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

The California Emissions Estimator Modeling (software) (CalEEMod) Output Files, Biological Evaluation, and 
Historic Properties Identification Report are provided as technical Appendix A, Appendix B, and, Appendix 
C, respectively, at the end of this document. 



mailto:pixleyppud@gmail.com
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Figure 2-1: Regional Vicinity Map 
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Figure 2-2: Topo Quad Map  



Chapter 2: Project Description  
Pixley Public Utility District TCP Mitigation Project GAC Treatment at Wells 3A, 4, 5, & 6 

August 2024  2-7 

 

Figure 2-3: District Map  
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Figure 2-4: APE/Aerial Map    
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Figure 2-5: General Plan Land Use Designation Map 
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Figure 2-6: Zoning Map 
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
ANALYSIS 
4.1 AESTHETICS 
Table 4-1: Aesthetics Impacts 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?  

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The Project would take place in the unincorporated community of Pixley, California in Tulare County. Pixley 
is an urban built-up community that is surrounded by agriculture and open space. The nearest scenic 
resource to Pixley is the Pixley National Wildlife Refuge approximately 6.5 miles to the southwest, but it 
cannot be seen from any of the Project sites. The Project sites are relatively flat, with the nearest significant 
topographic changes being the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range approximately 40 miles to the east with 
elevations reaching over 14,000 feet and containing national forest and park lands and the coastal range 
foothills 60 miles to the west with elevations up to 3,000 feet. The Sierra Nevada Range is visible on clear 
weather days from the Project sites. The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is State Route 
(SR) 180, located approximately 53 miles north.2 SR 180 traverses across both Fresno and Tulare County. 

 
2 (California State Scenic Highway System Map 2018) 
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 Impact  Analysis  
a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

No Impact.  The Project is not located within a scenic vista or a public viewshed of any sensitive aesthetic 
resources. Scenic features in the vicinity of the Project include the vast expanse of agricultural land 
surrounding the community of Pixley. In addition, to the east lies the prominent Sierra Nevada 
Mountains. The Project would be constructed within the urban environment of Pixley and would not 
impact the surrounding agricultural aesthetics, nor would it obstruct any views of the easterly lying Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.   There are no trees, rock outcroppings, or historical buildings near a designated State Scenic 
Highway that would be substantially damaged by the Project. As mentioned, the Project is not located 
near a State Scenic Highway as the closest one is SR 180, located approximately 53 miles north of the 
Project. Project activities would have no effect on SR 180 and therefore would not adversely affect the 
scenic qualities of the designated scenic highway. There would be no impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project sites are all existing well site lots and are either surrounded by 
agricultural, residential, or commercial uses. The proposed water treatment systems would blend in with 
the existing wells and would be consistent with the development of the sites and area, minimizing any 
potential visual impacts. During construction, there would be some temporary impacts to residential 
streets with the laydown of pipeline; however, these impacts would be short-term. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.   The Project sites are surrounded by agricultural, residential, or commercial 
uses. Lighting is not proposed for the operation of the Project nor would lighting be used during 
construction. Additional vehicular traffic after construction would be limited to maintenance and 
monitoring on an as-needed basis which would be performed during daylight hours, except in an 
unforeseen emergency situation. None of the proposed Project materials for the water treatment 
infrastructure would cause glare as it would be painted in a manner to reduce any potential glaring 
effects. Therefore, the Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Act  

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968, to maintain the natural beauty, biology, 
and wildness of federally designated "wild," "scenic," or "recreational" rivers that may be threatened by 
construction of dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to preserve these designated rivers in their free-
flowing condition, and to protect their immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
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and future generations. There are no "wild" or "scenic" rivers within or proximate to the proposed project 
site. The nearest river of such is the Kern River, located approximately 45 miles east.3  

 
3 (National Wild and Scenic River System 2020) 
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact.  None of the Project sites are zoned for agricultural use or contain a Williamson Act contract. 
The Project would have no impact on agriculture. Therefore. there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, 
timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. The Pixley Community Plan has not designated 
any place in the Project area or surrounding lands as Forest Land, Timberland, or timberland zoned for 
Timberland Production.7 The Project would have construction activities in areas that have previously 
been disturbed and would not be in or near a forest or timberland environment. Therefore, there would 
be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project is not located in or near any forest land. Therefore, the Project would not result 
in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. The Project would not involve changes in the existing environment that would result in the 
conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As 
mentioned, neither of the Project sites are designated or used for farming activities. In addition, no land 
acquisition would be required for the completion of the Project. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Farmland Protection Act  

The Farmland Protection and Policy Act (FPPA) was enacted in 1981 to minimize the loss of prime farmland 
and unique farmlands because of federal actions that converted these lands to nonagricultural uses. The 
act assures that federal programs are compatible with state and local governments, and private programs 
and policies to protect farmland.  

