of non-attainment pollutants and the associated cumulative impact would be less 
than significant. The cumulative impact related to conflicting with or obstructing implementation of the 
applicable air quality plans would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Impact 3.4-6: The Project impact related to generating a net increase of criteria pollutants for 
which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard would be cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated)  

As described above in Impacts 3.4-2 and 3.4-5, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to non-attainment criteria pollutants, because Project emissions would be below SJVAPCD 
thresholds with implementation of Rule 9510, Rule 8021, and Mitigation Measure 3.4-1. Project 
emissions of pollutants for which the SJVAB is in attainment for the federal and state air quality 
standards (e.g., CO and SOx) would not lead to a cumulative impact because the individual Project 
emissions would be well below the SJVAPCD thresholds in an area where there is no existing adverse 
cumulative impact associated with those pollutants. Therefore, the Project impact related to generating a 
net increase of criteria pollutants for which the Project region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard would not be cumulatively considerable, and the cumulative 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Impact 3.4-7: The Project impact related to exposing sensitive receptors to pollutant concentrations 
and to Coccidioides immitis spores would be cumulatively considerable. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated)  

SJVAPCD considers TAC emissions to be localized impacts. SJVAPCD has established thresholds of 
significance for TACs that are conservative and protective of health impacts on sensitive receptors. 
Because impacts from TACs are localized and the thresholds of significance for TACs have been 
established at such a conservative level, Project risks exceeding the individual thresholds of significance 
are also considered cumulatively significant (SJVAPCD 2015a). The cumulative project list in Table 3.1-1 
identifies potential projects within a 15-mile radius of the Project.  

As discussed under Impact 3.4-3, the Project’s construction, operation, and decommissioning would not 
result in significant impacts with incorporation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2. Therefore, the 
Project would not result in a cumulatively significant impact related to TACs, CO impacts, and Valley 
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Fever–related impacts. Therefore, it can be concluded that the Project’s contribution to the cumulative 
health risk would not be considerable, and the cumulative impact on sensitive receptors would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 

Impact 3.4-8: The Project impact related to emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 
affecting people would not be cumulatively considerable. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

The Project does not propose any land uses that could be considered as sources of odor. Odor impacts of 
the Project would be primarily from diesel exhaust from construction equipment and trucks, which would 
be localized to the construction area and would not combine with any other odor sources for a cumulative 
impact. Therefore, the Project’s odor impact would not be cumulatively considerable and the cumulative 
impact with respect to odors would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 
Therefore, in accordance with SJVAPCD guidance as outlined above, the Project would not have a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative air quality impacts. The cumulative air quality 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.5 Biological Resources 
This section identifies and evaluates issues related to all of the following:  

• Species protected by local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).  

• Riparian habitat or other specified sensitive natural communities.  

• Federally protected wetlands.  

• Native, resident, or migratory fish or wildlife species, wildlife corridors, and native wildlife nursery sites. 

• Adopted federal, state, regional, or local habitat conservation plans (HCPs).  

The section describes the physical and regulatory setting, identifies the criteria used to evaluate the 
significance of potential impacts, describes the methods used to evaluate these impacts, and reports the 
results of the impact assessment. 

The County received scoping input from CDFW regarding special-status species, recommended habitat 
assessments, regulatory obligations, and the potential impacts of pesticide use. A copy of the letter is 
provided in Exhibit E of Appendix A, Scoping Report.  

The analysis in this section is based in part on the site-specific, Project-specific Biological Resources 
Technical Report, which includes an aquatic resource delineation report prepared on the Applicant’s behalf 
(Appendix F); associated technical surveys; and datasets from the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) (CDFW 2024a), California Native Plant Society (CNPS 2024), and USFWS (2024a). The 
preparers of this Draft EIR (identified in Chapter 6, Report Preparation) independently reviewed 
materials prepared by or on behalf of the Applicant and determined them to be suitable for reliance, in 
combination with other materials included in the formal record, in the preparation of this Draft EIR. 

3.5.1 Setting 
3.5.1.1 Environmental Setting 
Physical Setting 
The Project site is located in unincorporated Fresno County, 4 miles west of Interstate 5 and 11 miles 
southeast of the city of Coalinga, near the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley at the eastern slope of 
the Diablo Range. The climate in this region is characterized by hot, dry summers and cool, mild winters. 
Daytime temperatures in the summer may exceed 100 degrees Fahrenheit. In winter, daytime high 
temperatures are usually in the 50s, with lows around 35 degrees Fahrenheit. 

The Project site totals approximately 2,446 acres of agricultural lands and is generally bounded by 
agricultural fields. The northwest-to-southeast State Route 33 and the north-to-south Sutter Avenue both 
bisect the Project site. The Project site consists of generally flat terrain on undeveloped agricultural land. 
Soil data for the site from the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service show moderate to well-
drained soils native to the area; Cerini, Ciervo clay, Milham, Milham-Guijarral, and Panoche soils are 
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most prevalent (Appendix F, Biological Resources Technical Report). Elevations on the Project site range 
from approximately 689 to 857 feet (210–260 meters) above mean sea level. 

Agricultural uses of the Project site include grazing and intermittent production of wheat. Existing land 
uses surrounding the site are primarily agricultural, with some residential development to the east. Little 
natural habitat exists in the local area, as the land around the Project site is cultivated and fallow or used 
for grazing.  

Vegetation Communities 
As shown in Appendix F, five land cover types were mapped within the Project site and a surrounding 
500-foot buffer area: agricultural fields, nonnative annual grassland, orchard/ornamental trees, 
ephemeral/intermittent streams, and disturbed lands. No sensitive vegetation communities occur on the 
Project site.  

Agricultural Fields 
The dominant land cover type on the Project site is general agriculture, an anthropogenic land cover type 
that is not described in the Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009) and does not have a state 
sensitivity ranking because it is composed of nonnative species. Farming practices on the site include soil 
disking and tilling, crop planting/production, and herbicide application, as well as regular maintenance and 
disturbance of areas under agricultural production. Historically, agricultural production on the Project site 
has included dry-farmed (unirrigated) agricultural production of wheat and grazing fodder (Appendix D, 
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment). Both active croplands and fallow fields are present on the Project 
site (see Appendix F). 

Nonnative Annual Grassland 
The Project site has nonnative annual grassland along the perimeters, composed of wild oats and annual 
brome (Avena spp.–Bromus spp. Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance). This community covers 
approximately 11 acres of the Project site and buffer area. Within these areas, the dominant grass species 
are slener oat (Avena barbata) and great brome (Bromus diandrus). Co-dominant species include small 
fescue (Festuca microstachys), shining pepper grass (Lepidium nitidum), and adobe popcornflower 
(Plagiobothrys acanthocarpus) (Appendix F). 

Orchard/Ornamental Trees 
Ornamental black poplar trees (Poplus nigra) are located adjacent to the Project site. An approximately 
1,500-foot-long hedgerow separates a neighboring pistachio orchard from the southern border of the site. 
The hedgerow is a single row abutting the pistachio tree orchard, and the land on the Project site that 
borders the trees is fallow (Appendix F). 

Ephemeral/Intermittent Streams 
Two intermittent streams cross the Project site, Canoas Creek and Garza Creek, as does an unnamed 
intermittent stream that flows into Canoas Creek. These streams cross the Project site from the north to 
the southeast and carry water seasonally within their watercourses, or washes. Additionally, there are 
additional ephemeral tributaries (also known as arroyos) throughout the Project site that only briefly 
contain water after rain events. All aquatic resources identified on the Project site have been avoided 
through Project design. 
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Figure 3.5-1, View of Canoas Creek Course from Sutter Avenue, shows a portion of Canoas Creek within 
the Project site, near the creek’s Sutter Avenue crossing. The photo was taken in late summer. 

 
Figure 3.5-1 

 View of Canoas Creek Course from Sutter Avenue 

Vegetation including isolated salt cedar (Tamarix ramosissima) and native red willow (Salix laevigata) 
trees are dotted along the banks of Canoas and Gasca creeks, with grasses including slender oat, wall 
barley (Hordeum murinum), and Bromus species underneath. The streamside vegetation provides cover 
for wildlife movement and may support nesting migratory birds in season. Canoas Creek’s headwaters are 
on the north slope of Black Mountain in the Diablo Range to the southwest, and the creek runs northeast 
through Reef Ridge and the Kreyenhagen Hills. Canoas Creek meets Gasca Creek on the Project site and 
terminates in the northern portion of the Kettleman Plain (Appendices C–E to Draft EIR Appendix F). 

Disturbed Lands 
Disturbed areas are the portions of the Project site that have been altered from their natural state by 
human influence and are barren or contain minimal weedy vegetation. This cover type includes all paved 
and dirt roads, buildings, and cleared areas.  
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3.5.1.2 Special-Status Species 
Special-status species Table BIO-1 in Appendix F identifies the special-status plant and wildlife species 
that occur in the vicinity of the Project site based on the CNDDB, California Native Plant Society, and 
USFWS databases (CDFW 2024a; CNPS 2024; USFWS 2024a), as well as vegetation, soils, elevation, 
and other factors. Figure 3.5-2, CNDDB Occurrences within 5 Miles of the Project Site, shows the 
special-status wildlife species recorded within 5 miles of the Project site (CDFW 2024a).  

Species with moderate or higher potential to occur on the Project site and 500-foot buffer, or for which 
surveys were conducted on-site, are discussed below. Focused biological resources surveys were 
conducted at the Project site in 2021 for burrowing owl, San Joaquin kit fox, and Swainson’s hawk 
(Appendix F). 

Plants 
San Joaquin Woollythreads  
San Joaquin woollythreads (Monolopia congdonii) is a California Rare Plant Rank 1B.2 species and is 
federally listed as endangered. This species occurs in chenopod scrub, valleys, and foothill grasslands at 
elevations of approximately 295–2,300 feet (90–700 meters) above sea level. Furthermore, this species 
prefers arid land with sparse vegetation and can grow in areas that have been partially disturbed from 
agriculture, silviculture, or aquaculture. It blooms from February to May (USFWS 2024b).  

There were numerous records of San Joaquin woollythreads within 5–10 miles of the Project site, noted 
as being in sandy loam or alluvium soil, often in scrub or nonnative grassland (CDFW 2024a). Because 
disturbed agricultural land or grassland in the stream washes and on the borders of the Project site may 
host this species, it has moderate potential to occur in these habitats. 

Kern Mallow  
Kern mallow (Eremalche parryi ssp. kernensis) is a California Rare Plant Rank 1B.2 species and is 
federally listed as endangered. This species occurs in chenopod scrub, valley and foothill grassland, and 
pinyon and juniper woodlands at elevations of approximately 325–3,250 feet (100–1,000 meters) above 
sea level. It blooms from March to May (USFWS 2024c).  

One occurrence was recorded in open grassland 5 miles east of the Project site in 1973. Populations can 
vary significantly from year to year based on rainfall; there may be no individuals in a given location in 
one year, then hundreds in the next year. Because grassland in the stream washes and on the borders of 
the Project site may host this species, there is a moderate potential for this species to occur in association 
with drainages on the site (CDFW 2024a). 
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Lemmon's Jewelflower 
Lemmon’s jewelflower (Caulanthus lemmonii) is a California Rare Plant Rank 1B.2 species. This species 
is found in pinyon and juniper woodland and valley and foothill grassland at elevations of approximately 
260–3,600 feet (80–1,100 meters) above sea level. The species blooms from February to May (CNPS 2024).  

One occurrence was recorded on east-facing slopes 4 miles southeast of the Project site in 2010. Because 
grassland in the stream washes and on the borders of the Project site may host this species, there is a 
moderate potential for this species to occur in such areas (CDFW 2024a). 

Wildlife 
San Joaquin Kit Fox  
San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica) is federally listed as endangered and state-listed as 
threatened. Historically, San Joaquin kit fox distribution extended throughout the San Joaquin Valley and 
the surrounding foothills of the Coast Ranges. The species’ range has been significantly reduced, and the 
largest extant populations occur in the western portions of the San Joaquin Valley south of Fresno 
County, especially the Ciervo-Panoche core area to the south (USFWS 2010). San Joaquin kit foxes 
burrow in annual grasslands or grassy, open areas with scattered shrubby vegetation. The species requires 
loose-textured sandy soils for burrowing and a suitable prey base of rodents for forage. San Joaquin kit 
foxes may venture into agricultural lands for dispersal or foraging but are unlikely to reside there because 
of frequent disturbance.  

Numerous records of this species occur within 5 miles, with the closest occurrence 0.5 mile to the east in 
1981 (CDFW 2024a). During the field reconnaissance survey, the carcass of a San Joaquin kit fox was 
observed adjacent to the Project site and numerous burrows of California ground squirrel 
(Otospermophilus beecheyi) were observed throughout the Project site (Appendix F). Although most of 
the Project site is of low habitat value for kit fox because of active agricultural activities, nonnative 
grassland and stream washes on the site provide potential habitat for this species for denning, foraging, or 
dispersal. The Project site plus 500-foot buffer zone included approximately 27 acres of habitat within the 
tops-of-bank of the stream courses (Appendix F). There is moderate potential for San Joaquin kit fox to 
occur in these areas of the Project site. 

Nelson's (San Joaquin) Antelope Squirrel 
Nelson’s (San Joaquin) antelope squirrel (Ammospermophilus nelsoni) is state-listed as threatened. This 
small mammal species is found in the western San Joaquin Valley from 200 to 1,200 feet (60–350 meters) 
in elevation on dry, sparsely vegetated loam soils. It may dig burrows or use the burrows of kangaroo rats. 
It prefers widely scattered shrubs, forbs, and grasses in broken terrain with gullies and stream washes.  

There are several records of this species within 10 miles of the Project site (CDFW 2024a), and it has a 
moderate potential to occur in burrows within the washes that cross the site. This species is not expected 
within cultivated portions of the site because these areas lack suitable burrows as a result of discing. 

Short-Nosed Kangaroo Rat 
The short-nosed kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides brevinasus) is a state species of special concern. Its 
range is on the western side of San Joaquin Valley in grassland and desert shrub associations, especially 
Atriplex (saltbush). It requires loose soil for burrowing and favors flat to gently sloping terrain.  
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This species has been recorded in alkaline soils near Soda Lake in San Luis Obispo County to the south 
and has several records within 10 miles of the Project site (CDFW 2024a). It has a moderate potential to 
occur within the washes that cross the site, but it is not expected within cultivated areas because these 
areas lack suitable burrows as a result of disking. 

Swainson's Hawk  
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) is state-listed as threatened. In California, this species nests in the 
Central Valley, the Klamath Basin, the Northeastern Plateau, Lassen County, and the Mojave Desert. It 
breeds in stands with few trees in riparian areas, agricultural environments, oak savanna, and juniper-sage 
flats (Zeiner et al. 1990). Swainson’s hawks forage in adjacent grasslands or livestock pastures. In the 
Central Valley, they nest in riparian areas and in isolated tree clusters, often near rural residences or 
agricultural fields, and on structures such as power poles. Swainson’s hawk historically occupied much of 
the state, but the species’ range is now largely restricted to the Central Valley, and breeding populations 
in this area have declined in association with the loss of suitable foraging and nesting habitat. 

One recent (2015) occurrence of nesting Swainson’s hawks is located 5 miles northwest of the Project site 
in a tamarisk tree overlooking pastureland; numerous additional records are located within 10 miles 
(CDFW 2024a). Several Swainson’s hawks were observed in the vicinity during Swainson’s hawk 
surveys conducted between April and July 2023 (Appendix F). This species typically prefers to nest 
within a grove or lines of trees but will nest in smaller or isolated trees when higher quality nesting 
habitat is absent. Marginally suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk is present along the boundary 
of the Project site in the hedgerow of black poplar trees and within 0.5 mile on power poles or other 
structures. Suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk is present in the agricultural fields of the Project 
site. This species has moderate potential to occur while nesting and high potential while foraging. 

Western Burrowing Owl 
Western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia hypugea) is a state species of special concern and a state 
candidate threatened species (CDFW 2024b). As a CESA candidate species, it is protected from “take” 
while the California Fish and Game Commission determines whether to list the species. Western 
burrowing owls are yearlong residents of open, dry grassland and desert habitats, and in the grass, forb, 
and open shrub stages of pinyon-juniper and ponderosa pine habitats (Zeiner et al. 1990). This species’ 
preferred habitat is generally short, sparse vegetation with few shrubs, level to gentle topography, and 
well-drained soils. Burrowing owls require small-mammal burrows for nesting, roosting, cover, and 
catching prey; they do not dig their own burrows. In California, western burrowing owls most commonly 
live in burrows created by California ground squirrels. Burrowing owls may occur in disturbed landscapes 
such as agricultural areas, ruderal grassy fields, vacant lots, and pastures where usable burrows are 
present, provided that suitable foraging habitat exists nearby. Debris piles, riprap, culverts, and pipes may 
be used as burrow substitutes. Although the burrowing owl has experienced population reductions over 
the extent of its range, the species’ range remains wide and the Central Valley population has remained 
sizable, largely because of its ability to occupy agricultural lands and other disturbed habitats (Shuford 
and Gardali 2008). 

The closest record of this species is approximately 2 miles east of the Project site from 2005, with 
numerous additional records within 5–10 miles (CDFW 2024a). Three burrows with burrowing owl sign 
(e.g., whitewash, pellets) were observed on the Project site during burrowing owl surveys performed in 
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2023. In addition, approximately 300 burrows suitable for use by a western burrowing owl were observed 
during the surveys (Appendix F). This species is highly likely to occur.  

Blunt-Nosed Leopard Lizard  
The blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Gambelia sila) is federally listed and state-listed as endangered and is 
classified as a state fully protected species. It ranges from Stanislaus County in the north to the Tehachapi 
Mountains in the south, in the San Joaquin Valley. This species can be found in sparsely vegetated alkali 
and desert scrub habitats in areas of low topographic relief; it usually seeks cover in mammal burrows or 
under shrubs or structures such as fence posts (USFWS 2024d).  

Several records of blunt-nosed leopard lizard are located within 1–2 miles of the Project site to the 
northwest, north, and east in nonnative grasslands and stream washes, including in grasslands 1 mile 
north and east of the site in 1979 (CDFW 2024a). Additionally, suitable small-mammal burrows were 
seen during the biological resources survey (Appendix F). This species has a moderate potential to occur 
in uncultivated areas. 

Temblor Legless Lizard  
The Temblor legless lizard (Anniella alexanderae) is a state species of special concern and can be found 
in sandy soils at the southeast base of the Temblor Range, in the southwestern San Joaquin Valley and 
Kern County. Like other Anniella species, it prefers sparsely vegetated areas with moist, loose soil.  

This species was recorded 5 miles north of the Project site on the bank of Jacalitos Creek in 2023, and at 
other locations 5–10 miles to the north and northwest (CDFW 2024a). The soil in the Project site’s 
washes is sandy, which could serve as suitable habitat for this species. This species has a moderate 
potential to occur within uncultivated site drainages. 

California Glossy Snake  
The California glossy snake (Arizona elegans occidentalis) can be found in the eastern portion of the San 
Francisco Bay Area, the southern San Joaquin Valley, and the Coast, Transverse, and Peninsular ranges, 
south to Baja California. This species is a generalist that prefers scrub and grassland habitats, often with 
loose or sandy soils (CDFW 2024a).  

There are four recorded occurrences of California glossy snake approximately 5 miles northwest of the 
Project site. Project site washes contain sandy soils that could be used by this species, which has a 
moderate potential to occur (CDFW 2024a). 

San Joaquin Coachwhip  
The San Joaquin coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum ruddocki) is a state species of special concern. It can 
be found in open, dry habitats with little or no tree cover and in valley grassland and saltbush scrub in the 
San Joaquin Valley.  

Two records of this species were found in nonnative grassland, retired farmland, and riparian habitat 
within 10 miles of the Project site as recently as 2005 (CDFW 2024a). The Project site has suitable 
habitat for this species in the washes, fallow fields, and grassland. This species has a moderate potential to 
occur in the washes on-site. 
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Crotch’s Bumble Bee  
The Crotch’s bumble bee (Bombus crotchii) is a state candidate for listing. It can be found from coastal 
California east to the Sierra Nevada/Cascade Range crest and south into Mexico in grassland and scrub 
areas, where it nests in underground burrows.  

One record of this species’ occurrence, from 1971, was documented 10 miles north of the Project site in 
Jacalitos Creek and is presumed extant. This species has a moderate potential to occur in uncultivated 
grasslands on the Project site (CDFW 2024a). 

Migratory Nesting Birds and Roosting Bats 
Several migratory bird species—common raven (Corvus corax), house finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), 
western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), Say’s phoebe (Sayornis saya), and mourning dove (Zenaida 
macroura)—were observed during the biological resources survey conducted for this Project 
(Appendix F). The site includes habitat for birds to nest, overwinter, or stop over during migration along 
the Pacific Flyway, a regional flight corridor on the West Coast of North America, where up to 1 billion 
birds travel annually. Bat species may also roost overnight or hibernate in crevices or under loose bark of 
trees. Nesting habitat for birds and roosting habitat for bats such as the western mastiff bat (Eumops 
perotis californicus) may be present on the Project site in orchard or ornamental trees, or in shrubs or tall 
grasses. The agricultural land and stream courses may offer the species suitable foraging options for 
insect and other invertebrate prey. 

3.5.1.3 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
Endangered Species Act  
The federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (FESA) and subsequent amendments (United States Code 
Title 16, §§1531–1543) provide guidance for the conservation of endangered and threatened species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend. In addition, the FESA defines species as threatened or 
endangered and provides regulatory protection for listed species. The law also provides a program for the 
conservation and recovery of threatened and endangered species and the conservation of designated 
critical habitat that USFWS determines to be required for the survival and recovery of these listed species. 

FESA Section 9 lists actions that are prohibited under the FESA. The definition of take is to harass, harm, 
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct. 
Although unauthorized take of a listed species is prohibited, take may be allowed when it is incidental to 
an otherwise legal activity. Section 9 prohibits take of listed species of fish, wildlife, and plants without 
special exemption. The definition of harm includes significant habitat modification or degradation that 
results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing behavioral patterns related to 
breeding, feeding, or shelter. Harass is defined as actions that create the likelihood of injury to listed 
species by significantly disrupting normal behavioral patterns related to breeding, feeding, and shelter. 