As defined by the FPPA, prime farmland is farmland that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and also is available for these uses. 
A unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for production of specific, high-value food 
and fiber crops; it has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of specific crops. 

As previously concluded, the proposed project is not located on land classified by the California Department 
of Conservation (DOC) as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Local Importance. These classifications recognize a land' s suitability for agricultural production 
by considering the physical and chemical characteristics of the soil, such as soil temperature range, depth 

 
7 (County of Tulare Resource Management Agency 2015) 
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Figure 4-1: FMMP Map 







https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf


https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF


http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9110.pdf


  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Pixley Public Utility District TCP Mitigation Project GAC Treatment at Wells 3A, 4, 5, & 6 

August 2024  4-14 

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-8: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  

General  

The Project is located within the census-designated place of Pixley, which is located in the southwest 
portion of Tulare County and southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley, California. The Well 3A Site is 
located adjacent to the intersection of Sarah Avenue and Walnut Street and extends south along Walnut 
Street. The Well 4 Site is located adjacent to the intersection of South Main Street and Compton Avenue. 
The Well 5 Site is located adjacent to the intersection of South Cedar Street and West Bradburry Avenue. 
The Well 6 site is located southwest of the intersection of Terra Bell Avenue and Road 120. The topography 
of each well site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from approximately 260 to 275 feet above mean 
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sea level. The APE used for biological surveys is 16 acres, approximately four (4) acres at each site to allow 
for access and staging areas. 

Like most of California, the Project area experience a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 85- and 95-
degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but often exceed 95 °F, and the humidity is generally low.  Winter temperatures 
are often below 60 °F during the day and rarely exceed 70 °F. On average, Pixley receives approximately 13 
inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between October and March and 
the sites would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation.11 

Soils 

One soil map unit, Akers-Akers saline-sodic complex, was identified within the Project site (see Appendix D 
of Appendix B for the soils report). This soil is well drained, has moderate permeability, negligible runoff, 
and is used primarily for irrigated cropland.   

Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation 
can be supported. The soils of the Project site are predominantly nonhydric. 

Biotic Habitats  

Four biotic habitats were observed within the Project site and included developed, grassland, ruderal, and 
orchard (see Figure 4-2). The habitat types that were found within each of the APEs is summarized below 
in Table 4-9. These habitats and their constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in 
the following sections. 

Table 4-9: Summary of Habitat Types Within Each APE 

Well Site Habitat Type and Presence in the APEs 
Developed Grassland Ruderal Orchard 

Well 3A X  X  
Well 4 X  X  
Well 5 X X X X 
Well 6 X  X  

 

 

 
11 (National Weather Service 2023) 
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Figure 4-2: Habitats Map 
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Developed  
The developed habitat of the sites consisted of paved lots, residential streets, buildings, and concrete pads. 
There were no plant or animal species located in this habitat. The existing buildings had metal roofs and 
are unlikely to be insulated. 

Grassland  
The grassland habitat of the sites were populated by brome grasses (Bromus sp.) and Russian thistle (Salsola 
australis). The soil has been historically disturbed in this habitat. No small mammal burrows were observed. 

Ruderal  
The ruderal habitat within the sites consisted of vacant lots and an empty water retention basin. The ground 
was covered with packed dirt and supported native species such as telegraphweed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora), and nonnative species such as cheeseweed mallow (Malva parviflora), puncture vine (Tribulus 
terrestris), Russian thistle, and tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima). Bird species observed during the field 
survey included California scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house 
finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), killdeer (Charadrius vociferus), and mourning dove (Zenaida macroura).   

Several domestic dogs (Canis familiaris) and a feral cat (Felis catus) were also observed within these areas, 
along with several small mammal burrows approximately three inches in diameter within the ruderal 
habitat of Well 6. 