FESA Section 10 provides a means whereby a nonfederal action with the potential to result in take of a 
listed species can be allowed under an incidental take permit. 
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Migratory Bird Treaty Act  
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (United States Code Title 16, §§703–711) is the domestic law that affirms 
and implements a commitment by the United States to four international conventions (with Canada, 
Mexico, Japan, and Russia) for the protection of a shared migratory bird resource. Unless and except as 
permitted by regulations, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits the intentional pursuit, hunting, taking, 
capture, or killing of migratory birds anywhere in the United States. The law also applies to the disturbance 
and removal of nests occupied by migratory birds or their eggs during the breeding season, whether 
intentional or incidental.  

State 
California Endangered Species Act  
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code §2050 et seq.) establishes the 
policy of the state to conserve, protect, restore, and enhance threatened or endangered species and their 
habitats. The CESA affirms that state agencies should not approve projects that would jeopardize the 
continued existence of threatened or endangered species if reasonable and prudent alternatives are available 
that would avoid jeopardy. For projects that would affect a listed species under both the FESA and the 
CESA, compliance with the FESA would satisfy the CESA if CDFW determines that the federal incidental 
take authorization is “consistent” with the CESA under Fish and Game Code §2080.1. Before a project may 
result in lawful take of a species listed under the CESA, a take permit must be issued under §2081(b). 

Fish and Game Code Section 1600 
CDFW regulates streambeds, their banks, and riparian habitat under section 1600 of California Fish and 
Game Code. Alteration to streambeds, banks, and/or riparian habitat requires a Lake and Streambed 
Alteration Agreement from CDFW before the initiation of such work.  

Fish and Game Code Sections 2080 and 2081 
Section 2080 of the Fish and Game Code states: 

No person shall import into this state [California], export out of this state, or take, 
possess, purchase, or sell within this state, any species, or any part or product thereof, 
that the [California Fish and Game] Commission determines to be an endangered species 
or threatened species, or attempt any of those acts, except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, or the Native Plant Protection Act, or the California Desert Native Plants Act.  

Pursuant to §2081, CDFW may authorize individuals or public agencies to import, export, take, or 
possess state-listed endangered, threatened, or candidate species. These otherwise prohibited acts may be 
authorized through a permit or memorandum of understanding if (a) the take is incidental to an otherwise 
lawful activity, (b) the individual or public agency minimizes and fully mitigates impacts of the 
authorized take, (c) the permit is consistent with any regulations adopted pursuant to any recovery plan 
for the species, and (d) the project operator ensures that adequate funding is available to implement the 
measures that CDFW requires. CDFW makes this determination based on available scientific information 
and considers the ability of the species to survive and reproduce.  

Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3513, and 4150 
These sections of the Fish and Game Code prohibit project operators from conducting activities that 
would result in any of the following: (a) the take, possession, or destruction of any birds of prey; (b) the 
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take or possession of any migratory nongame bird; (c) the take, possession, or needless destruction of the 
nest or eggs of any raptors or nongame birds; or (d) the take of any nongame bird, pursuant to Fish and 
Game Code §3800, whether intentional or incidental. Section 4150 protects nongame mammals, including 
roosting bats. 

Fully Protected Species 
Fish and Game Code §3511 (birds), §4700 (mammals), §5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and §5515 (fish) 
allow the designation of a species as fully protected. This is a greater level of protection than is afforded 
by the CESA and generally prohibits all take of species listed as fully protected, although take 
authorization may be obtained for take resulting from the construction and operation of electrical 
infrastructure projects, including solar energy projects meeting certain requirements. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (§13260 of the California Water Code) requires “any 
person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, in any region that could affect the waters of 
the state to file a report of discharge (an application for waste discharge requirements).” This law defines 
waters of the state as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of 
the state.” Although all waters of the United States that are within the borders of California are also 
waters of the state, the converse is not true: In California, waters of the United States represent a subset of 
waters of the state. Therefore, the State of California, through each of nine regional water quality control 
boards, retains authority to regulate discharges of waste into any waters of the state under Clean Water 
Act Section 401 permits.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 
CEQA Guidelines §15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of protected 
species nonetheless may be considered rare or endangered for purposes of CEQA if the species can be 
shown to meet either of the following criteria: 

• Although not presently threatened with extinction, the species is existing in such small numbers 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its environment 
worsens. 

• The species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range and may be considered “threatened” as that term is used in the FESA. 

Native Plant Protection Act  
California’s Native Plant Protection Act (Fish and Game Code §§1900–1913) requires all state agencies 
to use their authority to carry out programs to conserve endangered and rare native plants. Provisions of 
this law prohibit the taking of endangered or rare plants from the wild and require that CDFW be notified 
at least 10 days in advance of any change in land use in areas that support listed plants.  

California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 131-E 
The California Public Utilities Commission would have sole and exclusive jurisdiction over Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) construction and O&M of the PG&E infrastructure and improvements 
needed to connect the Project to the grid because it regulates activities undertaken by PG&E and the other 
investor-owned public utilities in the state.  
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Local 
Fresno County 2024 General Plan 
The Fresno County General Plan (Fresno County 2024) outlines several policies intended for the 
protection of biological resources countywide. The following policies from the Open Space and 
Conservation Element and the Agriculture and Land Use Element apply to the Project: 

Policy OS-E.1: The County shall support efforts to avoid the “net” loss of important wildlife 
habitat where practicable. In cases where habitat loss cannot be avoided, the County shall impose 
adequate mitigation for the loss of wildlife habitat that is critical to supporting special-status 
species and/or other valuable or unique wildlife resources. Mitigation shall be at sufficient ratios 
to replace the function, and value of the habitat that was removed or degraded. Mitigation may be 
achieved through any combination of creation, restoration, conservation easements, and/or 
mitigation banking. Conservation easements should include provisions for maintenance and 
management in perpetuity. The County shall recommend coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game [CDFW] to ensure that 
appropriate mitigation measures and the concerns of these agencies are adequately addressed. 
Important habitat and habitat components include nesting, breeding, and foraging areas, important 
spawning grounds, migratory routes, migratory stopover areas, oak woodlands, vernal pools, 
wildlife movement corridors, and other unique wildlife habitats (e.g., alkali scrub) critical to 
protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. 

Policy OS-E.2: The County shall require adequate buffer zones between construction activities 
and significant wildlife resources, including both on-site habitats that are purposely avoided and 
significant habitats that are adjacent to the project site, in order to avoid the degradation and 
disruption of critical life cycle activities such as breeding and feeding. The width of the buffer 
zone should vary depending on the location, species, etc. A final determination shall be made 
based on informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

Policy OS-E.3: The County shall require development in areas known to have particular value for 
wildlife to be carefully planned and, where possible, located so that the value of the habitat for 
wildlife is maintained. 

Policy OS-E.4: The County shall encourage private landowners to adopt sound wildlife habitat 
management practices, as recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game officials 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Policy OS-E.9: Prior to approval of discretionary development permits, the County shall require, 
as part of any required environmental review process, a biological resources evaluation of the 
project site by a qualified biologist. The evaluation shall be based upon field reconnaissance 
performed at the appropriate time of year to determine the presence or absence of significant 
resources and/or special-status plants or animals. Such evaluation will consider the potential for 
significant impact on these resources and will either identify feasible mitigation measures or 
indicate why mitigation is not feasible. 

Policy OS-F.5: The County shall establish procedures for identifying and preserving rare, 
threatened, and endangered plant species that may be adversely affected by public or private 
development projects. The County shall require, as part of the environmental review process, a 
biological resources evaluation of the project site by a qualified biologist. The evaluation shall be 
based on field reconnaissance performed at the appropriate time of year to determine the presence 
or absence of significant plant resources and/or special-status plant species. Such evaluation shall 
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consider the potential for significant impact on these resources and shall either identify feasible 
mitigation measures or indicate why mitigation is not feasible. 

Policy OS-F.7: The County shall require developers to take into account a site’s natural 
topography with respect to the design and siting of all physical improvements in order to 
minimize grading. 

Policy LU-B.13: In conjunction with environmental reviews under CEQA, the County shall 
require applicants to identify biological resources to determine if there are sensitive and/or 
important flora and fauna that require special protection measures. 

Program LU-A.B: During the develop[ment] review process, the County shall evaluate and 
incorporate all practical buffers for new non-agricultural uses proposed in agricultural areas of the 
county. Buffer design and maintenance guidelines shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

a. Buffers shall be physically and biologically designed to avoid conflicts between agriculture 
and non-agricultural uses. 

b. Buffers shall be located on the parcel for which a permit is sought and shall protect the 
maximum amount of farmable land. 

c. Buffers generally shall consist of a physical separation between agricultural and non-
agricultural uses. The appropriate width shall be determined on a site-by-site basis taking into 
account the type of existing agricultural uses, the nature of the proposed development, the 
natural features of the site, and any other factors that affect the specific situation. 

d. Appropriate types of land uses for buffers include compatible agriculture, open space and 
recreational uses such as parks and golf courses, industrial uses, and cemeteries. 

e. The County may condition its approval of a project on the ongoing maintenance of buffers. 

f. A homeowners association or other appropriate entity shall be required to maintain buffers to 
control litter, fire hazards, pests, and other maintenance problems. 

g.  Buffer restrictions may be removed if agricultural uses on all adjacent parcels have 
permanently ceased. 

Fresno County Code 
Chapter 13.12–Trees and Shrubs of the Fresno County Code establishes permit rules for tree planting and 
landscaping, including species of trees, planting locations, and irrigation regimes. 

3.5.2 Significance Criteria 
The Project would result in a significant impact on biological resources if it would do any of the 
following: 

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. 



3. Environmental Analysis 
3.5 Biological Resources 

Cornucopia Hybrid Project 3.5-14 ESA / D202200712.00 
Draft Environmental Impact Report January 2026 

 

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

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

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

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

3.5.3 Direct and Indirect Effects 
3.5.3.1 Methodology 
The following analysis relies on the criteria from the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G environmental 
checklist to determine whether the Project could cause a potential significant effect on biological 
resources, including resources that occur or could occur on or near the Project site. Existing and potential 
biological resources were identified through a review of relevant literature and occurrence databases, and 
review of biological reports. Such resources include sensitive habitats, including potentially jurisdictional 
features; special-status plant and wildlife species; and potential wildlife movement corridors. 

3.5.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project 
As analyzed below, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated 
for criteria a), d), and e) and no impact with respect to criteria b), c), and f). The impact conclusions and 
mitigation recommendations for the subset of the Project that is the Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) infrastructure would be the same as for the Project as a whole, except for criterion f), for which 
PG&E infrastructure would have a less-than-significant impact. 

Solar Facility and Energy Storage System 

Criterion a) Whether the Project would 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. 

The Project would have no impact on rare plants related to a substantial adverse effect on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS (No Impact). Although the majority of the Project site is fallowed or 
actively farmed agricultural land, there are intermittent and ephemeral stream courses crossing the site 
that not only have remained relatively undisturbed (Google, 2024), but also have the potential to host 
native plant species. Three plant species—San Joaquin woollythreads (Monolopia congdonii), Kern 
mallow (Eremalche parryi ssp. kernensis), and Lemmon’s jewelflower (Caulanthus lemmonii)—occur in 
association with grassland habitat. Each of these species has been recorded near the site (see Figure 3.5-2) 
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and may be present within or near the top of bank of the stream washes where disking has not occurred. 
Because the stream courses containing potential habitat for rare plants are excluded from the construction 
area for the solar facility and energy storage system, construction and operation of these facilities would 
cause no impact on these species, if present; thus, no impact on rare plants would occur. 

The Project would have no impact on any bat species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. No impacts on 
roosting bats are anticipated because no roosting sites (such as trees or structures) would be removed as 
part of the Project. (No Impact) 

Impact 3.5-1: Project construction and decommissioning could have a substantial adverse direct or 
indirect impact on special-status terrestrial species. (Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated)  

Several special-status terrestrial wildlife species have moderate or higher potential to occur within the 
Project site: San Joaquin kit fox, Nelson’s (San Joaquin) antelope squirrel, short-nosed kangaroo rat, 
western burrowing owl, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, Temblor legless lizard, California glossy snake, San 
Joaquin coachwhip, and Crotch’s bumble bee. 

Disked and actively cultivated agricultural lands on-site discourage denning and provide limited habitat 
for San Joaquin kit fox, Nelson’s antelope squirrel, short-nosed kangaroo rat, western burrowing owl, 
blunt-nosed leopard lizard, Temblor legless lizard, California glossy snake, and San Joaquin coachwhip. 
However, the Project site includes fallow agricultural lands, peripheral grassland, and stream washes, 
which have the potential to support residency or movement by these species. Approximately 300 burrows 
were observed on the Project site during biological resources surveys, mainly along the perimeter and 
along the edges of the ephemeral drainages, including three burrows with signs of occupancy by 
burrowing owls (Appendix F). As shown in Figures 2-2, Project Site, and 2-3, Project Site Plan, Canoas 
Creek and Gasca Creek would be avoided with solar array fields separated from potential habitat areas. 
Thus, although burrowing owl is likely to be present, and San Joaquin kit fox, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, 
Crotch’s bumble bee, and other special-status mammal or reptile species identified above could occur on 
the Project site in suitable habitat, direct impacts on areas that provide such habitat are not anticipated. 
The placement of solar arrays within cultivated agricultural fields is expected to have minimal effects on 
these species in this location. 

If any of these species is present at the site, then construction or decommissioning activity would have the 
potential to cause a significant adverse impact. These effects may occur either directly (e.g., mortality or 
injury from vehicles or ground disturbance) or indirectly (e.g., disturbance from night lighting, which may 
interfere with foraging and lead to increased collision risk; or increased litter, which may draw predators). 
These impacts would be potentially significant. 

Applicant-proposed measures (APMs) included in Chapter 2, Project Description, include the following: 

• APM 2.9.1: Glare and Lighting would minimize lighting and utilize shield lighting and motion-
activated lighting.  

• APM 2.9.3: Erosion and Sediment Control and Pollution Prevention would provide erosion control 
during construction, which would protect the creek channels from sedimentation.  
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• APM 2.9.6: Worker Environmental Awareness Training and Education Program would require that a 
qualified biologist provide worker environmental awareness training to workers on the potential 
presence of sensitive species and actions to take if any are encountered, and site rules prohibiting 
litter.  

• APM 2.9.8: Preconstruction Surveys and Avoidance for Special-Status Species provides for the 
completion of protocol-level preconstruction surveys and avoidance for San Joaquin kit fox and 
burrowing owl; non-protocol preconstruction wildlife reconnaissance surveys would be performed 
within 24 hours of construction to verify the absence of habitat for other special-status wildlife 
species within the construction footprint. Avoidance measures or relocation, in coordination with 
regulatory agencies, would be undertaken if any such species are found. 

The implementation of these measures would protect sensitive species from impacts during construction 
and decommissioning. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Exclusion Fencing 
would protect any special-status wildlife present within the Project site boundaries during construction or 
decommissioning. With implementation of these APMs and Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 during construction 
and decommissioning, impacts on special-status terrestrial species including San Joaquin kit fox would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Exclusion Fencing 
Following implementation of APM 2.9.8: Preconstruction Surveys and Avoidance for Special-
Status Species, a qualified biologist shall supervise the installation of exclusion fencing for 
protection of special-status terrestrial wildlife species at the top of bank of the stream courses on 
the Project site. The exclusion fencing shall be installed at all perimeters of the work area where 
wildlife may be present to prevent individuals from accessing the work area during construction 
or decommissioning. It shall be placed at a depth of 6 inches and backfilled with soil to prevent 
burrowing beneath the fence. The fence shall be maintained in good order throughout the duration 
of construction. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. Implementing APM 2.9.8 and Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1 would reduce potential significant impacts of Project construction and 
decommissioning to a less-than-significant level because impacts on special-status terrestrial 
wildlife species would be avoided or minimized by surveys, monitoring, and relocation if 
required; site workers would be trained to avoid biological resources; and vehicle and 
construction site impacts would be curtailed. 

Impact 3.5-2: Operation and maintenance of the Project could have a substantial adverse direct or 
indirect impact on special-status terrestrial species. (Less-than-Significant Impact)  

During Project operation, vehicle and human traffic would be minimal, and the site would be fenced with 
chain-link fencing with space for wildlife to pass underneath, allowing access for transit and foraging by 
San Joaquin kit fox and other special-status terrestrial species. Continued sheep grazing activities are not 
expected to differ substantially from the sheep grazing activities that currently occur on the Project site, 
and thus are not expected to cause any substantially different impact on special-status terrestrial species. 
Therefore, operation and maintenance of the Project would have a less-than-significant impact on these 
species.  

Mitigation: None required. 



3. Environmental Analysis 
3.5 Biological Resources 

Cornucopia Hybrid Project 3.5-17 ESA / D202200712.00 
Draft Environmental Impact Report January 2026 

 

Impact 3.5-3: The Project could have a substantial adverse direct or indirect impact on the 
following special-status species: Swainson’s hawk, other raptors, and migratory birds. (Less-than-
Significant Impact)  

Swainson’s hawks were observed foraging during site surveys, and red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis) 
and great horned owl (Bubo virginianus) nests were observed (Exhibit E). The Project site lacks trees, but 
there are suitable nest trees to the south in a hedgerow abutting the adjacent pistachio orchard. In addition 
to these trees, structures in the vicinity such as transmission poles could provide nest sites for Swainson’s 
hawk or other raptors. Trees, shrubs, and tall grasses may also provide nest sites for smaller protected 
migratory birds. Depending on the timing of construction-related activities, construction or 
decommissioning activities initiated near an active nest for a Swainson’s hawk, other raptor, or migratory 
bird could disturb birds that are nesting in the vicinity. No tree removal by the Project is anticipated, but 
smaller vegetation may be removed, and noise and disruption may occur near active nests. The 
abandonment of a nest by adult birds or the direct loss of individual nests, either of ground or shrub 
nesters or of birds nesting in adjacent trees or power structures, would be a significant impact. 
Implementation of the worker environmental awareness program (APM 2.9.6) and preconstruction 
nesting bird surveys and avoidance (APM 2.9.7) would minimize disturbance impacts on Swainson’s 
hawks, other raptors, and other migratory birds. The potential direct and indirect impacts on Swainson’s 
hawk and other birds during construction and decommissioning would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level, with no mitigation required.  

Swainson’s hawk, red-tailed hawk, and other raptor species also may forage on the Project site. Despite 
the active agricultural operations, portions of the site provide habitat for prey, including gophers and other 
rodents. Conversion of these lands would reduce the amount of available foraging habitat and could cause 
hawks to range farther from their nests for prey. However, because of the large amount of suitable 
foraging habitat in the vicinity of the site, the impact of the loss of approximately 460 acres of Swainson’s 
hawk foraging habitat, among millions of acres of agricultural lands in Fresno County, would be less than 
significant. 

Collisions with Project facilities or equipment could also cause injury or mortality to migratory birds, 
especially raptors present on or near the site during construction, operation, or decommissioning activities. 
Birds may collide with transmission poles or wires, fencing, or heavy equipment, and power lines may cause 
electrocution. Raptors generally have the ability to avoid obstacles, but their collision or electrocution risk 
increases when they are engaged in activities such as territorial defense and foraging for prey (APLIC 2012).  

Fresno County contains many high-voltage transmission lines and the Project would introduce additional 
collision hazards to the site. However, the Applicant proposes to implement APM 2.9.5: Wildlife-
Friendly Design Features, which includes adherence to current APLIC design standards, including the use 
of avian-safe line designs, and installation of devices to make power lines visible to birds (APLIC 2006, 
2012) for overhead power lines and associated structures, which would minimize the potential for avian 
injury and mortality during construction, operation, or decommissioning. The adherence to APLIC design 
standards for new power lines is considered the industry standard to minimize potential impacts on 
raptors from collisions or electrocution. As a result, this potential impact would be less than significant, 
with no mitigation required.  

Mitigation: None required. 
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Criterion b) Whether the Project would 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. 

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. (No 
Impact) The Project site consists of agricultural fields, nonnative grassland, and disturbed land, with 
adjacent orchard/ornamental trees (see Appendix F). None of these is a sensitive vegetation community. 
Canoas Creek, one of the intermittent streams is vegetated with upland shrubs along its length 
(Appendices C–E to Draft EIR Appendix F) and is not within the active Project footprint. CDFW and the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board would likely regulate the Project site streams to the 
top of bank, which includes streamside vegetation; however, these areas would not be subject to Project 
impacts. Thus, the Project would cause no impact under criterion b). 

Criterion c) Whether the Project would 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. 

The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands. (No 
Impact) The aquatic resource delineation conducted at the Project site found no wetland features, but it 
did identify ephemeral and intermittent streams: Canoas Creek, Gasca Creek, and unnamed ephemeral 
channels (Appendices C–E to Draft EIR Appendix F). Because the Canoas Creek stream system lacks a 
downstream connection to a water of the United States, it would not be regulated by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers; however, it likely would be regulated as waters of the state by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board and by CDFW because the state regulates most waterways regardless of 
connection to larger waters (Appendices C–E to Draft EIR Appendix F). Nonetheless, because these 
streams would be completely avoided during construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
Project, the Project would cause no impact under criterion c).  

Criterion d) Whether the Project would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

The Project would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
species or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. No wildlife nursery sites or fish-bearing waters 
have been identified on the Project site. (No Impact) 

Impact 3.5-4: Construction and decommissioning of the Project could interfere substantially with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. (Less than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated) 

Dispersal is considered a key factor in the recovery and survival of kit fox, because kit fox populations 
are becoming increasingly fragmented as areas of suitable habitat are lost to development (USFWS 2010). 
The Project site is located in an identified satellite recovery area for San Joaquin kit fox in southern 
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Fresno County (USFWS 2010), with records of the species located near the site to both the east and west 
(CDFW 2024a). Although the majority of the Project site is in active agricultural use, the washes 
associated with Canoas and Gasca creeks maintain vegetative cover and may provide a movement 
corridor for kit fox. These stream washes may also be used by numerous other small-mammal and reptile 
species that cross the open plain surrounding State Route 33. Project development would avoid 
disturbance of these washes, and during construction and decommissioning, wildlife dispersing within 
this corridor would be protected from direct impacts by exclusion fencing (Mitigation Measure 3.5-1). 
Wildlife exclusion fencing would be removed after construction, and wildlife would subsequently have 
free access to the entire site because APM 2.9.5 includes a wildlife-friendly fence design with a gap at 
ground level for passage by animals. Thus, impacts on established wildlife corridors during construction 
and decommissioning would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. Implementing Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 
along with applicable APMs would reduce the potential for the Project to interfere substantially 
with established wildlife movement corridors for San Joaquin kit fox and other small-mammal 
and reptile species because wildlife would be prevented from accessing the site during 
construction and decommissioning, but would be allowed across it during operation. 

Impact 3.5-5: Operation and maintenance of the Project would not interfere substantially with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

After Project construction, the perimeter would be surrounded by a chain-link fence with space 
underneath to allow passage by kit foxes and other species (APM 2.9.5). Therefore, during operation and 
maintenance of the Project, kit fox and other terrestrial species could disperse through the solar facility 
site seeking forage or shade. Thus, the Project would not interfere substantially with terrestrial species’ 
movement during operation.  

The Project site is located within the avian migration route known as the Pacific Flyway. The Project 
would implement APM 2.9.5, which includes adherence to current APLIC design standards for overhead 
power lines and associated structures, to minimize the potential for avian injury and mortality during 
migration from collisions with Project facilities. The Project is not anticipated to affect the regional bird 
populations that use the Pacific Flyway. Thus, impacts on migrating birds would be less than significant.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Criterion e) Whether the Project would conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. 

Impact 3.5-6: Construction and decommissioning could conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

As described in Section 3.5.1.3, the County has policies and ordinances for protecting biological 
resources, including wetland and riparian areas (Fresno County General Plan Goal OS-D); vegetation 
(Fresno County General Plan Goal OS-F); oak woodlands (General Plan Policy OS-F.10); trees and 
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shrubs (County Code Chapter 13.12); and flowers, foliage or fruit, trees, shrubs, plants, and grass in 
public parks and recreation areas. However, the Project would not conflict with any of these local policies 
or ordinances because these protected resources are not present within the Project site. The County also 
has a goal and policies for protecting fish and wildlife habitat (General Plan Goal OS-E), which requires 
environmental review for the protection of sensitive fish and wildlife and their habitats. There is no fish 
habitat at the site; thus, the Project would have no impact on fish. 

General Plan Goal OS-E also protects sensitive wildlife and their habitats. The Project site and vicinity 
contain potentially suitable breeding, denning, or nesting habitat for wildlife species, including San 
Joaquin kit fox; burrowing owl and other raptors, including Swainson’s hawk; and migratory birds. 
Construction of the Project would have the potential to harm these species, if present. Implementing the 
preconstruction wildlife surveys, worker environmental awareness training, and wildlife avoidance 
included in APMs 2.9.5, 2.9.6, 2.9.7, and 2.9.8 and Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would avoid or minimize 
potential impacts on these species and ensure compliance with General Plan Goal OS-E. Therefore, with 
implementation of APMs and mitigation, the Project would not conflict with, and would have a less-than-
significant impact related to, local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources. 

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1. 

Criterion f) Whether the Project would conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation 
plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

Impact 3.5-7: Construction could conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation 
plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

There are no adopted natural community conservation plans in Fresno County and the only approved 
local, regional, or state HCP in effect at the Project site is the PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation and 
Maintenance HCP. As discussed below, the Project would cause a less-than-significant related to a 
conflict with the PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation and Maintenance HCP.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Infrastructure 
A substation would be constructed in the southeast corner of the Project site (see Figure 2-3), adjacent to 
a new PG&E switching station. The substation would include an electrical control building and would be 
connected to PG&E’s 230-kilovolt switching station by an approximately 200-foot-long new transmission 
line. The Project’s PG&E interconnection would occur within the plan area for the PG&E San Joaquin 
Valley Operation and Maintenance HCP (PG&E 2006). The PG&E infrastructure would be located on 
existing disturbed land that does not provide habitat or a movement corridor for terrestrial wildlife 
species. Construction in this area would include new transmission lines that could pose a risk of collision 
or electrocution to migrating birds. As stated above, the Applicant proposes to implement APM 2.9.5, 
which includes adherence to current APLIC design standards for overhead power lines and associated 
structures, minimizing the potential for avian injury and mortality from collisions or electrocutions from 
PG&E infrastructure.  
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The APMs described in Chapter 2, Project Description, are consistent with the avoidance and 
minimization measures and best management practices included in the HCP and would avoid or reduce 
impacts on nesting birds, including Swainson’s hawk, and on San Joaquin kit fox that might otherwise 
occur. Improvements within the PG&E substation property would not be likely to affect biological 
resources, as they would take place within a developed area. PG&E would coordinate with the Applicant 
on the implementation of APMs and any mitigation measures that would apply to PG&E’s construction, 
to minimize risks to migratory birds from collisions with lines or towers, and would further apply PG&E 
minimization measures from the 2006 HCP. Implementation of these measures would minimize impacts 
on biological resources and would avoid conflicts with an adopted HCP. Implementing Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1 along with applicable APMs would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level, because 
impacts on special-status species would be avoided or minimized by surveys, monitoring, exclusion 
fencing, and relocation if required; site workers would be trained to avoid biological resources; 
construction site impacts would be curtailed; and nesting birds would be avoided in season with suitable 
construction avoidance buffers. 

Accordingly, the PG&E infrastructure would have no impact related to the significance of criteria b) and 
c); a less-than-significant impact with mitigation incorporated for criteria a), d), and e); and a less-than-
significant impact for criterion f). The combined impacts of the Project and PG&E infrastructure with 
respect to biological resources would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

3.5.4 Cumulative Analysis 
As stated above, implementation of the Project would result in no impact on riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural communities or on protected wetlands. Accordingly, the Project would not cause or 
contribute to any cumulative impact related to these elements.  

The geographic scope considered for potential cumulative impacts on biological resources includes the 
regional population or corridor extent for each species or community affected. The list of projects 
considered for the cumulative analysis is provided in Table 3.1-1, Cumulative Projects List. The temporal 
scope of the cumulative analysis is the life of the proposed facility and associated infrastructure, including 
the Project interconnection.  

Impact 3.5-8: The Project would not cause or contribute to a potential significant cumulative 
impact by having 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 CDFW and USFWS. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

Within the Project region, cumulative projects may have potentially significant impacts on San Joaquin 
kit fox, blunt-nosed leopard lizard, burrowing owl, and other special-status reptiles and mammals. 
Identified cumulative projects include PG&E projects within existing facilities, which do not represent 
foraging habitat for any special-status species; and solar and battery projects, including Fifth Standard, 
Gates, and Key Energy, which may result in direct impacts on kit fox and other special-status terrestrial 
species, and the removal of potential movement or foraging habitat. However, the other large cumulative 
solar projects are located to the east of the Coast Ranges, and much of the land area east of Interstate 5, 
including the land surrounding the cumulative projects, is cultivated with few habitat islands for special-
status reptiles and small mammals. Two small solar projects that are located 8–13 miles to the northwest 
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in the same valley as Cornucopia would have minor impacts on biological resources because of their 
small size and location in previously developed areas. The identified cumulative projects also contain 
mitigation measures and APMs to avoid or minimize any impacts on these species. 

This Project is located west of Interstate 5 in an identified satellite recovery habitat area for San Joaquin 
kit fox established in the USFWS 5-year review (USFWS 2010). Burrows were found during site surveys 
with indications of burrowing owl use (Exhibit E). Special-status small mammals and reptiles have been 
recorded nearby (CDFW 2024a) and suitable habitat is present in the washes on-site, which would be 
undisturbed by the Project. The panels and infrastructure for this Project would be located within 
agricultural fields that are currently disked regularly and thus poorly suited as refugia habitat. The Project 
would also apply APMs and Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 to minimize any potential impact on kit fox or 
other special-status species. Therefore, the changed land use for the Project and potential impacts on kit 
fox and other wildlife habitat, transit, and foraging, when combined with the incremental impacts of other 
projects, would result in a less-than-significant contribution to cumulative impacts. 

The Applicant’s implementation of the APMs and PG&E’s implementation of its HCP measures would 
protect any common raptor and other bird nests at the site from disturbance during construction. The 
identified cumulative projects in Table 3.1-1 also have the potential to affect suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat for raptors. However, the Project size is approximately 2,466 acres (1,938.22 acres fenced), among 
millions of acres of agricultural lands in Fresno County. Therefore, the Project (including the APMs and 
PG&E mitigation measures), in combination with all identified cumulative projects, would not result in a 
significant cumulative impact on habitat for raptors, including Swainson’s hawk. Thus, the Project’s 
incremental impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Impacts of the Project on common and special-status migratory birds would be less than significant with 
mitigation. The existing and proposed solar facilities, energy projects, and park and transportation 
projects listed as cumulative projects would also have the potential to cause impacts on special-status 
birds, including injury and mortality associated with collisions during constructions and operation. 
However, the cumulative projects considered in this analysis are expected to attract little flyover traffic, 
and the level of avian fatalities that would occur at these sites is unclear. In addition, compliance with 
required APMs would ensure that this Project adheres to current APLIC design standards to minimize the 
potential for avian injury and mortality from collisions and electrocution. Because of these factors, the 
incremental effects of the Project on overall avian fatality from collision risk in the region would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Impact 3.5-9: The Project would not cause or contribute to any significant cumulative effect due to 
substantial interference with the movement of any native resident or migratory wildlife species or 
with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

Without mitigation, this Project would have a significant impact on wildlife movement, given its 
construction adjacent to stream washes that serve as wildlife dispersal corridors. However, 
implementation of mitigation measures and APMs, including preconstruction surveys and the use of 
exclusion fencing during construction, would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. During 
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operation, wildlife movement would be facilitated by wildlife-friendly fencing design. There is no 
existing significant cumulative impact on wildlife movement, and the incremental impacts of the Project, 
in combination with other present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the cumulative scenario, 
would not cause a significant cumulative impact.  

Mitigation: None required. 

Impact 3.5-10: The Project would not cause or contribute to any significant impact due to a conflict 
with General Plan Goal OS-E, which protects wildlife resources. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

This Project, with the implementation of mitigation, would have less-than-significant impacts due to a 
conflict with local ordinances because of its adherence to APMs, mitigation measures, and PG&E 
minimization measures, including its incorporation of wildlife-friendly design features. There is no 
existing significant cumulative impact on local ordinances, because the Project adheres to all applicable 
measures; and the incremental impacts of the Project, in combination with other present and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the cumulative scenario, would not cause a significant cumulative impact. 

Mitigation: None required. 

Impact 3.5-11: The Project would not cause or contribute to any significant impact due to a conflict 
with the provisions of the PG&E San Joaquin Valley Operation and Maintenance Habitat 
Conservation Plan, an adopted habitat conservation plan. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

This Project would have less-than-significant impacts related to HCPs, given its adherence to PG&E HCP 
measures within the Project interconnection area. No other HCPs or natural community conservation 
plans apply to the Project site. There is no existing significant cumulative impact with respect to HCPs, 
because the Project would adhere to all applicable measures. The incremental impacts of the Project, in 
combination with other present and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the cumulative scenario, 
would not cause a significant cumulative impact.  

Mitigation: None required. 
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3.6 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
This section identifies and evaluates issues related to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources in the 
context of the Project. It describes the physical and regulatory setting, identifies the criteria used to 
evaluate the significance of potential impacts and the methods used to evaluate these impacts, and 
documents the impact assessment results. The County received scoping comments regarding cultural 
resources and tribal cultural resources (Appendix A, Scoping Report) and considered them in the drafting 
of this analysis. 

This analysis is based in part on the Cultural Resources Existing Conditions Report, Cornucopia Hybrid 
Project, County of Fresno, California (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024), and the Supplemental Cultural 
Resources Memorandum for the Cornucopia Hybrid Project, Fresno County, California (Rincon 2024). 
The cultural resources assessment contains confidential information that is protected from public 
disclosure. The preparers of this Draft EIR independently reviewed these technical studies (and other 
materials prepared by or on behalf of the Applicant) and determined them to be suitable for reliance, in 
combination with other materials included in the formal record, in preparing this Draft EIR. Copies of 
Project-specific correspondence related to consultation with California Native American Tribes is 
provided in Appendix G, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources.  

3.6.1 Setting 
3.6.1.1 Project Description and Location 
The Project site is located near the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley at the eastern slope of the 
Diablo Range in unincorporated Fresno County, 4 miles west of Interstate 5 and 7.5 miles southeast of the 
city of Coalinga.  

It encompasses approximately 2,955.4 acres of agriculturally zoned land and is generally bounded by 
agricultural fields. The northwest-to-southeast State Route 33 and the north-to-south Sutter Avenue both 
bisect the Project site. The Project site consists of generally flat terrain on undeveloped agricultural land. 
U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service soil data for the Project site show moderate to well-drained 
soils native to the area; Cerini, Ciervo clay, Milham, Milham-Guijarral, and Panoche soils are most 
prevalent (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024). These soils comprise Pleistocene and Holocene alluvium, lake, 
playa, and terrace deposits within the central Project site; Pleistocene older alluvium, lake, playa, and 
terrace deposits along the western Project site; and Pliocene and Pleistocene-age sandstone, shale, and 
gravel deposits in the southeastern Project site (Rincon 2024).  

The Project site has been used for dry-farmed (unirrigated) agricultural production of wheat and grazing 
fodder. The surrounding land uses are primarily agricultural, with some residential development to the 
east. Little uncultivated natural habitat exists in the local area, as the land around the Project site is 
cultivated and fallow or used for grazing.  
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3.6.1.2 Environmental Setting 
Natural Environment 
The southern San Joaquin Valley has a semi-arid climate, with mild winters, extremely hot and dry 
summers, and an average of 5−6 inches yearly rainfall. This type of climate is subject to recurring and 
sometimes long-lasting droughts.  

Historically, the San Joaquin Valley contained abundant natural resources and hosted various natural 
communities, including freshwater lakes and marshlands, scrub brush, grassland, and foothill woodlands. 
Deer, elk, smaller mammals, waterfowl, reptiles, amphibians, and numerous fish species were plentiful in 
prehistory and the early historic era. The once expansive wetlands enabled the vast growth of vegetation, 
including tule. Blue oak, valley oak, California sycamore, and Fremont cottonwood thrived within the 
eastern foothills.  

The Central Valley pre-contact archaeological record is divided into three periods: Paleo-Indian (11,550 
to 8550 cal B.C.1), Archaic (8550 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1100), and Emergent (cal A.D. 1100 to Historic). 
The Archaic period is further divided into three sub-periods: Lower Archaic (8550 to 5550 cal B.C.), 
Middle Archaic (5550 to 550 cal B.C.), and Upper Archaic (550 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1100) (Rosenthal 
et al. 2007). 

Paleo-Indian (11,550–8550 cal B.C.) 
Evidence of human occupation of the Central Valley during the Paleo-Indian period comes primarily from 
the San Joaquin Valley. Basally thinned and fluted concave base projectile points have been found in 
three San Joaquin Valley areas: Tracy Lake, the Woolfsen mound, and the Tulare Lake basin. Little other 
evidence of human occupation during the Paleo-Indian period is available for the Central Valley. 

Lower Archaic (8550–5550 cal B.C.) 
Lower Archaic occupation of the Central Valley is known mainly from isolated finds located along the 
ancient shorelines of lakes. Very little archaeological evidence exists for occupation of the valley floor 
during the Lower Archaic.  

Middle Archaic (5550–550 cal B.C.) 
The Middle Archaic is characterized by a climatic shift to warmer, drier conditions, similar to present-day 
conditions. By the Middle Archaic, foothill and valley floor groups showed distinct and separate 
adaptations. Early sites from the Middle Archaic period are more abundant in the foothill areas and are 
characterized by a large quantity of stone implements designed to exploit acorns and pine nuts (Rosenthal 
et al. 2007). 

Upper Archaic (550 cal B.C. to cal A.D. 1100) 
Climatic changes at the start of the Upper Archaic resulted in a cooler, wetter, and more stable 
environment. During the Upper Archaic period, regional variations were more common and focused on 
resources that could be processed in bulk, such as acorns, salmon, shellfish, rabbits, and deer. The use of 

 
1 The “cal” prefix indicates that the date reported is the result of radiocarbon calibration using tree ring data. 
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mortars and pestles for food processing was prevalent, except along the valley margins, where handstones 
and millingslabs remained dominant (Rosenthal et al. 2007).  

Emergent (cal A.D. 1100 to Historic) 
During the Emergent Period, many Archaic Period technologies and cultural traditions disappeared 
throughout the Central Valley. Practices very similar to those observed by later European explorers 
appeared at this time. Research on Emergent Period sites in the San Joaquin Valley has been limited; only 
one cultural pattern, the Panoche Complex (circa A.D. 1500–1850), has been fully identified 
(Moratto 1984). 

Ethnographic Setting 
At the time of European contact, the Central Valley was occupied by speakers of the California Penutian 
language family, specifically the Yokuts. The Yokuts entered the San Joaquin Valley sometime before 
A.D. 1400, perhaps by force, as indicated by skeletal remains with fatal wounds inflicted by projectile 
points (Arkush 1993). Historically, the Yokuts have been divided into three cultural-geographical groupings: 
Northern Valley, Southern Valley, and Foothills (Arkush 1993). Based on written records regarding the 
territorial boundaries of these three cultural-geographical groupings, the Project area lies within the ancestral 
land boundaries of the Southern Valley Yokuts people. 

The Southern Valley Yokuts territory included Tulare, Buena Vista, and Kern lakes and the lower 
portions of the Kings, Kaweah, Tule, and Kern rivers (Wallace 1978). The nearest known villages to the 
Project site include Tachi, located on the northeastern shore of Tulare Lake in the general vicinity of the 
present-day community of Huron, and Wowol, on the southern shore of Tulare Lake, near the present-day 
community of Hanford (Wallace 1978). 

Today, the Southern Valley Yokuts, represented by the Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians, Santa 
Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe, Table Mountain Rancheria, Tejon Indian Tribe, and Tule River 
Indian Tribe, are interested in protecting and preserving their historic and pre-contact past as well as their 
modern traditional lifeways.   

Historic Setting 
Widespread exploration of the Central Valley by non-native peoples began in the early 1800s when 
Lieutenant Gabriel Moraga led a Spanish contingent over Pacheco Pass and into the valley; however, no 
permanent Spanish settlements were established in the San Joaquin Valley (CAGenWeb 2013). 

One of the earliest Spanish trails, El Camino Viejo (The Old Road), ran north-south through the San 
Joaquin Valley, extending from San Pedro to San Antonio (present-day East Oakland). The trail became a 
stagecoach and mail route and an important route for cattle ranchers. In the valley, the route largely 
corresponds to modern-day Interstate 5. 

Mexico gained independence in 1821 and began to secularize the missions and promote the settlement of 
Alta California by issuing land grants and enacting liberal colonization laws. In 1848, gold was 
discovered at Sutter’s Mill, resulting in a large influx of immigrants hoping to make their fortunes. 
California was ceded to the United States in that same year, after the Mexican-American War ended, and 
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officially became a state in 1850. Mexico’s public lands became United States public lands and were 
surveyed, sectioned, and made available for sale and settlement (Hoover et al. 1990). 

Fresno County was organized in 1856 from a portion of Mariposa County. The development of the 
Central Pacific Railroad through the county in 1872 resulted in the creation of the town of Fresno, which 
became the County seat in 1874. The discovery of oil in Coalinga in the western portion of Fresno County 
created an economic boom in Coalinga from 1890 to 1940. By 1910, the Coalinga Oil Fields, operated by 
the Standard Oil Company, was the largest producing oil plant in California (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024).  

Today, the San Joaquin Valley has a wide variety of agricultural enterprises, with farms ranging from 
small to large industrial operations producing crops such as fruits, nuts, barley, beans, corn, hay, beets, 
wheat, and cotton. Livestock, including cattle and poultry, continues to be raised in the San Joaquin 
Valley (Caltrans 2007).  

3.6.1.3 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources Identified 
within the Study Area 

Record Search Results 
On May 1, 2023, a records search was completed at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center 
at California State University, Bakersfield, that included the Project site and a 0.5-mile search radius 
(study area). The current inventories of the National Register of Historic Places (National Register), the 
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register), the California Historic Landmarks list, 
the California Points of Historical Interest list, and the California Built Environment Resource Directory 
for Fresno County were reviewed to determine the existence of previously documented historical 
resources (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024). 

The results from the records search indicate that no cultural resources have been recorded within the 
0.5-mile search radius or within the Project site (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024). Five survey reports are on 
file within the 0.5-mile radius, four of which include portions of the Project site.  

Native American Heritage Commission Records Search 
On May 2, 2023, FirstCarbon Solutions sent a letter to the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) to determine whether any sacred sites are listed on its Sacred Lands File for the Project site. 
A response was received on May 30, 2023, indicating that the Sacred Lands File search produced a 
negative result for sacred sites in the Project site.  

The NAHC included a list of 14 tribal representatives (Rincon 2024). A letter containing Project 
information and a request for additional information was sent to each tribal representative on June 8, 
2023. A response was received from the Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indian Tribe on January 
4, 2024, stating that they had no comments on the Project (Appendix G). No additional responses have 
been received to date. 

Archaeological Field Surveys 
From August to December 2023, three pedestrian surveys were conducted for cultural resources. All 
proposed development areas were closely inspected for culturally modified soils or other indicators of 
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potential historic or pre-contact Native American resources. Survey conditions were documented using 
digital photographs and field notes. During the surveys, the team examined all areas of the exposed 
ground surface for pre-contact Native American cultural materials (e.g., fire-affected rock, milling tools, 
worked stone tools, toolmaking debris, ceramics); soil discoloration and depressions that might indicate 
the presence of a cultural midden; animal and human bones; as well as features indicative of the former 
presence of historic-era structures or buildings (e.g., postholes, standing exterior walls, foundations) or 
historic debris (e.g., glass, metal, ceramics) (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024; Rincon 2024). Soil visibility 
was almost 100 percent, comprising light brown sandy soils (Munsell 10 YR 6/2) with inclusions of 
basalt, quartz, Franciscan chert, slate, shale, schist, and river stones.  