Orchard  
There was also a small orchard on the north edge of the site of Well 5. There was no additional vegetation 
within this habitat. Bird species observed during the field survey included house finch and mourning dove. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4-3: Overview of the Ruderal Habitat at Well 3A Site 
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Figure 4-4: Overview of the Developed Habitat at Well 4 Site 

 

 

Figure 4-5: Overview of the Grassland Habitat at Well 5 Site 
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supporting riparian vegetation. There are no features within the APEs that are likely to function as wildlife 
movement corridors.  

Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or group of similar species raise their young in a 
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. The APEs contained developed habitat with buildings 
with metal roofs, but they lacked insulation and would not be suitable for roosting bats. No other potential 
native wildlife nursery sites were observed within the APEs. 

Special Status Plant and Animal  

A query of the CNDDB for occurrences of special status plant and animal species was conducted for the 
Pixley 7.5-minute United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle that contains the APEs, and for the 8 
surrounding USGS quadrangles: Allensworth, Alpaugh, Delano East, Delano West, Sausalito School, Taylor 
Weir, Tipton, and Woodville. A query of the IPaC was also completed for the APEs. These species, and their 
potential to occur within the APEs, are listed in Table 4-10 and Table 4-11 on the following pages. The 
potential occurrence for each special status species on each APE was assessed separately, with the 
exception of the APEs for Well 3A & 4, which were grouped together due to the high degree of similarity 
between the two sites.  Other special status species that did not show up in the CNDDB query, but have 
the potential to occur in the vicinity, are also included in Table 4-11. Species lists obtained from CNDDB and 
IPaC are available in Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively of Appendix B. All relevant sources of 
information, as discussed in the Study Methodology section of this report, as well as field observations, 
were used to determine if any special status species have the potential to occur within the APE.
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Table 4-11: List of Special Status Animals with Potential to Occur Onsite and/or in the Vicinity 

Species Status* Habitat  
Occurrence within the APEs  

Well 3 & 4  Well 5  Well 6  
American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) 

CSSC Occurs most abundantly in drier 
open stages of shrub, forest, and 
herbaceous habitats with friable 
soils to burrow, but can be found 
within numerous habitats 
throughout California, including the 
margins of agricultural lands. Needs 
a sufficient prey base of burrowing 
rodents. 

Absent. These APEs lack 
suitable habitat for this species. 

Unlikely. There were no signs 
of this species within the APE. 
Grassland habitat within this 
APE is marginal and unlikely to 
support this species. The 
nearest recorded observation 
of this species occurred 
approximately five miles south 
of the APE on an unknown date 
prior to 1986. 

Unlikely. There were no signs 
of this species within the APE. 
The ruderal habitat is unlikely 
to support this species. The 
nearest recorded observation 
of this species occurred 
approximately 4.5 miles south 
of the APE on an unknown date 
prior to 1986. 

Bakersfield legless 
lizard 
(Anniella grinnelli) 

CSSC Can be found burrowing in moist, 
sandy soil within grassland, 
sand/dune, or chaparral habitats. 
Fallen logs, woody debris, and leaf 
litter under trees and bushes in 
sunny areas often indicate suitable 
habitat. The current known range is 
restricted to the east side of the 
Carrizo Plain and within the city 
limits of Bakersfield. 

Absent. These APEs lack 
suitable habitat for this species. 

Unlikely. The soil within the 
grassland habitat of this APE 
has been historically disturbed 
and maintained. The nearest 
recorded observation of this 
species occurred 
approximately 4.5 miles 
southwest of the APE in 2019. 

Absent. This APE lacks suitable 
habitat for this species. 

Blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard 
(Gambelia sila) 

FE, CE, 
CFP 

Occurs in the San Joaquin Valley 
region in expansive, arid areas with 
scattered vegetation. Today they 
inhabit non-native grassland and 
alkali sink scrub communities of the 
Valley floor marked by poorly 
drained, alkaline, and saline soils. 
They can be found at elevations 
ranging from 98 to 2,600 feet above 
sea level. They are absent from 
areas of steep slopes and dense 
vegetation, and areas subject to 
seasonal flooding. Adults may 
excavate shallow burrows but rely 
on deeper pre-existing rodent 
burrows for hibernation and 
reproduction. 

Absent. These APEs lack 
suitable habitat for this species. 

Absent. This APE lacks suitable 
habitat for this species. 