Results 
Seven pre-contact isolated artifacts consisting of Franciscan chert cores and debitage were identified 
during the survey (FirstCarbon Solutions 2024; Rincon 2024). The isolates, designated CHP-1, CHP-3, 
CHP-4, CHP-5, CHP-6, CHP-7, and CHP-8, are in areas highly disturbed by agricultural activity. There is 
no evidence that any of these isolates are associated with events that have made a significant contribution 
to the broad patterns of the Central Valley region or California’s history (Criterion 1) or that they are 
associated with the lives of persons important in our past (Criterion 2). The isolates do not embody any 
distinctive characteristics (Criterion 3). Isolated chert cores and debitage are common in the Central 
Valley and generally do not add to the knowledge of the region’s past. In addition, all of the isolated 
artifacts do not appear to be in their original place due to substantial past agricultural disturbances, and 
the research potential of the isolates has been exhausted by their initial recordation (Criterion 4). 
Therefore, the seven pre-contact isolates identified on the Project site are recommended not eligible for 
listing in the California Register as historical resources or unique archaeological resources, and no further 
consideration of these isolates is necessary.   

One pre-contact Native American site designated CHP-2, consisting of a Franciscan chert projectile point 
fragment and a concentration of approximately 30 pieces of Franciscan chert debitage, was also identified 
during the surface survey. The resource is outside of the area of disturbance for the Project. Based on the 
concentration of artifacts, this resource is considered eligible for the California Register under Criterion 1, 
for events that have made a significant contribution to the Central Valley region’s history, and under 
Criterion 4, for the potential to provide information important to the history of the region. Therefore, for 
the purposes of this Project, resource CHP-2 is considered eligible for the California Register as a 
historical resource. 

An abandoned well and several isolated glass and brick fragments were identified on the Project site in 
the vicinity of two former structures previously located west of the intersection of Sutter Avenue and 
State Route 33, as shown on historic maps from 1912 through 1939. There is no indication from the 
surface survey that subsurface historic-era components exist in the vicinity of these identified resources. 
Isolated historical refuse is common in areas such as agricultural fields and along roadsides, and areas of 
refuse by themselves are not eligible as a historical resource or unique archaeological resource under 
Criteria 1–4 as defined by CEQA. Therefore, the historic-era resources identified on the Project site are 
recommended not eligible for listing in the California Register as historical resources or unique 
archaeological resources, and no further consideration is necessary.   
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3.6.1.4 Potential for Unknown Buried Cultural Resources 
Soils on the Project site are classified as follows: Pleistocene and Holocene alluvium, lake, playa, and 
terrace deposits within the central portion of the site; Pleistocene older alluvium, lake, playa, and terrace 
deposits along the site’s western edge; and Pliocene and Pleistocene sandstone, shale, and gravel deposits 
in the southeastern corner of the Project site (Rincon 2024).   

The geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis presented in Geoarchaeological Overview and Assessment of 
Caltrans Districts 6 and 9 (Meyer et al. 2010) provides a broad overview of geoarchaeological 
information for Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Tulare, Inyo, and Mono counties. Meyer and colleagues 
reviewed the Soil Survey Geographic Database and the State Soils Geographic Database and compiled 
previously reported radiocarbon dates, analyses of landform superposition, and field examinations of 
stratigraphic relationships. The researchers constructed a regional model to predict archaeological site 
locations based on two environmental factors: proximity to water and landform slope. The model assumes 
that past human activity, and thus the formation of archaeological sites, occurred more frequently in flat 
areas close to water sources, such as rivers, lakes, and springs. Flat landforms would be expected to be 
more attractive for occupation than sloped landforms, and to be less susceptible to gravity-driven 
processes such as landslides capable of destroying archaeological deposits. According to this model based 
on geomorphology, proximity to water, and landform slope, the Project site has a moderate sensitivity for 
buried archaeological resources (Meyer et al. 2010). 

The central portion and eastern half of the Project site are bisected by Canoas Creek, a perennial water 
source that heightens the buried site sensitivity of this portion of the Project site. Historic aerial photos 
indicate that most of the Project site has been used for agricultural production since at least 1940. Due to 
decades of associated ground disturbances, agricultural activities may have displaced subsurface 
resources up to 2 feet below the surface. The integrity of any surficial resource present within the plow 
zone may have been affected by the existing conditions; however, resources below these depths could 
retain integrity.  

Based on the factors outlined above, the subsurface archaeological sensitivity for pre-contact and historic-
era archaeological resources ranges from low to high but generally has a moderate to high potential 
(Rincon 2024).  

3.6.1.5 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
National Register of Historic Places 
The National Register was established by the National Historic Preservation Act, as “an authoritative 
guide to be used by federal, state, and local governments, private groups and citizens to identify the 
Nation’s historic resources and to indicate what properties should be considered for protection from 
destruction or impairment” (Code of Federal Regulations Title 36, §60.2). The National Register 
recognizes both historic-period and pre-contact archaeological properties that are significant at the 
national, state, and local levels.  

To be eligible for listing in the National Register, a resource must be significant in American history, 
architecture, archaeology, engineering, or culture. Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects of 
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potential significance must meet one or more of the following four established criteria, along with being at 
least 50 years old and possessing integrity to convey its significance (U.S. Department of the Interior 1990): 

A. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history; 

B. Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; 

C. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction or that represent 
the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and 
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction; or 

D. Have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

Resources identified as eligible for or listed in the National Register are automatically considered eligible 
for listing in the California Register. 

State 
The State of California, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, consults on implementation of the 
National Historic Preservation Act; it also oversees statewide comprehensive cultural resource surveys and 
preservation programs. The California Office of Historic Preservation, as an office of the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation, implements these policies and maintains the California Historical 
Resources Inventory. The State Historic Preservation Officer is an appointed official who implements 
historic preservation programs within the State’s jurisdiction. 

California Environmental Quality Act 
The State of California implements the provisions of CEQA through its statewide comprehensive cultural 
resource surveys and preservation programs. Typically, a resource must be more than 50 years old to be 
considered as a potential historical resource. The California Office of Historic Preservation advises 
recordation of any resource 45 years or older because there is commonly a 5-year lag between resource 
identification and the date that planning decisions are made. 

Historical Resources 
The CEQA Guidelines recognize that a historical resource includes: (1) a resource in the California 
Register; (2) a resource included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Public Resources Code 
§5020.1(k) or identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Public 
Resources Code §5024.1(g); and (3) any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript 
which a lead agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of 
California by the lead agency, provided the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial 
evidence in light of the whole record. 

If a lead agency determines that an archaeological site is a historical resource, the provisions of Public 
Resources Code §21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines §15064.5 apply. If an archaeological site does not meet 
the criteria for a historical resource contained in the CEQA Guidelines, then the site may be treated in 
accordance with the provisions of Public Resources Code §21083, pertaining to unique archaeological 
resources. 
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Unique Archaeological Resources 
As defined in Public Resources Code §21083.2, a unique archaeological resource is an archaeological 
artifact, object, or site, about which it can be clearly demonstrated that without merely adding to the 
current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

• Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information. 

• Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available example 
of its type. 

• Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important pre-contact or historic event or 
person. 

The CEQA Guidelines note that if an archaeological resource is not a unique archaeological, historical 
resource, or tribal cultural resource, then the effects of the project on those cultural resources shall not be 
considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5[c][4]). 

California Register of Historical Resources 
The California Register is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by State and local agencies, 
private groups, and citizens in identifying the existing historical resources of the State and to indicate 
which resources deserve to be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial adverse 
change” (Public Resources Code §5024.1[a]). The criteria for eligibility for the California Register are 
based upon the criteria for listing in the National Register (Public Resources Code §5024.1[b]), as defined 
above. Certain resources are determined by the statute to be automatically included in the California 
Register, including California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed in, the National 
Register. 

To be eligible for the California Register, a cultural resource must be significant at the local, state, and/or 
federal level under one or more of the following four criteria: 

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

2. Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 

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

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

A resource eligible for the California Register must be of sufficient age and retain enough of its historic 
character or appearance (integrity) to convey the reason for its significance. Additionally, the California 
Register consists of resources that are listed automatically and those that must be nominated through an 
application and public hearing process. The California Register automatically includes the following: 

• California properties listed in the National Register and those formally determined eligible for the 
National Register. 

• California Registered Historical Landmarks from No. 770 onward. 
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• Those California Points of Historical Interest that have been evaluated by the California Office of 
Historic Preservation and have been recommended to the State Historical Commission for inclusion 
on the California Register. 

Other resources that may be nominated for the California Register include: 

• Historical resources with a significance rating of Category 3 through 5 (those properties identified as 
eligible for listing in the National Register, the California Register, and/or a local jurisdiction register). 

• Individual historic resources. 

• Historic resources contributing to historic districts. 

• Historic resources designated or listed as local landmarks, or designated under any local ordinance, 
such as an historic preservation overlay zone. 

• Tribal cultural resources. 

California Public Resources Code Section 21074 
In September 2014, the California Legislature enacted Assembly Bill (AB) 52, which added provisions to 
the Public Resources Code regarding the evaluation of impacts on tribal cultural resources under CEQA, 
and consultation requirements with California Native American Tribes. In particular, AB 52 requires lead 
agencies to analyze project impacts on tribal cultural resources (Public Resources Code §§21074 and 
21083.09). The law defines tribal cultural resources in Public Resources Code §21074. AB 52 also 
requires lead agencies to engage in additional consultation procedures with respect to California Native 
American Tribes (Public Resources Code §§21080.3.1, 21080.3.2, and 21082.3).  

Public Resources Code §21084.3 addresses mitigation for tribal cultural resources impacts as follows: 

a) Public agencies shall, when feasible, avoid damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource. 

b) If the lead agency determines that a project may cause a substantial adverse change to a tribal cultural 
resource, and measures are not otherwise identified in the consultation process provided in section 
21080.3.2, the following are examples of mitigation measures that, if feasible, may be considered to 
avoid or minimize the significant adverse impacts: 

1) Avoidance and preservation of the resources in place, including, but not limited to, planning and 
construction to avoid the resources and protect the cultural and natural context, or planning 
greenspace, parks, or other open space, to incorporate the resources with culturally appropriate 
protection and management criteria. 

2) Treating the resource with culturally appropriate dignity, taking into account the tribal cultural 
values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to, the following: 

A. Protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource. 

B. Protecting the traditional use of the resource. 

C. Protecting the confidentiality of the resource. 
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3) Permanent conservation easements or other interests in real property, with culturally appropriate 
management criteria for the purposes of preserving or utilizing the resources or places. 

4) Protecting the resource. 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 
Public Resources Code §5097.98, as amended, provides procedures in the event that human remains of 
Native American origin are discovered during project implementation. Public Resources Code §5097.98 
requires that no further disturbances occur in the immediate vicinity of the discovery, that the discovery be 
adequately protected according to generally accepted cultural and archaeological standards, and that further 
activities take into account the possibility of multiple burials. Public Resources Code §5097.98 further 
requires that the NAHC, upon notification by a county coroner, designate and notify a Most Likely 
Descendant regarding the discovery of Native American human remains. The Most Likely Descendant has 48 
hours from the time of being granted access to the site by the landowner to inspect the discovery and provide 
recommendations to the landowner for the treatment of the human remains and any associated grave goods. 

In the event that no descendant is identified, or the descendant fails to make a recommendation for 
disposition, or if the landowner rejects the recommendation of the descendant, the landowner may, with 
appropriate dignity, reinter the remains and burial items on the property in a location that will not be 
subject to further disturbance. 

California Public Resources Code Section 5097.99 
Public Resources Code §5097.99, as amended, states that no person shall obtain or possess any Native 
American artifacts or human remains that are taken from a Native American grave or cairn. Any person 
who knowingly or willfully obtains or possesses any such artifacts or human remains is guilty of a felony 
punishable by imprisonment. Any person who removes, without authority of law, any such items with an 
intent to sell or dissect or with malice or wantonness is also guilty of a felony punishable by imprisonment. 

California Native American Historic Resource Protection Act 
This California Native American Historic Resource Protection Act of 2002 (Public Resources Code 
§5097.995 et seq.) imposes civil penalties, including imprisonment and fines up to $50,000 per violation, 
for persons who unlawfully and maliciously excavate upon, remove, destroy, injure, or deface a Native 
American historic, cultural, or sacred site that is listed or may be listed in the California Register. 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code protects human remains by prohibiting the 
disinterring, disturbing, or removing of human remains from any location other than a dedicated 
cemetery. Public Resources Code §5097.98 (reiterated in CEQA Guidelines §15064.59[e]) also identifies 
steps to follow in the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains in any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery. 

Government Code Sections 6254(r) and 6254.10 
These sections of the California Public Records Act were enacted to protect archaeological sites from 
unauthorized excavation, looting, or vandalism. Section 6254(r) explicitly authorizes public agencies to 
withhold information from the public relating to “Native American graves, cemeteries, and sacred places 
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maintained by the Native American Heritage Commission.” Section 6254.10 specifically exempts from 
disclosure requests for “records that relate to archaeological site information and reports, maintained 
by, or in the possession of the Department of Parks and Recreation, the State Historical Resources 
Commission, the State Lands Commission, the NAHC, another state agency, or a local agency, including 
the records that the agency obtains through a consultation process between a Native American tribe and a 
state or local agency.” 

Local 
Fresno County General Plan 
The Open Space and Conservation Element of the Fresno County General Plan (Fresno County 2024) 
contains several goals and policies relevant to protecting cultural resources within the Project site and 
surrounding area. The Historical, Cultural, and Geological Resources section of the Open Space and 
Conservation Element provides the following goals and policies directing the protection of historical and 
archaeological resources within the county. 

Goal OS-J: To identify, protect, and enhance Fresno County’s important historical, archeological, 
paleontological, geological, and cultural sites and their contributing environment, and promote and 
encourage preservation, restoration, and rehabilitation of Fresno County’s historically significant 
resources in order to promote historical awareness, community identify, and to recognize the county’s 
valued assets that have contributed to past county events, trends, styles of architecture, and economy. 

Policy OS-J.1: Preservation of Historic Resources. The County shall encourage preservation of 
any sites and/or buildings identified as having historical significance pursuant to the list 
maintained by the Fresno County Historic Landmarks and Records Advisory Commission.  

Policy OS-J.2: Historic Resources Consideration. The County shall consider historic resources 
during preparation or evaluation of plans and discretionary development projects that may impact 
buildings or structures. For a project projected on a property that includes buildings, structures, 
objects, sites, landscapes, or other features that are 45 years of age or older at the time of permit 
application, the project applicants shall be responsible for preparing and implementing the 
recommendations of a historical resources evaluation completed by qualified cultural resources 
practitioners. 

Policy OS-J.4: Cultural Resources Protection and Mitigation. The County shall require that 
discretionary development projects, as part of any required CEQA review, identify and protect 
important historical, archeological, tribal, paleontological, and cultural sites and resources. For 
projects requiring ground disturbance and located within high or moderate cultural sensitivity 
areas, a cultural resources technical report may be warranted, including accurate archival research 
and site surveys conducted by qualified cultural resources practitioners. The need to prepare such 
studies shall be determined based on the tribal consultation process and initial outreach to local or 
state information centers.  

Policy OS-J.5: Archeological Sites Confidentiality. The County shall, within the limits of its 
authority and responsibility, maintain confidentiality regarding the location of archeological sites 
in order to preserve and protect these resources from vandalism and the unauthorized removal of 
artifacts.  

Policy OS-J.6: Native American Consultation. The County shall solicit the views of the local 
Native American community in cases where development may result in disturbance to sites 
containing evidence of Native American activity and/or sites of cultural importance. 
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Policy OS-J.7: Historical Sites Inventory. The County shall maintain an inventory of all sites and 
structures in the county determined to be of historical significance (Index of Historic Properties in 
Fresno County).  

Policy OS-J.10: Cultural Resource Preservation. The County shall use the State Historic 
Building Code and existing legislation and ordinances to encourage preservation of cultural 
resources and their contributing environment.  

3.6.2 Significance Criteria 
The Project would result in a significant impact on cultural resources or tribal cultural resources if it 
would do any of the following: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines §15064.5. 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code §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 §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 §5024.1. 
In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code §5024.1, the lead 
agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe.  

3.6.3 Direct and Indirect Effects 
3.6.3.1 Methodology 
Architectural/Structural Resources 
Impacts on architectural resources are typically assessed by identifying any activities that could affect 
resources identified as historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. Properties identified as historical 
resources under CEQA include those that are significant because of their association with important events, 
people, or architectural styles or master architects, or for their informational value (California Register 
Criteria 1, 2, 3, and 4) and that retain sufficient historical integrity to convey their significance. Criterion 4 
is often applied to the evaluation of historic-era archaeological resources, and not to architectural resources.  

Archaeological Resources 
The significance of most pre-contact and historic-era archaeological sites (i.e., whether they are 
“historical resources”) is usually assessed under California Register Criterion 4. This criterion stresses the 
importance of the information potentially contained within the site. However, archaeological resources 
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may also be assessed under Criteria 1, 2, and 3, for their association with important events, people, or 
construction attributes. Archaeological resources may also be significant under CEQA as unique 
archaeological resources, which are defined as archaeological artifacts, objects, or sites that contain 
information needed to answer important scientific research questions. 

Once a resource has been identified as a CEQA historical resource (either architectural or archaeological), it 
then must be determined whether the project’s impacts would “cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance” of the resource (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5[b]). A substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource means “physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of the historic resource would be materially 
impaired” (CEQA Guidelines §15064[b][1]). A historical resource is materially impaired through 
the demolition or alteration of the resource’s physical characteristics that convey its historical significance 
and that justify its inclusion in the California Register (CEQA Guidelines §15064.5[b][2][A]). 

Human Remains 
Human remains, including those buried outside of formal cemeteries, are protected under several state 
laws, including Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Health and Safety Code §7050.5. This analysis 
considers impacts, including intentional disturbance, mutilation, or removal of interred human remains. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
Impacts on tribal cultural resources are assessed in consultation, as applicable, with the affiliated Native 
American Tribe in accordance with Public Resources Code §21080.3. This analysis considers whether the 
Project would cause damaging effects to any tribal cultural resource, including archaeological resources 
and human remains. 

3.6.3.2 Significance Criteria 
The Project would result a significant impact on cultural resources or tribal cultural resources if it would 
do any of the following: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in CEQA 
Guidelines §15064.5. 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code §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 §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 Public Resources Code §5024.1(c).  
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In applying the criteria set forth in Public Resources Code §5024.1(c), Fresno County, as the CEQA Lead 
Agency, has considered the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

3.6.3.3 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project 
Solar Facility and Energy Storage System 
Ground-disturbing activities related to the solar facility and energy storage system include installing solar 
panel helical piles or metal pier supports, fencing, underground electrical components and 
telecommunications; excavating on-site detention or retention basins; constructing restroom facilities with 
septic tanks; and constructing roadways within and leading to the facility.   

Criterion a) Whether the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. 

Criterion b) Whether the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. 

The following discussion focuses on architectural resources. Archaeological resources, including 
archaeological resources that are potentially historical resources according to CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5, are addressed under Impact 3.6-1. Project construction would not affect known historical 
resources, because no resources that meet CEQA’s definition of a historical resource are known to be 
located within the Project site. Therefore, the Project would result in no impact on known historical 
resources. (No Impact) 

Impact 3.6-1: The Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a newly 
discovered archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5. (Less than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated) 

This impact discusses archaeological resources, both historical resources according to CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5 and unique archaeological resources as defined in Public Resources Code §21083.2(g). 
A significant impact would occur if the Project would cause a substantial adverse change to an 
archaeological resource through physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration. 

Seven pre-contact isolates as well as historic-era isolated artifacts and an abandoned well were 
documented during the surveys on the Project site. None of these resources are considered eligible for 
listing in the California Register and none meet the CEQA definition of a unique archaeological or 
historical resource. No further consideration of these resources is necessary for the Project. 

One pre-contact archaeological resource, designated CHP-2, was identified during the survey effort 
within the Project site; however, the resource was identified outside of the area of ground disturbance or 
any Project components for the Project. For the purposes of this Project, the resource is considered 
eligible for listing in the California Register and is therefore considered a historical resource. Because this 
resource is outside of the area of ground disturbance, it is not anticipated to be affected during ground-
disturbing activities. Though not anticipated based on Project design, impacts on CHP-2 would be 
considered significant if they were to occur. To further reduce the potential for a significant adverse 
impact, Mitigation Measures 3.6-1, 3.6-2, and 3.6-3 are recommended.  
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In the event that unknown archaeological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities 
required for Project construction, operation and maintenance, or decommissioning and site restoration, 
significant impacts could occur. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-4, impacts on any 
newly discovered archaeological resources would be reduced to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Cultural Resources Awareness Training  
Before the start of ground disturbance, the construction crew shall participate in on-site training 
on the proper procedures to follow if cultural resources are uncovered during the Project 
excavations, site preparation, or other related activities. This Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program shall include a comprehensive discussion of applicable laws and penalties under the law; 
samples or visuals of artifacts that might be found in the vicinity of the Project site; a discussion 
of what such artifacts may look like when partially buried or wholly buried and then freshly 
exposed; a discussion of what pre-contact and historic-era archaeological deposits look like at the 
surface and when exposed during construction; and instruction that employees are to halt work in 
the vicinity of a discovery (within 100 feet). This information shall be provided in an informational 
brochure that outlines reporting procedures in the event of a discovery and shall be provided to all 
individuals working on-site. 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: Archaeological Monitoring and Discovery Plan 
Before permitted ground-disturbing activities start, an archaeological monitoring and discovery 
plan shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist who meets or exceeds the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Archeology. The monitoring plan shall include a description of the 
archaeological sensitivity of the Project and archaeological monitoring methodology, which shall 
entail the monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities within 100 feet of areas of elevated 
sensitivity, such as those stated in Mitigation Measure 3.6-3. In addition, the monitoring plan 
shall enable the authority of the monitor to halt construction should a discovery be made; provide 
contact information upon this discovery; define the resource types typically present within the 
area; provide a research design should a discovery be made; and provide the protocols for 
unanticipated discoveries, review and approval protocols, and dispute resolution. 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3: Archaeological Monitoring  
Archaeological monitor(s) and Native American monitor(s) shall be on-site during permitted 
ground-disturbing activities occurring within 100 feet of areas of elevated archaeological 
sensitivity, including the boundaries of site CHP-2, the location of once-erected historic 
structures, as well as Canoas Creek and surrounding streambeds. Activities requiring an 
archaeological monitor include clearing and grubbing, mass grading, and excavation with 
mechanical equipment. Ground-disturbing activities requiring hand tools shall be monitored in 
these areas. During monitoring, the monitors shall examine the work areas for the presence of 
pre-contact artifacts (e.g., chipped stone tools and production debris, stone milling tools, 
ceramics), historic-era debris (e.g., metal, glass, ceramics), and/or soil discoloration that might 
indicate the presence of a cultural midden. Each monitor shall maintain a daily log documenting 
ground-disturbing activity, work locations, description, and provenience of any archaeological 
discoveries (if any), and any necessary action items for monitoring.  

Archaeological monitoring may be reduced or terminated at the discretion of the archaeologist in 
consultation with the County, as warranted by conditions such as encountering bedrock, the 
presence of fill soil, or negative findings during initial ground disturbance. If monitoring is 
reduced to spot-checking, spot-checking shall occur when ground disturbance moves to a new 
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location or when ground disturbance will extend to depths not previously excavated (unless those 
depths are within bedrock). 

Mitigation Measure 3.6-4: Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 
In the event that archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work within 100 feet of the find shall halt, and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for Archeology shall be contacted 
immediately to evaluate the resource. If the qualified archaeologist determines the resource to be 
pre-contact, then a Native American representative shall also be contacted to participate in 
evaluating the resource. If the qualified archaeologist and/or Native American representative 
determines it to be appropriate, archaeological testing for California Register eligibility shall be 
completed. If the resource proves to be eligible for the California Register and significant impacts 
on the resource cannot be avoided via Project redesign, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a 
data recovery plan tailored to the physical nature and characteristics of the resource, per the 
requirements of the CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(C) (California Code of Regulations Title 
14, §15126.4[b][3][C]). The data recovery plan shall identify data recovery excavation methods, 
measurable objectives, and data thresholds to reduce significant impacts on cultural resources 
related to the resource. Pursuant to the data recovery plan, the qualified archaeologist and Native 
American representative, as appropriate, shall recover and document the scientifically 
consequential information that justifies the resource’s significance. Fresno County shall review 
and approve the treatment plan and archaeological testing as appropriate, and the resulting 
documentation shall be submitted to the regional repository of the California Historical Resources 
Information System, per CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(b)(3)(C). 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 
that archaeological resources are treated appropriately, including data recovery or other treatment 
programs, if identified during Project ground-disturbing activities. 

Criterion c) Whether the Project would disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries. 

Impact 3.6-2: The Project could disturb human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

There is no indication that the Project site has been used for human burial purposes in the recent or distant 
past. However, in the event that human remains are discovered, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries, the human remains could be inadvertently damaged, which would be a significant impact for 
the purposes of CEQA. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, and 3.6-4 would 
ensure that any human remains encountered are appropriately addressed, thus reducing any potential 
impacts to less than significant. 

Additionally, if human remains are identified, the Applicant would have to comply with Government 
Code §27460 et seq., which requires that ground-disturbing activities halt until the county coroner can 
determine whether the remains are subject to the provisions of §27491 of the Government Code or any 
other related provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner, and cause of death; 
and the required recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition of the human remains have 
been made. Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, the coroner shall make a 
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determination within 48 hours of notification of the discovery of the human remains. If the coroner 
determines that the remains are not subject to their authority and recognizes or has reason to believe that 
they are those of a Native American, the coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours. With 
compliance with existing, independently enforceable law, the Project’s potential impact related to the 
inadvertent discovery of human remains would be less than significant.  

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 
that if human remains are identified during Project ground disturbance the appropriate protocol is 
following including contacting the County Coroner and the NAjhuHC. 

Criterion d.1) Whether the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code §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 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 §5020.1(k).  

Criterion d.2) Whether the Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code §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 a resource determined by the 
Lead Agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria 
set forth in Public Resources Code §5024.1(c).  

Impact 3.6-3: The Project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource, as defined in Public Resources Code §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. (Less than 
Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The County sent letters to 14 culturally affiliated Native American Tribes on the NAHC list for Fresno 
County. One Tribe responded, stating that it had no comments on the Project. No additional responses 
have been received to date. 

As described above, no known tribal cultural resource either listed or determined eligible for listing in the 
California Register or included in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources 
Code §5020.1(k), pursuant to Public Resources Code §21074(a)(1), exist within the Project site. While 
unlikely, the potential exists for cultural materials or human remains that may be tribal cultural resources 
to be uncovered during ground-disturbing activities, resulting in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource that would be significant. With implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, and 3.6-4, any encountered archeological resources that are considered 
tribal cultural resources would be addressed appropriately, reducing potential impacts to a less-than-
significant level. 
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Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 
that archaeological resources are treated appropriately, including data recovery or other treatment 
programs, if identified during Project ground-disturbing activities. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Infrastructure 
Ground-disturbing activities related to the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) infrastructure 
include the construction of an approximately 2-acre switching station and the possible installation of one 
power pole in the southeast corner of the Project site. The construction activities associated with the PG&E 
infrastructure would be required to comply with, and adhere to, laws pertaining to the disposition of 
cultural resources and human remains, including Health and Safety Code §§7052 and 7050.5, Public 
Resources Code §21074(a) (AB 52), and the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Title 14, 
§15064.4). The PG&E infrastructure also would be required to comply with the same cultural resources 
mitigation measures as the rest of the Project components. Therefore, because archaeological resources, 
human remains, and/or tribal cultural resources could be inadvertently discovered, the implementation of 
Mitigation Measures 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, and 3.6-4 would reduce the potential impact to less than 
significant. The combined impacts of the Project, including the PG&E infrastructure, would be less than 
significant. 

3.6.4 Cumulative Analysis 
Impact 3.6-4: The Project would contribute to a less-than-significant cumulative impact on cultural 
resources and tribal cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The geographic scope for cumulative impacts on cultural resources and tribal cultural resources comprises a 
5-mile radius from the Project site. The geographic scope of analysis is appropriate because the 
archaeological and historical resources within this radius are expected to be similar to those that occur on 
the Project site because their proximity, similar environments, landforms, and hydrology are expected to 
have resulted in similar land uses over time.  

The temporal scope for cumulative impacts on cultural resources and tribal cultural resources would be the 
duration of the Project’s ground-disturbing activities. In this context, the incremental impacts of the Project 
could combine with similar incremental impacts of past, other present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects within the 5-mile radius of the site to cause or contribute to a significant cumulative impact if any of 
the criteria in Section 3.6.2, Significance Criteria, were exceeded. 

There is no indication in Section 3.6.1.2, Environmental Setting, or elsewhere in the Project record of any 
existing significant adverse condition relating to cultural resources or tribal cultural resources in the 
geographic area of cumulative consideration to which the Project could contribute. Project-level mitigation 
measures would require cessation of activities and buffering of finds in a manner that would substantially 
reduce the incremental contribution of the Project to any potential cumulative impact. Thus, even if it is 
conservatively assumed that a potential significant cumulative effect exists, the negligible impact remaining 
after the implementation of recommended mitigation measures would not be cumulatively considerable. 
The Project would contribute to a less-than-significant cumulative impact on archaeological and tribal 
cultural resources. 
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Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than Significant. The implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-1 through 3.6-4 would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level by ensuring 
that archaeological resources are treated appropriately, including data recovery or other treatment 
programs, if identified during Project ground disturbing activities. 

Impact 3.6-5: The Project would not cause a cumulatively considerable contribution to any 
significant impact due to damage to previously unidentified human remains. (Less than Significant) 

There is no indication of any existing significant adverse condition relating to the discovery of human 
remains in the geographic area of cumulative consideration to which the Project or any of the cumulative 
projects could contribute. The Project would contribute to a less-than-significant cumulative impact 
related to the discovery of human remains. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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3.7 Energy 
This section identifies and evaluates issues related to energy efficiency and consumption, including 
electricity (“energy” for purposes of this EIR) and transportation fuels. It includes the physical and 
regulatory setting, the criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts, the methods used in 
evaluating these impacts, and the results of the impact assessment. The County received scoping 
comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, asking that Project-related impacts 
on air quality be reduced through incorporation of design elements such as measures that increase energy 
efficiency (Appendix A, Scoping Report). 

This analysis is based in part on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report for the 
Cornucopia Hybrid Project prepared by Rincon Consultants (Appendix E). The preparers of this Draft 
EIR independently reviewed this and other materials prepared by or on behalf of the Applicant and 
determined them to be suitable (in combination with other materials included in the formal record) to 
inform the preparation of this Draft EIR (ESA 2024). 

3.7.1 Setting 
3.7.1.1 Study Area 
The study area for Project impacts related to energy includes the state of California for purposes of 
overall energy use and consistency with energy-related plans, the Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E) service area for purposes of electrical service, Fresno County for purposes of fuel consumption, 
and the area surrounding the Project site as it relates to energy generation, energy consumption, and fuel 
consumption. 

3.7.1.2 Environmental Setting 
State Energy Setting 
Total energy usage in California was 6,882 trillion British thermal units (Btu) in 2022, which equates to 
an average of 189 million Btu per capita. These figures place California second among the nation’s 50 
states in total energy use and 48th in per capita consumption. Of California’s total energy usage, the 
breakdown by sector is roughly 43 percent transportation, 23 percent industrial, 18 percent residential, 
and 17 percent commercial. Electricity and natural gas in California are consumed primarily by stationary 
users such as residences and commercial and industrial facilities, whereas petroleum-based fuel 
consumption is generally accounted for by transportation-related energy use (EIA 2024). 

California relies on a regional power system composed of a diverse mix of natural gas, renewable, 
hydroelectric, and nuclear generation sources. Approximately 70 percent of the electrical power needed to 
meet California’s demand is produced in the state; the balance, approximately 30 percent, is imported 
from the Pacific Northwest and the Southwest. In 2022, California’s in-state electricity generation was 
derived from natural gas (47 percent); small hydroelectric resources, wind, and solar (36 percent); nuclear 
sources (9 percent); large hydroelectric resources (7 percent); renewable resources that include geothermal, 
biomass, and coal (less than 1 percent); and petroleum coke/waste heat (less than 1 percent) (CEC 2023a).  
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Electricity 
In 2022, total system electric generation for California (in-state plus imports) was 287,220 gigawatt-hours 
(GWh), up 3.4 percent from 2021’s total generation of 277,764 GWh. Electricity from non–carbon 
dioxide emitting electric generation categories (i.e., nuclear, large hydroelectric, and renewable 
generation) accounted for 54 percent of total in-state generation for 2022, compared to 52 percent in 
2021. However, California’s 2021 in-state generation of 194,127 GWh increased in 2022 by 4.5 percent to 
203,257 GWh. In-state hydroelectric generation increased by 21 percent compared to 2021 generation 
levels (3,045 GWh). Net imports for 2022 (83,962 GWh) were virtually unchanged from 2021 levels 
(83,636 GWh) (CEC 2023a). 

In recent years, electricity demand has been relatively flat as energy efficiency programs have resulted in 
end-use energy savings and as customers have installed behind-the-meter1 solar photovoltaic (PV) 
systems that directly displace utility-supplied generation. In 2018 (the most recent year for which these 
specific data are available), behind-the-meter solar generation was estimated to be approximately 25,000 
GWh, a substantial increase from 2017. The strong growth in solar PV has had a measurable impact on 
utility-served load and, consequently, on total system electric generation (CEC 2022).  

Transportation Fuels 
The energy consumed by the transportation sector accounts for roughly 43 percent of California’s total 
energy consumption (EIA 2024). Gasoline and diesel, both derived from petroleum (also known as crude 
oil), are the two most common fuels used for vehicular travel. According to the U.S. Energy Information 
Administration (EIA), the state relies on petroleum-based fuels for 98 percent of its transportation needs 
(EIA 2024). Gasoline accounted for about 52 percent of California’s total transportation sector energy 
consumption, 53 percent of California’s total transportation sector petroleum consumption, and 6 percent 
of total U.S. energy transportation sector consumption (EIA 2024). California is the largest consumer of 
gasoline in the United States. Approximately 23 percent of California’s crude oil is obtained from within the 
state, about 16 percent comes from Alaska, and the remaining 61 percent comes from foreign lands 
(CEC 2023b). 

In 2022, gasoline sales in California amounted to approximately 11.5 billion gallons, and diesel fuel sales 
amounted to approximately 1.8 billion gallons (CEC 2023b). The California Energy Commission (CEC) 
forecasts that demand for gasoline in California will range from 12.1 billion to 12.6 billion gallons in 
2030, with most of the demand generated by light-duty vehicles. While the models show an increase in 
light-duty vehicles with population and income growth over the forecast horizon, total gasoline 
consumption is expected to decline, primarily because of increasing fuel economy (stemming from 
federal and state regulations) and gasoline displacement from the increasing market penetration of zero-
emission vehicles.  

California has about 3 percent of the nation’s total crude oil reserves, and it is the seventh-largest crude 
oil producer among the states (EIA 2024). Crude oil is moved from area to area within California through 
a network of pipelines that carry it from both onshore and offshore oil wells to the refineries that are in 
the San Francisco Bay Area, the Los Angeles area, and the Central Valley. Currently, 14 petroleum 

 
1 Behind-the-meter solar generation refers to on-site solar generation facilities that are designed for a single building or 

facility. Because the power is generated and used on-site, it is not connected to the regional power grid, and thus is referred to 
as “behind the meter.”  



3. Environmental Analysis 
3.7 Energy 

Cornucopia Hybrid Project 3.7-3 ESA / D202200712.00 
Draft Environmental Impact Report January 2026 

 

refineries operate in California, processing approximately 1.71 thousand barrels of crude oil per day 
(CEC 2023b). 

Other transportation fuel sources used in California include alternative fuels, such as methanol and 
denatured ethanol (alcohol mixtures that contain no less than 70 percent alcohol), natural gas (compressed 
or liquefied), liquefied petroleum gas, hydrogen, and fuels derived from biological materials (i.e., biogas). 

Regional and Local Setting 
PG&E is an investor-owned utility company that provides electricity supplies and services throughout a 
70,000-square-mile service area that extends from Eureka in the north to Bakersfield in the south, and 
from the Pacific Ocean in the west to the Sierra Nevada in the east. Fresno County is within PG&E’s 
service area for electricity. Operating characteristics of PG&E’s electricity supply and distribution 
systems are provided below. The regional consumption of transportation fuels is also discussed. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Electric Utility Operations 
PG&E provides “bundled” services (i.e., electricity, transmission, and distribution services) to most of the 
six million customers in its service territory, including residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural 
consumers. In recent years, PG&E has improved its electric transmission and distribution systems to 
accommodate the integration of new renewable energy resources, distributed generation resources,2 and 
energy storage facilities, and to help create a platform for the development of resilient grid technologies 
(PG&E 2023). 

In 2020, PG&E generated and/or procured a total of 35,838 GWh of electricity.3 Of this total, PG&E 
owns approximately 7,662 megawatts (MW) of generating capacity, itemized below (see Table 3.7-1). 
The remaining electrical power is purchased from other sources in and outside of California. 

TABLE 3.7-1 
 PG&E-OWNED ELECTRICITY GENERATING SOURCES (2023) 

Source Generating Capacity (MW) 

Nuclear (Diablo Canyon—two reactors) 2,240 

Hydroelectric 3,845 

Fossil Fuel–Fired 1,400 

Fuel Cell 183 

Solar Photovoltaic (13 units: 12 in Fresno County, 1 in Kings County) 152 

Total 7,820 

Notes: MW = megawatts; PG&E = Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Source: PG&E 2023 

 

 
2 Generally, distributed generation resources refers to a variety of small, grid-connected or distribution system-connected 

devices that together achieve electrical generation and storage functions, typically using renewable energy sources.  
3 This amount excludes electricity provided to direct access customers and Community Choice Aggregation entities that 

procure their own supplies of electricity. 
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Renewable Energy Resources 
California law requires load-serving entities such as PG&E to gradually increase the amount of renewable 
energy they deliver to their customers. This program, known as the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
program, requires the amount of renewable energy that must be delivered by most load-serving entities to be 
at least 33 percent of total annual retail sales by 2020, at least 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. 

Renewable generation resources, for purposes of the RPS program, include bioenergy such as biogas and 
biomass, certain hydroelectric facilities (30 MW or less), wind, solar, and geothermal energy. As shown 
in Table 3.7-2, 37 percent of PG&E’s energy deliveries were from renewable energy sources in 2023 
(PG&E 2023). 

TABLE 3.7-2 
 PG&E 2023 RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES 

Source 
Percent of Total 
Energy Portfolio 

Solar 6 

Wind 24 

Bioenergy 4 

Geothermal -- 

RPS-Eligible Hydroelectric 3 

Total 37 

Notes: PG&E = Pacific Gas and Electric Company; RPS = Renewables Portfolio Standard 
Source: PG&E 2023 

 

Electricity Consumption 
Table 3.7-3 shows electricity consumption by sector in the PG&E service area based on the latest 
available data from the CEC. As shown in the table, PG&E delivered approximately 78 billion kilowatt-
hours (kWh) in 2022, of which approximately 9.7 billion kWh were consumed by the industrial sector. 

TABLE 3.7-3 
 ELECTRICITY CONSUMPTION IN THE PG&E SERVICE AREA (2022) 

Agricultural 
and Water 

Pump 
Commercial 

Building 
Commercial 

Other Industry 
Mining and 

Construction Residential Streetlight 
Total 

Usage 

All Usage Expressed in Millions of kWh (GWh) 

7,506 26,928 4,056 10,092 1,814 27,210 281 77,887 

Notes: GWh = gigawatt-hours; kWh = kilowatt-hours; PG&E = Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Source: CEC 2023c 

 

In Fresno County, approximately 8.4 billion kWh of electricity was consumed in 2022, with 
approximately 5.2 billion kWh consumed by non-residential uses (CEC 2023c). 
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Local Energy Infrastructure 
The Project site is located immediately adjacent to the existing 230-kilovolt PG&E Templeton-Gates 
transmission line. No other energy infrastructure currently exists within the Project vicinity. 

Gasoline and Diesel 
The CEC estimates that 347 million gallons of gasoline and approximately 135 million gallons of diesel 
were sold in 2020 in Fresno County and that there are 365 gasoline stations in the county (CEC 2023b). 

3.7.1.3 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
Federal policies and regulations set broad energy efficiency standards and incentives, such as for 
consumer products and automobile and fuel efficiency. Such requirements, as those listed below, tend to 
be applicable to the manufacturing sector and are not directly applicable to the Project. Nonetheless, they 
are listed here for informational purposes. 

National Energy Conservation Policy Act 
The National Energy Conservation Policy Act serves as the underlying authority for federal energy 
management goals and requirements. Signed into law in 1978, it has been regularly updated and amended 
by subsequent laws and regulations. This act is the foundation of most federal energy requirements. The 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act established energy-efficiency standards for consumer products 
and includes a residential program for low-income weatherization assistance, grants and loan guarantees 
for energy conservation in schools and hospitals, and energy-efficiency standards for new construction. 
Initiatives in these areas continue today. 

National Energy Policy Act of 2005 
The National Energy Policy Act of 2005 sets equipment energy efficiency standards. It also seeks to 
reduce reliance on nonrenewable energy resources and provides incentives to reduce current demand on 
these resources. For example, under the act, consumers and businesses can attain federal tax credits for 
constructing energy-efficient buildings, improving the energy efficiency of commercial buildings, and 
purchasing fuel-efficient appliances and products, including hybrid vehicles. Additionally, tax credits are 
available for the installation of qualified fuel cells, stationary microturbine power plants, and solar power 
equipment. 

Executive Order 13423 (Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management), 
signed in 2007, strengthens the key energy management goals for the federal government and sets more 
challenging goals than the National Energy Policy Act of 2005. The energy reduction and environmental 
performance requirements of Executive Order 13423 were expanded upon in Executive Order 13514 
(Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance), and signed in 2009. 

Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 
The Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 sets federal energy management requirements in 
several areas. These requirements include energy reduction metrics for federal buildings, facility 
management and benchmarking, performance and standards for new buildings and major renovations, 
high-performance buildings, energy savings performance contracts, metering, and energy-efficient 
product procurement. Reductions in petroleum use are also required, including by setting automobile 
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efficiency standards and an increase in alternative fuel use. This act also amends portions of the National 
Energy Conservation Policy Act.  

Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards 
Established by the U.S. Congress in 1975, the Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards reduce energy 
consumption by increasing the fuel economy of cars and light trucks. The National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency jointly administer the standards. The 
U.S. Congress has specified that these standards must be set at the “maximum feasible level” with 
consideration given to: (1) technological feasibility; (2) economic practicality; (3) effect of other 
standards on fuel economy; and (4) need for the nation to conserve energy.4 

State 
Warren-Alquist Act  
The 1975 Warren-Alquist Act established the California Energy Resources Conservation and 
Development Commission, now known as the CEC. The act established a state policy to reduce wasteful, 
uneconomical, and unnecessary uses of energy by employing a range of measures.  

California Energy Action Plan 
California’s 2008 Energy Action Plan Update revised the 2005 Energy Action Plan II, which is the state’s 
principal energy planning and policy document. The plan maintains the goals of the original Energy 
Action Plan, describes a coordinated implementation plan for state energy policies, and identifies specific 
action areas to ensure that California’s energy is adequate, affordable, technologically advanced, and 
environmentally sound. First-priority actions to address California’s increasing energy demands are to 
promote energy efficiency, demand response (i.e., reducing customer energy usage during peak periods to 
address power system reliability and support the best use of energy infrastructure), and use of renewable 
power sources. To the extent that these strategies are unable to satisfy increasing energy and capacity 
needs, the plan supports clean and efficient fossil-fuel fired generation. 