Absent. This APE lacks suitable 
habitat for this species. 
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Species Status* Habitat  
Occurrence within the APEs  

Well 3 & 4  Well 5  Well 6  
lowlands, river floodplains, alluvial 
fans, playas, alkali flats, foothills, 
and mountains. Vernal or seasonal 
pools, that hold water for a 
minimum of three weeks, are 
necessary for breeding. 

 
*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES 
Present:  Species observed on the APE(s) at time of field surveys or during recent past. 
Likely:   Species not observed on the APE(s), but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the APE(s), but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the APE(s), and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the APE(s) and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat. 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered   CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened   CT California Threatened 
FC Federal Candidate   CFP California Fully Protected 
     CSSC California Species of Special Concern 
 
CNPS LISTING 
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in   
 California and elsewhere.   
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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? 

No Impact. The Project sites do not contain features that would be likely to function as wildlife movement 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, the project would have no impact on wildlife 
movement corridors or other native wildlife nursery sites, and no additional mitigation measures are 
warranted.  

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

No Impact. The project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Pixley Community Plan. 
There are no known Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in the project 
vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 

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? 

No Impact. The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not warranted. 

 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Federal Endangered Species Act  

Regulations in the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants, 
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and mammals. 
Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a proposed 
project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Under Section 
7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of concurrence, stating that 
the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7 requirements do not apply to 
nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of SRF monies that may be distributed to Tulare 
County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section 7.  

Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act.  

Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of 
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm, 
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to 
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.  

The take prohibition in Section 9 applies only to fish and wildlife species. However, Section 9 also prohibits 
the unlawful removal and possession, or malicious damage or destruction, of any endangered plant from 
federal land. Section 9 prohibits acts to remove, cut, dig up, damage, or destroy an endangered plant 
species in non-federal areas in knowing violation of any State law or in the course of criminal trespass. 
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Candidate species and species that are proposed for or under petition for listing receive no protection 
under Section 9.  

See discussion under checklist item a.  

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act  

The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (Act), approved September 29, 1980, declares that fish and wildlife 
are of ecological, educational, esthetic, cultural, recreational, economic, and scientific value to the Nation. 
The Act acknowledges that historically, fish and wildlife conservation programs have focused on more 
recreationally and commercially important species within any particular ecosystem, without provisions for 
the conservation and management of nongame fish and wildlife. The purposes of this Act are to encourage 
all federal departments and agencies to utilize their statutory and administrative authority, to the maximum 
extent practicable and consistent with each agency's statutory responsibilities and to conserve and to 
promote conservation of non-game fish and wildlife and their habitats. The Act authorizes financial and 
technical assistance to the States for the development, revision, and implementation of conservation plans 
and programs for nongame fish and wildlife. The Act defines "nongame fish and wildlife" as wild vertebrate 
animals in an unconfined state, that are not ordinarily taken for sport, fur, or food, not listed as endangered 
or threatened species, and not marine mammals within the meaning of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act. The original Act authorized $5 million for each of Fiscal Years 1982 through 1985, for grants for 
development and implementation of comprehensive State nongame fish and wildlife plans and for 
administration of the Act.  

See discussions under checklist items a, b, and d above.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 16, Section 703 and following sections of the United States 
Code [16 USC 703 et seq.]), first enacted in 1918, provides protection of international migratory birds and 
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of migratory birds. The MBTA states that it is 
unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, to pursue, take, or kill any migratory bird, or any part, nest, 
or egg of any such bird. The current list of species protected by the MBTA is found under Title 50, Section 
10.13 of the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 10.13). The list includes nearly all birds native to the 
United States.  

In December 2017, the United States Department of the Interior's Office of the Solicitor issued a revised 
legal interpretation (Opinion M-37050) of the MBTA's prohibition on the take of migratory bird species. 
Opinion M-37050 concludes that "consistent with the text, history, and purpose of the MBTA, the statute's 
prohibitions on pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempting to do the same apply only to 
affirmative actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, their nests, or their 
eggs" (DOI 2017). According to Opinion M-37050, take of a migratory bird, its nest, or eggs that is incidental 
to another lawful activity does not violate the MBTA, and the MBTA's criminal provisions do not apply to 
those activities. Opinion M-37050 may affect how the MBTA is interpreted but does not legally change the 
regulation itself.  