State of California Integrated Energy Policy 
In 2002, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill (SB) 1389, which required the CEC to develop an integrated 
energy plan biannually for electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuels for the California Energy 
Report. SB 1389 requires the CEC to prepare a biennial Integrated Energy Policy Report that assesses 
major energy trends and issues facing the state’s electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel sectors. 
This report provides policy recommendations to conserve resources, protect the environment, ensure 
reliable, secure, and diverse energy supplies, enhance the state’s economy, and protect public health and 
safety (Public Resources Code §25301[a]). The Integrated Energy Policy Report has replaced the Energy 
Action Plan as the chief program intended to provide a comprehensive statewide energy strategy to guide 
energy investments, energy-related regulatory efforts, and greenhouse gas reduction measures.  

 
4 For more information on the Corporate Average Fuel Economy standards, see https://www.nhtsa.gov/laws-regulations/

corporate-average-fuel-economy.  
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The 2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update (CEC 2024) provides the results of CEC assessments 
on a variety of energy issues facing California, including: 

• Embedding Equity and Environmental Justice at the CEC 

• California Energy Planning Library 

• California Energy Demand Forecast 

• Energy Reliability 

• Western Electricity Integration 

• Gasoline Cost Factors and Price Spikes 

• Role of Hydrogen in California’s Clean Energy Future 

• Fossil Gas Transition 

• Distributed Energy Resources 

Energy Storage 
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) set an energy storage procurement framework with a 
1,325 MW storage target by 2020 for investor-owned utilities as required by Assembly Bill (AB) 2514 
(2010). This decision also set the energy storage procurement target for each electric service provider and 
community choice aggregator at 1 percent of its 2020 annual peak load. The three major investor-owned 
utilities in the state, including PG&E, have exceeded the AB 2514 target of 1,325 MW and satisfied 
nearly all domain-specific requirements. AB 2868 (2016) requires California’s three major investor-
owned utilities to propose programs and investments for up to an aggregate 500 MW (166.6 MW each) of 
distributed energy storage systems, above and beyond the 1,325 MW target for energy storage generally 
(CPUC 2024).  

Renewable Portfolio Standard  
The RPS Program, as updated in 2018 (SB 100), required California to procure 60 percent of its 
electricity from renewable sources by 2030 and specifies that the California Air Resources Board should 
plan for 100 percent eligible renewable energy resources and carbon-free sources by 2045. SB 1020, 
signed on September 16, 2022, revised SB 100, instead requiring that renewable energy resources and 
zero-carbon resources supply 90 percent of all retail electricity sales to end-use customers by December 
31, 2035; 95 percent by December 31, 2040; and 100 percent of by December 31, 2045. SB 1020 also 
requires the supply of 100 percent renewable electricity and zero-carbon resources to serve all state 
agencies by December 31, 2035 (Public Utilities Code §§399.11, 399.30, and 454.33.)  

Title 24–California Energy Efficiency Standards 
The Energy Efficiency Standards for residential and non-residential buildings specified in Title 24, Part 6 of 
the California Code of Regulations were established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce 
California’s energy consumption. The standards are updated approximately every 3 years to allow for 
consideration and possible incorporation of new energy-efficiency technologies and methods. The current 
standards became effective on January 1, 2023.  
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Local 
Integrated Strategies for a Vibrant and Sustainable Fresno County Report 
In 2011, the Integrated Strategies for a Vibrant and Sustainable Fresno County Report developed new 
strategies to increase the resilience of both human and natural communities to near-term and long-term 
stressors and changes in Fresno County (ClimateWise 2011). The report identifies strategies to support 
agricultural uses including the desire to increase renewable energy production on farms. Specifically, the 
report suggests that local governments should reduce barriers to on-farm renewable energy production, 
including reassessing zoning and permitting, and should encourage smart growth and green building by 
increasing energy efficiency and renewable energy. 

County of Fresno Solar Facility Guidelines 
The Fresno County Board of Supervisors modified the Fresno County Solar Facility Guidelines regarding 
commercial solar projects and processing within unincorporated areas of Fresno County on December 12, 
2017 (Fresno County 2017). The Solar Facility Guidelines identify general guidelines and policies related 
to the land use process for evaluating solar facilities that accommodate new renewable energy technology 
while balancing the need to protect important farmlands and minimizing impacts on existing agricultural 
operations. 

3.7.2 Significance Criteria 
The Project would result in a significant impact related to energy if it would do any of the following: 

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. 

3.7.3 Direct and Indirect Effects 
3.7.3.1 Methodology 
Consistent with Public Resources Code §21100(b)(3), this impact analysis evaluates the potential for the 
Project to result in a substantial increase in energy demand and/or wasteful use of energy during Project 
construction, operation and maintenance (O&M), and decommissioning. The impact analysis is informed 
by Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines (Energy Conservation). The potential impacts are analyzed based 
on an evaluation of whether construction and operational energy use estimates for the Project would be 
considered excessive, wasteful, or inefficient, taking into account that the Project would provide a new 
source of renewable energy. Emissions details used to support the Project energy consumption estimates 
presented in this section are presented in Section 3.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions. The Project would use 
no natural gas for construction, operation (including the power generation process) and maintenance, or 
decommissioning. Therefore, the Project would have no impact on natural gas supplies. 

The analysis in this section utilizes the assumptions identified in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Technical Report for the Cornucopia Hybrid Project prepared by Rincon Consultants 
(Appendix E.1). Because the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) program does not 
calculate the amount of fuel that would be consumed for construction-related activities, additional 
calculations were conducted and are summarized below and provided in Appendix E.2, Cornucopia 
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Hybrid Project Fuel Use Calculations. The fuel use estimates assume that water would be delivered to the 
site using water trucks. If the well located north of State Route 33 (South Lost Hills Road) is improved to 
provide on-site water for construction and operational needs, then the energy calculations in Appendix 
E.2 would be conservative estimations, as off-site water delivery would not be needed and a reduction in 
water truck fuel usage would occur. 

3.7.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project 
Solar Facility and Energy Storage System 

Criterion a) Whether the Project would result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation. 

Impact 3.7-1: Project construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning and site 
reclamation would not result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, 
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption or use of energy. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

Discussions of the fuel and electricity usage that would be associated with the Project are provided below.  

Construction 
The use of construction tools and equipment, vendor truck trips, and vehicle trips generated from 
construction workers traveling to and from the site would consume energy during Project construction. 
The Project’s estimated fuel and electricity consumption during construction is summarized in 
Table 3.7-4. Project construction is expected to consume a total of approximately 515,052 gallons of 
diesel fuel from construction equipment and truck trips, and approximately 186,115 gallons of gasoline 
from construction worker vehicle trips. Annualized Project fuel use during construction would represent 
approximately 0.12 percent of diesel and 0.0165 percent of gasoline sold in Fresno County in 2022 
(CEC 2023b).  

TABLE 3.7-4 
 PROJECT ENERGY CONSUMPTION DURING CONSTRUCTION 

Type (use) Quantity Units Energy (MMBtu)a 
Annualized Energy 

(MMBtu) 

Diesel (construction equipment and trucks) 515,052 gallons 70,758 21,772 

Gasoline (worker vehicles) 186,115 gallons 22,374 6,884 

Electricity (water-related) 299,131 kWh 1,020 314 

Total - - 94,152 28,970 

Notes: kWh = kilowatt-hours; MMBtu = million British thermal units 
a. Based on U.S. Energy Information Administration conversion factors (https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/units-and-calculators/energy-

conversion-calculators.php). 
Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2024 (Appendix E.2); EIA 2024. 

 

Construction activities and corresponding fuel energy consumption would be temporary and localized 
because the use of diesel fuel and heavy-duty equipment would not be a typical condition of the Project. 
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In addition, there are no unusual Project characteristics that would require the use of construction methods 
or equipment that would be less energy efficient than those used at other similar solar project construction 
sites in other parts of the county.5 Therefore, construction-related fuel consumption by the Project would 
not result in inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary energy use compared with construction of other solar 
project sites in the region. 

Electricity would be required for water use during construction. Electricity during construction was 
estimated based on water demand for construction that would amount to a total of up to 540 acre-feet. 
Electricity associated with the supply, distribution, and treatment of water used for construction would be 
approximately 299,131 kWh over the approximately 39-month construction period.6 This electricity 
consumption would be approximately 0.0001 percent of the electricity consumption for the mining and 
construction sector in PG&E’s service area in 2022 (CEC 2023c). Construction activities and 
corresponding electricity use from the PG&E grid would be temporary. In addition, there are no unusual 
Project characteristics that would cause the use of electricity to be energy inefficient. As shown in 
Table 3.7-4, the total energy consumption during the construction period would be approximately 94,152 
million British thermal units (MMBtu), which is approximately 0.000001 percent of statewide energy use 
as of 2022. Therefore, the electricity use during Project construction would not be substantial in 
comparison to existing energy use, and would not constitute a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of 
energy. This impact would be less than significant. 

Operation and Maintenance 
The Project’s anticipated annual electricity and fuel consumption during operation is summarized in 
Table 3.7-5. Electricity would be required during O&M—for example, for lighting and for powering of 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment. During O&M, electricity to serve the Project would 
be provided via a distribution-level connection to the on-site station service transformer with connection 
lines installed above and/or below ground. For operational activities, annual electricity consumption was 
calculated using demand factors for a warehouse-type building, and a general light industry–type 
building, as CalEEMod does not provide demand factors specifically for solar facilities. The Project’s 
electricity consumption from these sources was estimated to be approximately 1,249,007 kWh per year.  
Additionally, as a conservative estimate of electrical emissions, the energy storage system (ESS) facility 
is anticipated to be charged from the grid. The 300 MW system would be charged once per day during 
off-peak hours. The system is estimated to draw 438,000 megawatt-hours per year. This portion of the 
Project’s electricity consumption was estimated to be approximately 1,494,456 megawatt-hours of 
electricity per year. 

Additionally, the average water use during the Project’s O&M phase is estimated to be approximately 31 
acre-feet per year for PV solar panel washing and general maintenance. Electricity associated with the 
supply, distribution, and treatment of water used for O&M would be approximately 17,172 kWh per year.7 

 
5 Because energy consumption is directly proportional to generation of greenhouse gas emissions, the Project’s construction-

related greenhouse gas emissions were compared to the Fifth Standard Solar Project Complex (Fresno County 2020), the 
Little Bear Solar Project (Fresno County 2018), and the Tranquillity Solar Project in Fresno County (Fresno County 2014). 

6 Based on the CalEEMod energy intensity of 0.0017 kWh per gallon for supply, distribution, and treatment of water for 
Fresno County. 

7 Based on the CalEEMod energy intensity of 0.0017 kWh per gallon for supply, distribution, and treatment of water for 
Fresno County. 
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TABLE 3.7-5 
 PROJECT ANNUAL ENERGY CONSUMPTION DURING OPERATION 

Type (use) Quantity Units Energy (MMBtu)a 

Electricity     
O&M building 1,249,007 kWh/year 4,261 

Grid Charging of Battery ESS 438,000 MWh/year 1,494,456 

Water-related 17,172 kWh/year 58.6 

Gasoline    
O&M employee vehicles 6,800 gallons/year 817 

Total - - 1,499,593 

Notes: ESS = battery energy storage system; kWh = kilowatt-hours; MMBtu = million British thermal units; MWh = megawatt-hours; 
O&M = operation and maintenance 
a. Based on U.S. Energy Information Administration conversion factors. 
Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2024 (Appendix E.2); EIA 2024. 

 

Using the proposed installed tracker capacity of 300 MW alternating current, the solar facility is 
anticipated to generate approximately 438 million kWh per year (Appendix E.1). Thus, the amount of 
electricity required during Project operation would be offset by the generation of renewable electricity 
from the Project, and the Project’s electricity demand would not constitute a wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary use of energy. 

O&M activities would require the use of light-duty trucks and other light equipment for maintenance, 
module washing, and deployment and collection of sheep. Large or heavy equipment may be brought to 
the facility infrequently and only for equipment repair, replacement, or vegetation control, and the 
associated diesel fuel consumption would be minimal. Three to four semi-trucks, with 400–500 sheep in 
each load, would transport the sheep to the site in February or March each year. The same number of 
trucks would be used to remove the sheep from the site near the end of June or early July. Thus, as 
discussed in Section 3.7.1, although permanent commitments of small quantities of nonrenewable 
resources would occur during operation of the Project, the amount of diesel fuel consumed during Project 
operation would be relatively minimal and would not constitute a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use 
of energy.  

Gasoline would be required for Project workers commuting to and from the Project site. Using the total 
CalEEMod mobile emissions rates (Appendix E.1) during operations yields a conservative estimate of 
6,800 gallons of gasoline required annually during Project operation. Project fuel use during O&M would 
represent approximately 0.002 percent of gasoline sold in Fresno County in 2022 (CEC 2023a). This 
gasoline use during Project operation would not constitute a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of 
energy.  

Additionally, as shown in Table 3.7-5, the Project’s total annual energy consumption would be 
approximately 5,137 MMBtu. The Project also would be anticipated to generate up to approximately 
438 million kWh per year, or 1,494,456 MMBtu, which represents approximately 0.02 percent of 
statewide energy use in 2022. Additionally, the proposed battery ESS would extend the period of time 
each day that the Project could contribute PV-generated energy to the electrical grid and sustain its own 
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As described in Section 2.5.2.3, Stormwater, to meet County requirements that no increase in off-site 
drainage occur, the Project site would include permanent on-site detention ponds that would retain 
stormwater runoff. Detention ponds would be located at the downstream end of the drainage area before 
water leaves the Project site. Given the proximity of the PG&E infrastructure to the solar facility and 
ESS, the permanent on-site detention basins would also collect and control stormwater flow, direct the 
flow to detention basins that would facilitate infiltration of stormwater into the water table, and slow and 
control the rate of runoff during storm events. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur under 
criterion b). 

Finally, the PG&E infrastructure would have the same potential to directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature as the solar facility and ESS components. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 regarding unanticipated fossil discovery on the Project site 
as a whole would reduce the potential impacts of a discovery within the PG&E infrastructure component 
location to a less-than-significant level under criterion f).  

3.8.4 Cumulative Analysis 
As discussed above, the Project would not cause any impact with respect to the rupture of a known 
earthquake fault. Therefore, it would not cause or contribute to any cumulative impact related to 
landslides. For the remaining geology, soils, or paleontological resources considerations, this section 
analyzes the potential significance of the cumulative impacts of the Project’s effect in combination with 
the impacts of one or more of the cumulative projects identified in Table 3.1-1, Cumulative Projects List, 
discussed in Section 3.1.3.1, Cumulative Scenario, and shown in Figure 3.1-1, Cumulative Projects. 

For Project impacts to combine with the impacts of other projects, the collective incremental impacts 
must overlap both geographically and temporally. The geographic area affected by the Project, and by its 
potential to contribute to cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and paleontological resources, 
encompasses and is limited to the Project site and its immediately adjacent area, because the Project 
would not cause or contribute to any potential significant impact beyond this range. The time frame 
during which the Project could contribute to cumulative impacts related to geology, soils, and 
paleontological resources would begin with on-site ground-disturbing construction activities and conclude 
with the cessation of decommissioning and site restoration. The Project could not cause or contribute to 
any cumulative impacts outside this time frame. 

Impact 3.8-6: The Project would not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative effect related to 
strong seismic ground shaking, liquefaction, or landslides. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

The Project site may be subject to strong, seismically induced ground shaking. As discussed in 
Section 3.8.3, Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project, the Project would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the most current building code requirements; accordingly, the potential for the Project to 
exacerbate seismic hazards would be less than significant. State and local building regulations and 
standards have been established to address and reduce the potential for projects to cause or exacerbate 
seismic hazard impacts. All other projects occurring near the Project site would be required to comply 
with the same applicable provisions of these laws and regulations. Compliance with these requirements 
would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. The purpose of the CBC and related local 
ordinances is to regulate and control the design, construction, quality of materials, use/occupancy, 
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location, and maintenance of all buildings and structures within its jurisdiction. Based on compliance with 
these requirements, the incremental, less-than-significant impacts of the Project combined with impacts of 
other projects in the area would not combine to cause a significant cumulative impact related to seismic 
hazards. 

Impact 3.8-7: The Project would not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative effect related to 
erosion or the loss of topsoil. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

If site drainage is not managed properly, then drainage from the Project site in combination with drainage 
from other project sites could cause soil erosion or loss of topsoil at the local or regional level. Like the 
Project, all other projects would be required to comply with existing codes, standards, and permitting 
requirements (e.g., preparation of a SWPPP under the state Construction General Permit) to prevent 
significant erosion impacts. Potential significant impacts of the Project related to soil erosion and loss of 
topsoil would be prevented through implementation of the BMPs identified in the SWPPP. Requirements 
in the state Construction General Permit are designed to reduce adverse cumulative effects of erosion and 
sedimentation. Cumulative projects would be required to implement similar stormwater control 
requirements. Therefore, based on compliance with these requirements, the incremental impacts of the 
Project combined with impacts of other projects in the relevant geographic area would not cause or 
contribute to a significant cumulative impact related to erosion and loss of topsoil. The Project’s 
contribution to any cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Impact 3.8-8: The Project would not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative effect related to 
being 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) 

As discussed previously, there would be a less-than-significant impact related to liquefaction, lateral 
spreading, landslide, or other seismic-related ground failure. The Project would be designed to comply 
with applicable building codes to withstand the effects of settlement or collapsible soils, and to reduce the 
risk that the Project would affect soil stability. Similar projects in the area would also be required to 
adhere to all applicable federal, state, and local regulations regarding soil and geologic stability. 
Furthermore, the Project would be demolished and land would be reclaimed and restored in accordance 
with federal, state, and local laws, as outlined in Appendix B.2, Solar Reclamation Plan. Cumulative 
projects would be required to comply with the same regulations.  

Because the Project and cumulative projects would be constructed in accordance with all applicable 
building codes and the Applicant would reclaim and restore the land in accordance with applicable land 
use regulations in effect at the time of decommissioning, the Project’s contribution to any cumulative 
impact related soil instability would not be considerable. This impact would be less than significant. 

Impact 3.8-9: The Project would not cause or contribute to a significant cumulative effect on 
paleontological resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated) 

The geographic scope of cumulative impacts on paleontological resources includes the Project site and 
adjacent areas where deposits with a high potential to contain paleontological resources could be 
disturbed. Should paleontological resources extend across areas of ground disturbance of the Project and 
cumulative projects, a cumulative loss of paleontological resources could result and, if so, would be a 
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significant impact. However, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.8-1 at the Project level would 
effectively reduce the Project’s incremental contribution to any cumulative impact by limiting the 
potential loss of such resources, if discovered during Project-related ground disturbance. Cumulative 
projects that are located on geologic units with the potential to encounter paleontological resources would 
also be required to implement a mitigation measure to protect such paleontological resources.  

With compliance with existing regulations and mitigation measures, the Project’s incremental 
contribution would not cause or contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. Therefore, the Project’s 
contribution to any cumulative effect would not be cumulatively considerable, and this impact would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

Mitigation: Implement Mitigation Measure 3.8-1. 

Significance after Mitigation: Less than significant. 
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3.9 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
This section identifies and evaluates issues related to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It includes the 
physical and regulatory setting, the criteria used to evaluate the significance of potential impacts, the 
methods used in evaluating these impacts, and the results of the impact assessment. The County did not 
receive any scoping comments regarding GHG emissions (Appendix A, Scoping Report). 

This analysis is based on the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report (AQ and GHG 
Technical Report) prepared for the Project (Appendix E.1). The preparers of this Draft EIR 
independently reviewed the AQ and GHG Technical Report, and other materials prepared by or on behalf 
of the Applicant, and determined them to be suitable for reliance, in combination with other materials 
included in the formal record, in the preparation of this Draft EIR. 

3.9.1 Setting 
3.9.1.1 Study Area 
GHGs and climate change are a cumulative global issue. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) regulate GHG emissions within California and the 
United States, respectively. While CARB has the primary regulatory responsibility within California for 
GHG emissions, local agencies have authority to adopt policies for GHG emissions reductions. CARB 
has divided California into regional air basins. The Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD). Though GHG impacts are global in nature, the study areas for the purposes of this analysis 
of potential GHG emissions-related impacts are the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin and the state. 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Basin is approximately 250 miles long and 35 miles in width (on average) 
and is bordered by the Coast Range Mountains on the west, the Sierra Nevada mountains on the east, and 
the Tehachapi Mountains to the south. 

3.9.1.2 Environmental Setting 
Background 
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are known as GHGs. GHGs allow sunlight to enter the atmosphere, 
but trap a portion of the outward-bound infrared radiation, causing the air in the atmosphere to warm up. 
The process is similar to the effect greenhouses have in raising their internal temperature. Both natural 
processes and human activities emit GHGs. The accumulation of GHGs in the atmosphere regulates 
Earth’s temperature; however, emissions from human activities (such as fossil fuel-based electricity 
production and the use of motor vehicles) have elevated the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere. 
Scientists agree that this accumulation of GHGs has contributed to an increase in the temperature of 
Earth’s atmosphere and has contributed to global climate change. Global climate change is a change in 
the average weather on Earth that can be measured by wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and 
temperature. Although there is disagreement as to the rate of global climate change and the extent of the 
impacts attributable to human activities, most scientists agree that there is a direct link between increased 
emissions of GHGs and long-term global temperature increases. 
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The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide, sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), 
perfluorocarbons (i.e., PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (i.e., HFCs). CO2 is the most common reference gas 
for climate change. To account for the different warming potential of GHGs, GHG emissions often are 
quantified and reported as CO2 equivalents (CO2e). For example, SF6 is a GHG commonly used in the 
utility industry as an insulating gas in circuit breakers and other electronic equipment. SF6, while 
comprising a small fraction of the total GHGs emitted annually worldwide, is a much more potent GHG 
with 22,800 times the global warming potential as CO2, which has a global warming potential of 1. In 
emission inventories, GHG emissions are typically reported as metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MT CO2e).1 

CO2e is calculated as the product of the mass emitted of a given GHG and its specific global warming 
potential. CO2 accounts for the majority of GHG emissions in CO2e, both from developments and human 
activity in general. 

Effects of Climate Change 
In California, climate change is contributing to an escalation of serious problems, including raging 
wildfires, coastal erosion, disruption of water supply, threats to agriculture, spread of insect-borne 
diseases, and continuing health threats from air pollution (CARB 2017). In recent decades, changes in 
climate have caused impacts on natural and human systems on all continents and across the oceans. Since 
the 1950s, the atmosphere and ocean have warmed, the amounts of snow and ice have diminished, and sea 
level has risen. Changes in many extreme weather and climate events also have been observed since 
approximately 1950, including a decrease in cold temperature extremes, an increase in warm temperature 
extremes, an increase in extreme high sea levels, and an increase in the number of heavy precipitation 
events in a number of regions. 

Surface temperature is projected to rise over the 21st Century under all assessed emission scenarios. It is 
very likely that heat waves will occur more often and last longer, and that extreme precipitation events 
will become more intense and frequent in many regions. The expectation is that the ocean will continue to 
warm and acidify, and global mean sea level will rise. Continued emission of GHGs will cause further 
warming and long-lasting changes in all components of the climate system, increasing the likelihood of 
severe, pervasive, and irreversible impacts for people and ecosystems. Limiting climate change would require 
substantial and sustained reductions in GHG emissions which, together with adaptation, can limit climate 
change risks (IPCC 2023). 

Emissions Inventories 
In 2022, United States GHG emissions were about 6,343 million MT CO2e. GHG emissions have 
decreased by 3 percent from 1990 to 2019 and down from a high of 15.2 percent above 1990 levels in 
2007. Emissions increased from 2021 to 2022 by 0.2 percent. The decrease reflects the combined impacts 
of many long-term trends, including population, economic growth, energy market trends, technological 
changes including energy efficiency, and carbon intensity of energy fuel choices. Between 2021 and 
2022, the increase in total GHG emissions were largely driven by an increase in fossil fuel combustion 
across most end-use sectors due in part to increased energy use from the continued rebound of economic 
activity after the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. In 2022, CO2 emissions from fossil fuel combustion 
increased by 1.0 percent relative to 2021 and were 1.1 percent below emissions in 1990. CO2 accounted 

 
1 The term “metric ton” is commonly used in the U.S. to refer to the metric system unit, tonne, which is defined as a mass 

equal to 1,000 kilograms. A metric ton is approximately 1.1 short tons and approximately 2,204.6 pounds. 
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for the largest percentage of GHGs (80 percent), followed by CH4 (11 percent), nitrous oxide (6 percent), 
and fluorinated gases (3 percent). GHGs are emitted by all sectors of the economy, including 
transportation (28.4 percent), electricity generation (24.9 percent), industrial (22.9 percent), residential 
and commercial (13.5 percent), and agriculture (10 percent) (USEPA 2024). Forests and other lands 
contributed to an offset of 13.5 percent of GHG emissions in 2019 (USEPA 2024.  

In 2022, California produced approximately 371.1 million MT CO2e, which was 2.4 percent lower than 
2021 emissions. Combustion of fossil fuels in the transportation sector was the single largest source of 
California’s GHG emissions in 2022, accounting for 37.7 percent of total GHG emissions in the state. 
This sector was followed by the industrial sector (19.6 percent), the electric power sector (including both 
in-state and out-of-state sources) (16.1 percent), the commercial and residential sector (10.6 percent), and 
the agriculture and forestry sector (8 percent). High global warming potential emissions from refrigerants 
and other sources made up 5.7 percent of the emissions while the waste sector resulted in 2.2 percent of 
the emissions (CARB 2024). 

3.9.1.3 Regulatory Setting 
Federal 
Federal Clean Air Act  
The U.S. Supreme Court determined in Massachusetts et al. v. Environmental Protection Agency et al. 
([2007] 549 U.S. 05-1120) that the USEPA has the authority to regulate motor vehicle GHG emissions 
under the federal Clean Air Act. The USEPA issued a Final Rule for mandatory reporting of GHG 
emissions in October 2009. This Final Rule applies to fossil fuel suppliers, industrial gas suppliers, direct 
GHG emitters, and manufacturers of heavy-duty and off-road vehicles and vehicle engines and requires 
annual reporting of emissions. In 2012, the USEPA issued a Final Rule that established the GHG 
permitting thresholds that determine when Clean Air Act permits under the New Source Review 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration and Title V Operating Permit programs are required for new and 
existing industrial facilities.  

In Utility Air Regulatory Group v. Environmental Protection Agency (134 Supreme Court 2427 [2014]), 
the U.S. Supreme Court held the USEPA may not treat GHGs as an air pollutant for purposes of 
determining whether a source can be considered a major source required to obtain a Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration or Title V permit. The Court also held that Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration permits otherwise required based on emissions of other pollutants may continue to require 
limitations on GHG emissions based on the application of Best Available Control Technology. The 
Project would involve the use of off-road and heavy-duty equipment that would be considered under this 
regulation. 

Final Rule to Revise Existing National GHG Emissions Standards for Passenger Cars and 
Light Trucks Through Model Year 2026 
The USEPA finalized the federal GHG emissions standards for passenger cars and light trucks for model 
years 2023 through 2026 in February 2022. These standards will leverage current and future technologies 
to result in the avoidance of more than 3 billion tons of GHGs through 2050. Vehicle trips associated with 
the Project would include passenger vehicles subject to the USEPA GHG emission standards. 
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Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
In 2021, President Biden signed the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law that allocates substantial funding to 
modernize transportation, enhance broadband access, improve water infrastructure, and support the 
transition to clean energy. Key provisions include investments in electric vehicle infrastructure, grid 
modernization, and renewable energy projects, all aimed at reducing emissions and enhancing climate 
resilience. The law emphasizes equitable access to these improvements, ensuring that underserved and 
rural communities benefit. Additionally, the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law enforces labor standards, 
mandates the use of American-made materials, and requires transparency and accountability in the 
allocation and use of funds. These measures collectively support the development of sustainable and 
resilient infrastructure, aligning with the goals of clean energy initiatives. 

State 
CARB is responsible for the coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs 
in California. There are numerous regulations aimed at reducing the state’s GHG emissions. These 
initiatives are summarized below.  

California Advanced Clean Cars Program  
Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (2002), California’s Advanced Clean Cars program (referred to as “Pavley”), 
requires CARB to develop and adopt regulations to achieve “the maximum feasible and cost-effective 
reduction of GHG emissions from motor vehicles.” On June 30, 2009, USEPA granted the waiver of 
Clean Air Act preemption to California for its GHG emission standards for motor vehicles, beginning 
with the 2009 model year, which allows California to implement more stringent vehicle emission 
standards than those promulgated by the USEPA. Pavley I regulates model years from 2009 to 2016 and 
Pavley II, now referred to as “LEV (Low Emission Vehicle) III GHG,” regulates model years from 2017 
to 2025. The Advanced Clean Cars program coordinates the goals of the Low Emission Vehicle, Zero 
Emissions Vehicles, and Clean Fuels Outlet programs and would provide major reductions in GHG 
emissions. By 2025, the rules will be fully implemented, and new automobiles will emit 34 percent fewer 
GHGs and 75 percent fewer smog-forming emissions from their model year 2016 levels (CARB 2011). 
This regulation has the potential to impact the fuel efficiency of passenger vehicles associated with the 
Project’s construction and operational vehicle trips. 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32 and Senate Bill 32) 
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), outlines California’s major legislative 
initiative for reducing GHG emissions. AB 32 codifies the statewide goal of reducing GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020 and requires CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main state strategies 
for reducing GHG emissions to meet the 2020 deadline. In addition, AB 32 requires CARB to adopt 
regulations to require reporting and verification of statewide GHG emissions. Based on this guidance, 
CARB approved a 1990 statewide GHG level and 2020 target of 431 MMT of CO2e, which was achieved 
in 2016. CARB approved the Scoping Plan on December 11, 2008, which included GHG emission 
reduction strategies related to energy efficiency, water use, and recycling and solid waste, among others 
(CARB 2008). Many of the GHG reduction measures included in the Scoping Plan (e.g., Low Carbon 
Fuel Standard, Advanced Clean Car standards, and Cap-and-Trade) have been adopted since the Scoping 
Plan’s approval.  
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CARB approved the 2013 Scoping Plan update in May 2014. The update defined CARB’s climate change 
priorities for the next five years, set the groundwork to reach post-2020 statewide goals, and highlighted 
California’s progress toward meeting the “near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals defined in the 
original Scoping Plan. It also evaluated how to align the state’s longer term GHG reduction strategies 
with other state policy priorities, including those for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, 
transportation, and land use (CARB 2014). 

On September 8, 2016, the governor signed Senate Bill (SB) 32 into law, extending the California Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 by requiring the state to further reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030 (the other provisions of AB 32 remain unchanged). On December 14, 2017, 
CARB adopted the 2017 Scoping Plan, which provided a framework for achieving the 2030 target. The 
2017 Scoping Plan relied on the continuation and expansion of existing policies and regulations, such as 
the Cap-and-Trade Program, and implementation of recently adopted policies and legislation, such as SB 
1383 and SB 100. The 2017 Scoping Plan also put an increased emphasis on innovation, adoption of 
existing technology, and strategic investment to support its strategies. As with the 2013 Scoping Plan 
update, the 2017 Scoping Plan did not provide project-level thresholds for land use development. Instead, 
it recommended that local governments adopt policies and locally appropriate quantitative thresholds 
consistent with statewide per capita goals of 6 MT of CO2e by 2030 and 2 MT of CO2e by 2050 (CARB 
2017). As stated in the 2017 Scoping Plan, these goals may be appropriate for plan-level analyses (city, 
county, sub-regional, or regional level), but not for specific individual projects because they include all 
emissions sectors in the state. 

CARB published the Final 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving Carbon Neutrality (2022 Scoping Plan 
Update) in November 2022, as the third update to the initial plan that was adopted in 2008. The 2022 
Scoping Plan Update identifies ways to achieve new targets for carbon neutrality by 2045 and to reduce 
anthropogenic GHG emissions to at least 85 percent below 1990 levels, while also assessing the progress 
California is making toward reducing its GHG emissions by at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030, as called for in SB 32 and laid out in the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2022). 

The 2022 Scoping Plan Update reflects existing and recent direction in the Governor’s Executive Orders 
and State Statutes, which identify policies, strategies, and regulations in support of and implementation of 
the Scoping Plan. Among these include Executive Order B-55-18 and AB 1279 (the California Climate 
Crisis Act), which identify the carbon neutrality and GHG reduction targets for 2045 incorporated into the 
Scoping Plan. This report uses the 2022 Scoping Plan to address criterion b) of the significance analysis. 

CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan includes the following Electricity Goals: 

• Keep California on track to meet its SB 32 GHG reduction target of at least 40 percent below 1990 
emissions by 2030 and 85 percent below 1990 emissions by 2045.  

• Reduce fossil fuel use.  

• Reduce energy demand. 

• Increase grid resiliency.  
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These goals would be accomplished through the Scoping Plan’s ongoing and proposed measures, 
including: 

• Per SB 350, double statewide energy efficiency savings in electricity and fossil gas end uses by 2030, 
through a combination of energy efficiency and fuel substitution actions.  

• Per SB 350, connect long-term planning for electricity needs with the state’s climate targets, adopting 
a 38 million MT GHG target for the electricity sector in 2030, which drops to 35 million MT in 2032.  

• Per SB 100 and SB 1020, achieve 60 percent, 90 percent, 95 percent, and 100 percent renewable and 
zero-carbon retail sales by 2030, 2035, 2040, and 2045 respectively. 

• Prioritize public investments in zero-carbon energy projects to first benefit the most overly burdened 
communities affected by pollution, climate impacts, and poverty. 

Senate Bill 375 
The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), signed in August 2008, 
enhances the state’s ability to reach AB 32 goals by directing CARB to develop regional GHG emission 
reduction targets to be achieved from passenger vehicles by 2020 and 2035. SB 375 aligns regional 
transportation planning efforts, regional GHG reduction targets, and affordable housing allocations. 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations are required to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), 
which allocates land uses in the Metropolitan Planning Organizations’ Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP). Qualified projects consistent with an approved SCS or Alternative Planning Strategy (categorized 
as “transit priority projects”) can receive incentives to streamline CEQA processing. 

On March 22, 2018, CARB adopted updated regional targets for reducing GHG emissions from 2005 
levels by 2020 and 2035. Fresno Council of Governments (Fresno COG) was assigned targets of a 6 
percent reduction in GHGs from transportation sources by 2020 and a 13 percent reduction in GHGs from 
transportation sources by 2035 (CARB 2023). These emission reduction assignments have influenced the 
Fresno COG’s RTC and the Fresno County General Plan (General Plan), which are used to address 
criterion b) in the Project’s significance analysis. 

Senate Bill 100 
Adopted on September 10, 2018, SB 100 supports the reduction of GHG emissions from the electricity 
sector by accelerating the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, which was last updated by SB 
350 in 2015. SB 100 requires electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable 
energy resources to 33 percent of total retail sales by 2020, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. 
As a solar energy installation, the Project would have the potential to support the state’s required increase 
in retail sales of renewable energy.  

Executive Order B-55-18 
On September 10, 2018, former Governor Brown issued Executive Order B-55-18, which established a 
new statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative emissions 
thereafter. This goal is in addition to the existing statewide GHG reduction targets established by SB 32, 
SB 375, and SB 100. The Project would have the potential to help the state achieve its carbon emission 
reduction goals by providing a source of renewable energy to the region.  
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California Code of Regulations, Title 17, Section 95350 et seq.  
In 2010, CARB adopted the Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride Emissions from Gas Insulated 
Switchgear (California Code of Regulations Title 17, §95350 et seq.). The purpose of this regulation is to 
achieve GHG emission reductions by reducing SF6 emissions from gas-insulated switchgear. Owners of 
such switchgear must not exceed maximum allowable annual emissions rates, reduced each year until 
2020, after which annual emissions must not exceed 1 percent. Owners must regularly inventory gas 
insulated switchgear equipment, measure quantities of sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), and maintain records of 
these for at least three years. Additionally, by June 1 each year, owners also must submit an annual report 
to CARB’s Executive Officer for emissions that occurred during the previous calendar year. 

In December 2021, CARB adopted amendments to the Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride 
Emissions from Gas Insulated Switchgear, to update the phase out of SF6 in gas-insulated switchgear. The 
new phase out schedule begins in January 2025 with all switchgear needing to be SF6 free by January 
2033. Under this resolution, CARB has developed a timeline for phasing out SF6 equipment in California 
and created incentives to encourage owners to replace SF6 equipment. The California Office of 
Administrative Law approved this rulemaking in December 2021 and the Resolution went into effect 
January 1, 2022.  

California Advanced Clean Trucks Program  
In March 2021, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Trucks regulation, which requires manufacturers 
who certify Class 2b-8 chassis or complete vehicles with combustion engines to sell zero-emission trucks 
as an increasing percentage of their annual California sales from 2024 to 2035. In addition, the regulation 
requires company and fleet reporting for large employers and fleet owners with 50 or more trucks. By 
2045, all new trucks sold in California must be zero-emission. Implementation of this regulation could 
potentially reduce consumption of nonrenewable transportation fuels as construction-related trucks 
transition to alternative fuel sources. 

California Advanced Clean Fleets Regulation 
In April 2023, CARB approved the Advanced Clean Fleets (ACF) regulation. The ACF regulation is part 
of California’s strategy to accelerate the adoption of medium- and heavy-duty zero-emission vehicles 
(ZEV). It complements the Advanced Clean Trucks ACT regulation and aims to achieve public health, air 
quality, and climate goals. The ACF regulation applies to fleets performing drayage operations, those 
owned by state, local, and federal government agencies, and high priority fleets. The ACF regulation 
includes components such as a manufacturer sales mandate, drayage fleet registrations, requirements for 
drayage fleets to transition to ZEVs, and mandates for high priority and government fleets to purchase 
increasing percentages of ZEVs over time. The regulation provides flexibility and exemptions for cases 
where zero-emission trucks are not yet available. The ACF regulation is expected to significantly increase 
the number of ZEVs on California roads, leading to emissions reductions and health benefits. The 
Advanced Clean Trucks and ACF regulations together are expected to result in about 510,000, 1,350,000, 
and 1,690,000 ZEVs in California in 2035, 2045, and 2050, respectively. Medium- and heavy-duty 
vehicles associated with the Project could potentially be subject to the ACF requirements, especially in 
the decommissioning phase.  
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Executive Order B-48-18 (Zero-Emission Vehicles)  
On January 26, 2018, Governor Brown signed Executive Order B-48-18 requiring all State entities to 
work with the private sector to have at least 5 million ZEVs on the road by 2030, as well as install 200 
hydrogen fueling stations and 250,000 electric vehicle charging stations by 2025. It specifies that 10,000 
of the EV charging stations should be direct current fast chargers. This order also requires all State 
entities to continue to partner with local and regional governments to streamline the installation of ZEV 
infrastructure. The Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development is required to publish a 
Plug-in Charging Station Design Guidebook and update the 2015 Hydrogen Station Permitting 
Guidebook to aid in these efforts. All State entities are required to participate in updating the 2016 Zero-
Emissions Vehicle Action Plan, along with the 2018 ZEV Action Plan Priorities Update, which includes 
and extends the 2016 ZEV Action Plan (Governor’s Interagency Working Group on Zero Emission 
Vehicles 2016, 2018), to help expand private investment in ZEV infrastructure with a focus on serving 
low-income and disadvantaged communities. Passenger vehicles associated with the Project would have 
the potential to be subject to this regulation.  

Executive Order N-79-20 (Zero Emissions Vehicles Sales)  
Governor Gavin Newsom signed Executive Order N-79-20 in September 2020, which sets a statewide 
goal that 100 percent of all new passenger car and truck sales in the state will be zero-emissions by 2035. 
It also sets a goal that 100 percent of statewide new sales of medium- and heavy-duty vehicles will be 
zero emissions by 2045, where feasible, and for all new sales of drayage trucks to be zero emissions by 
2035. Additionally, the Executive Order targets 100 percent of new off-road vehicle sales in the state to 
be zero emission by 2035. CARB is responsible for implementing the new vehicle sales regulation. 
Medium- and heavy-duty vehicles as well as off-road equipment used in the decommissioning phase of 
the Project would be required to comply with the Executive Order.  

Senate Bill 1020 
SB 1020 signed into law on September 16, 2022, requires renewable energy and zero-carbon resources to 
supply 90 percent of all retail electricity sales by 2035, 95 percent by 2040, and 100 percent by 2045. All 
State agency facilities must be served by 100 percent renewable and zero-carbon resources by 2030. SB 
1020 also requires the California Public Utilities Commission, California Energy Commission, and 
CARB to issue a joint progress report outlining the reliability of the electrical grid with a focus on 
summer reliability and challenges and gaps. Additionally, SB 1020 requires the California Public Utilities 
Commission to define energy affordability and use energy affordability metrics to develop protections, 
incentives, discounts, or new programs for residential customers facing hardships due to energy or gas 
bills.  

California Public Utilities Commission General Order No. 131-E 
The California Public Utilities Commission would have sole and exclusive jurisdiction over Pacific Gas 
and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) construction and O&M of the PG&E infrastructure and improvements 
needed to connect the Project to the grid because it regulates activities undertaken by PG&E and the other 
investor-owned public utilities in the state.  
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Local 
Fresno Council of Governments 2022 Regional Transportation Plan  
Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP/SCS outlines a regional transportation network that is environmentally sensitive 
and reduces GHG emissions through the year 2046 (Fresno COG 2022). New transportation facilities 
must avoid or fully mitigate all significant impacts on environmentally sensitive areas and natural 
resources such as minimizing loss of farmland. Increased transportation and facility design is encouraged, 
along with infill development near existing public transportation, which is intended to reduce vehicle 
miles traveled and the associated GHG emissions from those mobile sources. The RTP/SCS is used as 
part of the significance thresholds for the evaluation of the Project to satisfy criterion b).  

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
In August 2008, the SJVAPCD’s Governing Board adopted the Climate Change Action Plan. The 
Climate Change Action Plan directed the SJVAPCD Air Pollution Control Officer to develop guidance to 
assist lead agencies, project proponents, permit applicants, and interested parties in assessing and 
reducing the impacts of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change.  

In 2009, the SJVAPCD adopted the Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG 
Emission Impacts for New Projects Under CEQA and the District Policy – Addressing GHG Emission 
Impacts for Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency. The guidance 
and policy rely on the use of performance-based standards, otherwise known as Best Performance 
Standards (BPS), to assess significance of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change 
during the environmental review process, as required by CEQA (SJVAPCD 2009a, 2009b).  

Use of BPS is a method of streamlining the CEQA process of determining significance and is not a 
required emission reduction measure. Projects implementing BPS would be determined to have a less 
than cumulatively significant impact. Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 percent reduction in GHG 
emissions from business-as-usual is required to determine that a project would have a less-than-
cumulatively-significant impact and be consistent with AB 32 2020 targets. The guidance does not limit a 
lead agency’s authority in establishing its own process and guidance for determining significance of 
project-related impacts on global climate change (SJVAPCD 2009c). As SJVAPCD’s adopted BPS are 
designed to help the district meet the 2020 emissions targets, compliance with these BPS are not 
applicable to determining significance for projects developed subsequent to 2020, such as the Project. 

California Air Pollution Control Officers Association Guidance 
California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) recommended an interim 900 MT CO2e 
screening level as a theoretical approach to identify projects that require further analysis and potential 
mitigation (CAPCOA 2008). Following CAPCOA’s analysis of development applications in various 
cities, it was determined that the threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year would achieve the objective of 90 
percent capture and ensure that new development projects would keep the State on track to meet its AB 
32 goals. SJVAPCD supports the use of the interim threshold established by CAPCOA when adopted 
thresholds are not applicable (SJVAPCD 2009b). This analysis uses the CAPCOA recommended interim 
GHG threshold as a significance threshold to evaluate the Project’s impacts.  
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Fresno Council of Governments 
SB 375 requires Metropolitan Planning Organizations to prepare a Sustainable Communities Strategy in 
their Regional Transportation Plan. As discussed above, the Fresno COG developed the 2022 RTP/SCS 
as the region’s strategy to fulfill the requirements of SB 375, along with the Bipartisan Infrastructure Law 
Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century Act (i.e., MAP-21), the Fixing America’s Surface 
Transportation Act, and the Transportation Conformity for the Air Quality Attainment Plan per 40 CFR 
Part 51 and 40 CFR Part 93. The 2022 RTP/SCS establishes a development pattern for the region that, 
when integrated with the transportation network and other policies and measures, would reduce GHG 
emissions from transportation. Specifically, the 2022 RTP/SCS links the goals of sustaining mobility with 
the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, 
promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and providing fair access to all residents affected 
by socioeconomic, geographic, and commercial limitations. The 2022 RTP/SCS does not require that 
local general plans, specific plans, or zoning be consistent with it but provides incentives for consistency 
for governments and developers. The Project is analyzed against the 2022 RTP/SCS as part of this impact 
analysis.  