The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the controlling federal appellate court for 
California, also has held that habitat modification that harms migratory birds "does not 'take' them within 
the meaning of the MBTA (Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Evans, 952 F.2d 297, 303, 1981). 

See discussion under checklist item a.  
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-12: Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  

Historic Properties Identification Report  

A Historic Properties Identification Report (HPIR) of the PPUD Well 3A, 4, 5, & 6 TCP Project APE was 
conducted by ASM Affiliates Archaeologist in March 2024. The field methods employed included intensive 
pedestrian examination of the ground surface for evidence of archaeological sites in the form of artifacts, 
surface features (such as bedrock mortars, historical mining equipment), and archaeological indicators 
(e.g., organically enriched midden soil, burnt animal bone); the identification and location of any discovered 
sites, should they be present; tabulation and recording of surface diagnostic artifacts; site sketch mapping; 
preliminary evaluation of site integrity; and site recording, following the California Office of Historic 
Preservation Instructions for Recording Historic Resources and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
8100 Manual, using DPR 523 forms. Parallel survey transects spaced at 15-m apart were employed for 
pedestrian survey of the Project APE. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) used for cultural surveys is 16 acres, approximately four (4) acres at each 
site to allow for access and staging areas.  The Project APE includes four separate existing well sites, three 
of which are located within the community of Pixley, while a fourth is on the outskirts adjacent to the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP). No cultural resources of any kind were identified within the Project 
APE. 

Records Search  

A records search from the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) of the California 
Historical Resources Information System, located at California State University, Bakersfield was conducted 
in January 2024. The SSJVIC records search includes a review of all recorded archaeological and built-
environment resources as well as a review of cultural resource reports on file.  In addition, the California 
Points of Historical Interest, the California Historical Landmarks, the California Register of Historical 
Resources, the National Register of Historic Places, and the California State Built Environment Resources 
Directory listings were reviewed for the above referenced APE and an additional ¼-mile radius.  Due to the 
sensitive nature of cultural resources, archaeological site locations are not released. (Appendix C).  







  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Pixley Public Utility District TCP Mitigation Project GAC Treatment at Wells 3A, 4, 5, & 6 

August 2024  4-37 

rather of Native American origin, the Coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours to permit the NAHC to determine 
the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American.  
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4.6 ENERGY 
Table 4-13: Energy Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The proposed water treatment Project would be located within the community of Pixley. This area is served 
by Southern California Edison for its energy needs and by Southern California Gas Company for natural gas. 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy 
resource expended over the course of Project construction. For heavy-duty construction equipment, 
horsepower and load factor were assumed using default data from the CalEEMod model. Fuel use 
associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the Project was also estimated; trips include 
construction worker trips, haul trucks trips for material transport, and vendor trips for construction 
material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the Project was based on (1) the projected 
number of trips the Project would generate (CalEEMod default values), (2) default average trip distance 
by land use in CalEEMod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the ARB 2017 Emissions Factors model 
(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model. 

Construction is estimated to consume a total of 29,390.70 gallons of diesel fuel and 436.86 gallons of 
gasoline fuel (see Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section 
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby 
precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive idling of construction 
equipment. In addition, the energy consumption for construction activities would not be ongoing as they 
would be limited to the duration of Project construction. 

The proposed Project is expected to utilize negligible levels of energy during operations of the sites due 
to the passive nature of the use. Energy consumption of non-residential uses is currently governed by 
the 2022 California Building Code, Part 6 for structures, and Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations 
for appliances. Energy consumption is anticipated to decrease over time as more energy efficient 
standards take effect and energy-consuming equipment reaches its end-of-life and necessitates 
replacement. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
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Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer. Since the Project 
sites have relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion, and would comply with the SWRCB 
requirements, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project sites and the surrounding areas do not have any substantial 
grade changes to the point where the Project would expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects on- or offsite such as from landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse. As mentioned earlier, subsidence and liquefaction risk are low at the Project sites. Any impact 
would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  Expansive soils are those with excessive swelling clay minerals such as montmorillonite. The 
presence of expansive clay minerals in soils can cause excessive swelling when the soil comes into contact 
with water and also shrinkage when it undergoes drying.16 Soils within the Project sites contain Akers-
Akers soil. There are no clayey soils that would be susceptible to excessive swelling and shrinking; 
therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would not require the use of septic tanks or any type of wastewater disposal 
systems. The Project would not construct any habitable structures that would indirectly result in the 
generation of wastewater. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. There are no known paleontological resources or unique geological features that have been 
identified at the Project site, at any of the basin locations. There would be no impacts. 

  

 
16 (ScienceDirect 2021) 
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4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Table 4-17: Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  

Hazardous Materials  

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by the State, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location 
of hazardous materials release sites. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California 
Environmental Protection Agency to develop at least annually an updated Cortese List. The Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese 
List. Other State and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material 
release information for the Cortese List. DTSC's EnviroStor database provides DTSC's component of Cortese 
List data. In addition to the EnviroStor database, the SWRCB Geotracker database provides information on 
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-18: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

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

    

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

    

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

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The District, which includes the Project sites, is located within the boundaries of the Tule Subbasin. This 
portion of the Tule Subbasin is managed by the Pixley Irrigation District (PID) Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency (GSA) for its groundwater resources. The District itself is an active member of the PID GSA. 

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

substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?   
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Less than Significant Impact. The existing wells associated with the Project currently meet all other 
drinking water standards except for 1,2,3-TCP. The Project would ensure wells 3A, 4, 5, and 6 comply 
with compliance with the current 1,2,3-TCP standard by installing GAC treatment facilities. 

In order for the GAC to remove TCP from the water, the carbon must have enough adsorption capacity 
and the water must be in contact with the carbon for enough time for adsorption to take place. The 
parameter used to indicate the time the water is in contact with the carbon is the empty bed contact 
time (EBCT). An EBCT of approximately 15 minutes is recommended for TCP removal treatment. In order 
to more fully utilize the carbon, the GAC treatment system would be configured using pairs of vessels in 
a series. The Project would be constructed so water would flow through one vessel filled with GAC and 
then through a second vessel filled with GAC before entering the distribution system. Operating with 
vessels in series is particularly important with TCP, which has an MCL equal to the Detection Limiting for 
the Purposes of Reporting. With series operation, The District would be able to allow the GAC in the lead 
vessel to approach full saturation/usage before the carbon is changed out. It would also provide improved 
treatment reliability and reduce the likelihood of an inadvertent treatment failure and resulting MCL 
violation.  

As part of the process, the GAC would require water to be used to backwash the GAC treatment vessels 
before using new GAC and when suspended solids accumulate in the top of the vessels. This discharge 
would then be piped to a County stormwater basin. The discharge would contain unaltered groundwater 
with minimal carbon fines and is considered a low threat discharge. This discharge would not violate any 
water quality or waste discharge standards and would require a general or individual permit from the 
Central Valley Regional Board. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would bring four existing domestic wells into compliance by 
constructing GAC treatment systems for each. The Project would not increase the overall production of 
water between the wells, nor would it increase capacity of the wells. Although the underlying Tule 
Subbasin is critically-over drafted, the amount of water being removed from the aquifer would not 
change. Therefore, implementation of the Project would not interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that the Project would impede sustainable groundwater management of the Tule 
Subbasin, nor would it substantially decrease ground water supplies. Any impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

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

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

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or  
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contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source 
aquifers." USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SDWA. 
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region. 

SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed 
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states 
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for 
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that 
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no 
commitment for federal financial aid may be applied for any project that the Administrator determines may 
contaminate the aquifer through a recharge zone, so as to create a significant hazard to public health 
(USEPA 2019). 

The Project is not located in a Sole Source Aquifer. 
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Figure 4-7: FEMA Flood Map 
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4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Table 4-19: Land Use and Planning Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Physically divide an established 
community? 

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The Project is located in Pixley, California and is a census-designated place in Tulare County. Pixley is located 
approximately 45 miles northwest of Bakersfield, 25 miles south of Visalia, and 60 miles southeast of 
Fresno. As seen in other cities and communities throughout the Central Valley in California, Pixley is an 
agricultural community that is surrounded by farms and open space outside of the urban planned area. 
However, the community of Pixley itself contains various urban land uses such as residential, commercial, 
industrial, and public-quasi-public. As seen in Table 4-20 below, the Project sites contain either residential, 
commercial, or agricultural general plan land use designations and either residential, commercial, or 
manufacturing zoning designations.  