Fresno County 2024 General Plan 
The General Plan does not contain any goals and policies applicable to GHG emissions and climate 
change. The General Plan does include energy efficiency goals and policies applicable to new and existing 
housing, which would not apply to the Project. The General Plan also requires the County to develop a 
countywide Climate Action Plan within 2 years of adoption of the General Plan, with the objective of 
meeting a GHG emissions reduction trajectory consistent with state law (Fresno County 2024).  

3.9.2 Significance Criteria 
The significance criteria used to evaluate the Project impacts related to GHG emissions are based on the 
recommendations provided in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Title 
14, §15000 et seq.). The Project would result in a significant impact related to GHG emissions if it would 
do any of the following: 

a) Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. 

3.9.3 Direct and Indirect Effects 
3.9.3.1 Methodology 
Neither CEQA Guidelines § 15064.4 nor any other law2 requires or endorses a specific analytical 
methodology or quantitative criteria for determining the significance of GHG emissions. Rather, lead 
agencies are to make a “good faith effort” to “describe, calculate or estimate” GHG emissions and to 
consider the extent to which the project would increase or reduce GHG emissions; exceed a locally 

 
2  See Center for Biological Diversity v. Department of Fish and Wildlife (2015) 62 Cal.4th 204 (identifying three 

“potential options” for lead agencies evaluating cumulative significance of a proposed land use development’s GHG 
emissions and explicitly stating that none of the three options came with a “guarantee” that it would be sufficient if 
later challenged). 
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applicable threshold of significance; or comply with “regulations or requirements adopted to implement a 
statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions.” A project 
may be found to have a less-than-significant impact related to GHG emissions if it complies with an 
adopted plan that includes specific measures to sufficiently reduce GHG emissions (California Code of 
Regulations Title 14, §15064[h][3]). 

As described above, the SJVAPCD has adopted its Guidance for Valley Land‐Use Agencies in Addressing 
GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects Under CEQA. A GHG analysis is required to be included in 
CEQA documents for all non-exempt projects. The SJVAPCD guidance does not limit a lead agency’s 
authority in establishing its own process and guidance for determining significance of project-related 
impacts on global climate change and supports the use of the interim threshold established by CAPCOA 
when adopted thresholds are not applicable (SJVAPCD 2009b). Because SJVAPCD’s adopted BPS are 
specifically directed at reducing GHG emissions from stationary sources or from improved energy 
efficiency and reduced vehicle miles traveled, and adopted quantitative thresholds do not apply to this 
Project, this analysis relies on CAPCOA’s interim threshold for operational emissions from industrial 
projects of 900 MT CO2e per year to determine whether the Project’s GHG emissions would be 
significant. 

CAPCOA recommends the interim 900 MT CO2e per year screening level as a theoretical approach to 
identify projects that require further analysis and potential mitigation (CAPCOA 2008). Because impacts 
from construction activities occur over a relatively short-term period of time, they contribute a relatively 
small portion of the overall lifetime project GHG emissions. It is common practice to amortize 
construction-related GHG emissions over the project’s lifetime in order to include these emissions as part 
of a project’s annualized total emissions so that GHG reduction measures would address construction 
GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies. As stated in the Project Description, 
the Project would have a useful life of 35 years. Therefore, the construction GHG emissions from the 
Project have been annualized over a 35-year period and considered along with the annual operational 
emissions for comparison with the CAPCOA significance threshold. 

GHG emissions for project construction and decommissioning were calculated using the California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2022.1.1. CalEEMod is a statewide land use emissions 
computer model designed to provide a uniform platform for government agencies, land use planners, and 
environmental professionals to quantify potential criteria pollutant and GHG emissions associated with 
both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects. CalEEMod allows for the use of 
default data (e.g., emission factors, trip lengths, meteorology, source inventory) provided by the various 
California air districts to account for local requirements and conditions, and/or user-defined inputs. The 
calculation methodology and input data used in CalEEMod can be found in the CalEEMod User’s Guide 
Appendices A, D, and E (CAPCOA 2022). The input data for construction, decommission, and operation 
emission estimates for the Project are discussed below and provided in Appendix E.1. CalEEMod output 
files for the Project are included in Appendix E.1. The estimated total and net total emissions were then 
compared to the CAPCOA 900 MT CO2e per year threshold.  

Construction and Decommissioning Emissions 
For this Project, the major source of GHG emissions during construction and decommissioning would be 
the combustion of fuel in construction equipment, in vehicles used to haul materials, and in vehicles used 
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by workers commuting to and from the site. Operational GHG emissions would result from employee 
vehicle trips made to and from the site and from the on-site emergency generator testing and maintenance. 
Total construction and decommissioning emissions from the Project were annualized over its expected 
project life and combined with the Project’s long-term annual operational emissions derived from 
CalEEMod for comparison with the significance threshold. Project emissions of CO2, CH4, and nitrous 
oxide were multiplied by their respective global warming potentials of 1, 30, and 298, respectively, and 
summed together to estimate CO2e emissions. 

At the end of the useful life of the Project (anticipated as 35 years), the Project would be 
decommissioned. Decommissioning and site restoration are anticipated to begin around 2061 and would 
consist of the removal of all above and below-ground structures and the restoration of topsoil, where 
applicable. CalEEMod does not include emission factors for years beyond 2050; therefore, for modeling 
purposes it was assumed that decommissioning would occur over 12 months in 2050. Due to the 
increasing efficiency of vehicles, it is anticipated that the actual decommissioning activities would result 
in less emissions than are projected in this analysis.  

Operational Emissions 
In CalEEMod, operational sources of criteria pollutant and GHG emissions include area, energy, and 
mobile sources. The first full year of operation was assumed to be 2030. The energy storage system 
facility was modeled as 95,000 square feet of refrigerated warehouses to account for the energy and 
refrigerant requirements for maintaining a stable temperature for optimum battery effectiveness, although 
this energy consumption is anticipated to be offset by the power generated at the site. 

The Project would not involve the consumption of natural gas. The solar portion of the Project would not 
involve consumption of electricity from the grid during operation. On-site electrical needs from the solar 
portion of the Project would be offset by the Project and no connection to the grid for operational use is 
necessary. As a conservative estimate of electrical emissions, the energy storage system facility is 
anticipated to be charged from the grid. The 300-megawatt system would be charged once per day during 
off-peak hours. The system is estimated to draw 438,000 megawatt hours per year.3 

During operations and maintenance, one of the sources of GHG emissions would come from sheep 
deployed on-site for vegetation management. CH4 is produced as part of normal digestive processes in 
animals, particularly ruminant animals such as sheep. The amount of enteric CH4 emitted by the sheep 
deployed to the operational Project site was estimated using an average of 19.7 grams of CH4 per sheep 
per day (Belanche et al. 2023). Vegetation management during Project operation would require 
deployment of approximately 2,000 sheep to the site. Although grazing seasons would vary based on 
weather conditions and precipitation, it is assumed that sheep would be deployed seasonally for 
approximately 6 months from February through June of each operational year. 

 
3 The 300-megawatt system is anticipated to be charged one time per day. For calculating kilowatt hours, an average of 1,200 

megawatt hours is assumed per day. Therefore, 1,200 megawatt hours * 365 days/yr = 438,000 megawatt hours/year * 1,000 
= 438,000,000 kilowatt hours/year 
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Water use for project construction dust suppression and water use in project operations will generate 
GHG emissions through water trucks and water conveyance. Project operation is estimated to require 
approximately 30.97 acre-feet (10,091,604 gallons) per year (Appendix J).  

Additionally, Project GHG emissions would include fugitive emissions of SF6 from high-voltage circuit 
breakers at the on-site substation. The global warming potential of SF6 is equivalent to 22,800 times that 
of CO2. The Project would have six circuit breakers that contain SF6. However, new circuit breaker 
designs have been developed over the past several years to minimize the potential for leakage, compared 
to that of past designs (CARB 2020). In addition, the equipment would comply with CARB’s Reducing 
SF6 Emissions from Gas Insulated Switchgear regulations. CO2e emissions resulting from SF6 gas leakage 
at the Project site were estimated for the six high-voltage circuit breakers with a total combined capacity 
of 124 pounds of SF6, assuming a maximum leak rate of 0.5 percent per year.  

The potential for the Project to conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing emissions of GHG was assessed by examining the Project’s consistency with the 
GHG reduction measures detailed in CARB’s 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan. Under the 
SJVAPCD’s CEQA guidance for GHG, a project would not have a significant GHG impact if it is 
consistent with an applicable plan to reduce GHG emissions and a CEQA-compliant analysis was 
completed for the GHG reduction plan (SJVAPCD 2009b, 2015). The applicable qualified plans are 
Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP/SCS and the 2022 Scoping Plan. 

3.9.3.2 Direct and Indirect Effects of the Project 

Criterion a) Whether the Project would generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have a significant impact on the environment. 

Impact 3.9-1: The Project would generate GHG emissions, directly and indirectly, that could have a 
significant impact on the environment. (Less-than-Significant Impact) 

Construction and Emissions  
The Project’s construction activities would involve the use of off-road construction equipment, vendor 
trucks, and worker vehicles, all of which would emit GHGs. Project construction is expected to begin in 
October 2026, and last for a period of 39 months. Emissions generated during construction would be 
short-term in nature, lasting only for the duration of the construction period. Table 3.9-1 presents total 
and annual (amortized over 35 years) construction and decommissioning emissions from the Project. 
Additional details on calculations and CalEEMod output files can be found in the AQ and GHG Technical 
Report included as Appendix E.1. 
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TABLE 3.9-1 
 ESTIMATED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Year MT CO2e 

Total Construction1 7,016 

Amortized (35 years) Construction 200 

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents; CalEEMod = California Emissions Estimator Model 
1. To quantify emissions from water supplied to the site for dust suppression, construction water consumption was 

input in CalEEMod as an operational use, then added to the total reported construction emissions.  
Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2025 (see Appendix E.1, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report). 

 

As shown in Table 3.9-1, the Project would generate construction emissions of 7,016 MT CO2e over the 
36-month construction and decommissioning periods. When amortized over the 35-year Project lifetime, 
annual emissions would be 200 MT CO2e per year for construction.  

Operation and Maintenance Emissions 
The Project’s annual emissions associated with O&M activities are shown in Table 3.9-2. O&M of the 
Project would generate GHG emissions from energy use (electricity consumed by the Project, as required 
when the Project is not powered by on-site energy generation, as well as for off-peak charging of the 
battery energy storage system, as necessary, to maintain alternating current design); sheep deployed to the 
Project site for grazing; motor vehicle trips to and from the Project site; refrigerants used in cooling off 
the proposed battery storage facility; SF6 leakage from the estimated six circuit breakers; and the 
generation of electricity associated with supply, treatment, and distribution of water used by the Project 
and transport and treatment of wastewater generated; and refrigerant. 

TABLE 3.9-2 
 ESTIMATED ANNUAL OPERATIONAL GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Emission Source MT CO2e 

Area 1 

Energya 9,628 

Enteric CH4 (Sheep Grazing) 216 

Mobile 60 

Refrigerant 221 

SF6 7 

Water 17 

Total Operational 10,150 

Notes: CH4 = methane; CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; ESS = energy storage system; MT = metric tons; SF6 = 
sulphur hexafluoride 
a. As a conservative estimate of electrical emissions, the ESS facility is anticipated to be charged from the grid 

using an average annual grid emission factor for 2030 through 2060 for emissions of 9,511 MT/yr CO2e with 
remainder from on-site demand for lighting.  

Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2025 (see Appendix E.1, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report). 
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The Project must comply with CARB’s Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride Emissions from Gas 
Insulated Switchgear (California Code of Regulations Title 17, §95350 et seq.), which requires that 
annual emissions of SF6 not exceed 1.0 percent after 2020. Fugitive SF6 emissions from the six circuit 
breakers were estimated assuming a maximum annual leak rate of 0.5 based on the manufacturer’s 
guaranteed specifications (USEPA 2002). 

Decommissioning Emissions 
Decommissioning of the Project would result in GHG emissions primarily associated with use of off-road 
equipment, on-road vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. The total decommissioning GHG emissions were 
calculated, amortized over 35 years, and added to the total construction and operational emissions for 
comparison with the GHG significance threshold of 900 MT CO2e per year.  

CalEEMod was used to calculate the annual GHG emissions based on the decommissioning scenario 
described in Section 2.8, Decommissioning and Site Reclamation. On-site sources of GHG emissions 
include off-road equipment used for deconstruction and decommissioning activities. Off-site sources 
include on-road vehicles such as haul trucks, vendor trucks, and worker vehicles. Because 
decommissioning would occur a minimum of 35 years from the beginning of operations, the exact nature 
of the decommissioning activities and the equipment used is unknown. CalEEMod does not include 
emission factors for years beyond 2050; therefore, for modeling purposes it was assumed that 
decommissioning would occur over 12 months in 2050. Due to the increasing efficiency of vehicles, it is 
anticipated that the actual deconstruction activities would result in less emissions than are projected in 
this analysis. Table 3.9-3 presents both total decommissioning emissions for the Project in 2061 and 
amortized annual emissions from on-site and off-site emission sources (as described in Appendix E.1). 

TABLE 3.9-3 
 ESTIMATED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION AND DECOMMISSIONING GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Year 
Project Emissions 

MT CO2e 

Total Decommissioning  1,678 

Amortized (35 years) Decommissioning  48 

Notes: MT CO2e metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents  
Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2024 (see Appendix E.1, Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report). 

 

The 1,678 MTCO2e total estimated Project-generated decommissioning emissions amortized over 35 
years would be approximately 48 MT CO2e per year. As with Project-generated construction emissions, 
GHG emissions generated during decommissioning of the Project would be short-term in nature, lasting 
only for the duration of the decommissioning period, and would not represent a long-term source of GHG 
emissions. 

Emissions Offset from Existing Fossil-Fuel Power Plants 
The Project would generate renewable energy, which offsets GHG emissions generated by existing fossil-
fuel power plants to the extent that it would serve demand that otherwise would be served with a fossil-
fuel powered source. Using the installed tracker capacity of 300 megawatts of alternating current (i.e., 
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MWAC), the Project is anticipated to generate approximately 438,000,000 kilowatt hours or 438,000 
megawatt hours per year (Appendix E.1). These factors reflect the available daylight hours, conversion of 
direct current (i.e., DC) to alternating current (i.e., AC), and various system losses using the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory’s PVWatts online solar calculator. 

The Project would result in a potential reduction of 90,272 MT CO2e per year if the electricity generated 
by the Project were to be used in place of electricity generated by fossil-fuel sources. It is a reasonable 
assumption that renewable energy from the Project would replace existing fossil fuel-generated energy in 
light of SB 100, which requires all electric utility companies, like Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
(PG&E), to make progress toward providing 100 percent renewable energy by 2045. This analysis 
assumes that the Project would displace only that portion of the California electricity market that is 
generated from fossil fuels and does not include the portion generated by non-combustion sources such as 
wind, solar, nuclear, or hydroelectric. California’s electricity generation mix consists of approximately 2 
percent coal and 36 percent natural gas-powered plants (CEC 2022). The average annual emission rates 
for coal is 6050 pounds of CO2e per ton of coal (USEPA 1998), and the emission rate for natural gas is 
110 pounds of CO2e per Metric Million British Thermal Unit (i.e., MMBtu) (USEPA 2000).  

Summary 
Table 3.9-4 shows a summary of all Project-generated emissions and offsets. As shown in Table 3.9-4, 
after accounting for the Project’s annualized construction and decommissioning emissions, operational 
emissions, and emissions offset from existing fossil fuel power plants, the Project would result in a net 
reduction of 79,874 MT CO2e per year and a net benefit to the environment with respect to GHG 
emissions. Therefore, the Project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact 
on the environment; this impact would be less than significant.  

TABLE 3.9-4 
 SUMMARY OF TOTAL PROJECT EMISSIONS 

Source 
Annual Project Emissions 

(MT CO2e per year) 

Amortized Construction Emissions over 35 Years 200 

Annual Operational Emissions 10,150 

Amortized Decommissioning Emissions over 35 Years 48 

Total Annual Project Emissions 10,398 

Emissions Offset from Existing Fossil-Fuel Power Plants -90,272 

Net Total Project Emissions -79,874 

Significance Threshold 900 

Significant Impact? No 

Notes: MT CO2e = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
Source: Data compiled by Environmental Science Associates in 2024 (see Appendix E.1, Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions Technical Report). 

 

Mitigation: None required. 
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Criterion b) Whether the Project would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Impact 3.9-2: Construction, operation, and decommissioning of the Project would be consistent 
with applicable plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. (Less Than Significant Impact)  

Under the SJVAPCD’s CEQA guidance for GHGs, a project would not have a significant GHG impact if 
it is consistent with an applicable qualified plan to reduce GHG emissions, and a CEQA-compliant 
analysis was completed for the GHG reduction plan. The Project involves the construction, O&M, and 
decommissioning of a solar and energy storage facility that would serve as a new renewable source of 
energy in Fresno County. As discussed below, the Project would be consistent with the 2022 CARB 
Scoping Plan and would not impede the GHG reductions from cars and light-duty vehicles required by 
Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP/SCS.  

Scoping Plan 
In keeping with the renewable energy target under the 2022 Scoping Plan and as required by SB 350, the 
Project would provide a source of renewable energy to help the State achieve 60 percent renewable retail 
sales by 2030. Renewable energy, in turn, potentially offsets GHG emissions generated by fossil-fuel 
power plants.  

As discussed above under Impact 3.9-1, renewable energy from the Project would replace existing fossil 
fuel-generated energy and help the state achieve the renewable energy targets established under the 
Scoping Plan and SB 100 by providing a source of renewable energy to achieve the Renewables Portfolio 
Standard of 60 percent by the end of 2030 and 100 percent by 2045. While the Project would generate 
short-term GHG emissions from construction and decommissioning, as well as from long-term emissions 
from O&M, it would result in a net reduction in GHG from the production of solar energy that would 
potentially replace energy generated by fossil fuels. The Project would assist in the attainment of the 
State’s goals by using a renewable source of energy that could displace electricity generated by fossil-fuel-
fired power plants, and therefore would comply with the goals and objectives of the 2022 Scoping Plan. 

2022 Fresno Council of Governments Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy  
The Fresno COG’s RTP/SCS is an applicable plan adopted for the purpose of reducing GHGs from the 
land use and transportation sectors in Fresno County and was adopted after completion of a Program EIR. 
CARB approved the RTP/SCS in 2015. The RTP/SCS was amended in 2022. The Project could result in a 
significant impact due to a conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation if it would be 
inconsistent with the adopted Fresno COG RTP/SCS.  

The SCS responds to SB 375’s requirement for metropolitan planning organizations to link transportation 
funding decisions to land use to decrease GHG emissions from cars and light-duty trucks. The per capita 
GHG reduction target from transportation emissions for Fresno COG is 13 percent from 2005 levels by 
2035. In addition, Fresno COG has adopted a 2046 target of a 12 percent reduction from 2010 levels. The 
GHG emissions Fresno COG used to determine the measures in its RTP/SCS are based on the general plans 
of local cities and counties, as well as demographic data trends and projections that include household, 
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employment, and total population statistics. As discussed in Chapter 3.12, Land Use and Planning, the 
Project is consistent with Fresno County’s General Plan. The 2022 RTP/SCS notes that its land use 
assumptions include the loss of just under 2,000 acres of farmland of any type and 48.9 acres of important 
farmland but notes the importance of conserving Prime and Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. The Project would not directly contribute to the conversion of Unique Farmland or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance as stated in Section 3.3, Agriculture and Forestry Resources. The Project would be 
located on approximately 77 acres of Prime Farmland; however, due to the provision of active sheep grazing 
annually, and avoidance of adverse effects of the environmental characteristics of the site that qualify it for 
mapping as Prime Farmland, the Project would have a less-than-significant impact related to the conversion 
of Prime Farmland. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the Fresno COG 2022 RTP/SCS. 

The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan regulating GHG emissions and would have an 
associated less-than-significant impact. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company Infrastructure 
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, energy from the proposed solar arrays would be collected 
at the Project substation and transmitted to the existing PG&E-owned Gates Substation through a 200-
foot-long gen-tie line. Construction and operation of the interconnection infrastructure would add GHG 
emissions from construction equipment, and construction vehicle trips. For the Project, no new 
transmission poles would be constructed within the construction timeframe. Furthermore, no additional 
vehicle trips (workers or trucks) would be needed to operate and maintain, or to decommission PG&E 
infrastructure that have not already been accounted for in the discussion of Project O&M and 
decommissioning impacts above. Therefore, the GHG impacts discussed under Impacts 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 
include consideration of the PG&E infrastructure component of the Project, and the combined impacts of 
the Project and PG&E infrastructure would be less than significant under criteria a and b.  

3.9.4 Cumulative Analysis 
Impact 3.9-3: The Project would not cause or contribute to GHG emissions that would have a 
significant impact on the environment or be inconsistent with applicable GHG emission reduction 
plans, policies, or regulations. 

Global GHG emissions are inherently a cumulative concern that is understood for CEQA purposes to be an 
existing significant and adverse condition. Accordingly, the significance of GHG emissions in this analysis 
is determined based on whether such emissions would have a cumulatively considerable impact on global 
climate change. Although the geographic scope of cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions is global, 
this analysis focuses on the Project’s direct and/or indirect generation or offset of GHG emissions on the 
region and the state. CAPCOA considers GHG impacts to be exclusively cumulative impacts, in that no 
single project could, by itself, result in a substantial change in climate (CAPCOA 2008). Therefore, the 
evaluation of cumulative GHG impacts presented in this section evaluated whether the Project would make 
a considerable contribution to cumulative emissions of GHG. The Project would result in a net reduction in 
GHG emissions over the duration of the use permit period and would not conflict with the state’s GHG 
reduction goals. Therefore, the Project-specific incremental impact relative to GHG emissions would not 
be cumulatively considerable and the cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation: None required. 
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