Table 4-20: General Plan and Zoning Designations 

Project Area General Plan Designation Zoning District 
WELL 3A SITE (APN 299-084-001) Residential (Low Density) R-1 (Single-Family Residential) 
WELL 4 SITE (APN 299-150-034) Commercial C-2 (General Commercial) 
WELL 5 SITE (APNS 298-060-023/026) Residential (Low Density) R-1 (Single-Family Residential) 
WELL 6 SITE (APN 314-080-030) Valley Agriculture M-1 (Light Manufacturing) 

 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project physically divide an established community? 

No Impact.  The Project would add GAC wellhead treatment systems at four existing well sites to treat 
the high levels of 1,2,3-TCP. Implementation of the Project would not result in any physical division within 
the community of Pixley. There would be no impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project sites are located on parcels that are zoned R-1 (Single-Family 
Residential), C-2 (General Commercial), and M-1 (Light Manufacturing) and planned for residential, 
commercial, and agriculture. The purpose of the Project is to modify public facilities to reduce the levels 
of 1,2,3-TCP below the maximum containment level in the water supplied to the community of Pixley. 
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The Project components are already established uses and the sites themselves are previously disturbed 
that are improved with domestic wells and ancillary facilities. Implementation of the Project would not 
change the existing use of the site but would only modify existing facilities to allow the continued 
operation of supplying clean drinking water to the community of Pixley. The Project would be consistent 
with all applicable plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations, including those adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Impacts would be less than significant. 

 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Coastal Zone Management Act  

The Coastal Zone Management Act was enacted in 1972. This act, administered by the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, provides management of the nation' s coastal resources. The California 
coastal zone generally extends 1,000 yards inland from the mean high tide line. The Project site is more 
than 100 miles from the coastline. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the Coastal 
Zone Management Act. 
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4.13 NOISE 
Table 4-22: Noise Impacts 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The community of Pixley is located in the southwestern portion of Tulare County, California. SR 99 bisects 
the community into eastern and western halves. SR 99 is a major contributor of noise levels that exceed 
the acceptance level of 60 dBA (A-weighted decibels) found in the Pixley Community Plan.22 Levels above 
60 dBA are said to introduce compatibility issues. The Well 3A, 4, and 5 sites are located within the built 
community of Pixley and contain either residences or commercial establishments within their vicinity. Well 
6 is located in the outskirts near the WWTP, which is more isolated and further away from development.  

 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 

noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project sites would be residences 
adjacent to some of the existing well sites and the proposed pipeline pathways, specifically the Well 3A 
and Well 5 sites. Project construction-related activities would involve temporary, short-term, and 
intermittent noise sources including site preparation and activities related to installation of new GAC 
treatment facilities and associated pipeline. The construction phase of the Project would involve 
temporary noise sources originating predominantly from off-road equipment, such as backhoes, drilling 
rigs, scrapers, and tractors. Construction-related noise levels would be higher than existing ambient noise 
levels in the Project sites but would not occur after construction-related activities are completed. 
Operation and maintenance noise would be similar in character to existing noise in the area resulting 

 
22 (County of Tulare Resource Management Agency 2015) 
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from existing activity such as traffic noise. Tulare County General Plan Policies HS-8.18 and HS-8.19 
address noise generated from construction-related activities. Policy HS-8.18 limits noise-generating 
activities (such as construction-related activities) to hours of normal business operation unless specific 
County approval is given. Construction-related activities would be restricted to daytime hours and would 
be short-term, temporary, and intermittent in nature. Policy HS-8.19 requires the County to ensure 
contractors implement best practices as appropriate to reduce the construction-related noise impacts. 
By complying with Tulare County General Plan Policies HS-8.18 and HS-8.19, the Project would have a 
less than significant impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  There are no federal or State standards that address construction noise or 
vibration. Additionally, Tulare County does not have regulations that define acceptable levels of vibration. 
However, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) publication concerning noise and vibration impact 
assessment from transit activities has vibration standards suggestions. Although the FTA guidelines are 
to be applied to transit activities and construction, they may be reasonably applied to the assessment of 
the potential for annoyance or structural damage resulting from other activities. To prevent vibration 
annoyance in residences, a level of 80 VdB (vibration velocity level in dB) or less is suggested when there 
are fewer than 70 vibration events per day. A level of 100 VdB or less is suggested by the FTA guidelines 
to prevent damage to fragile buildings. Table 4-23 describes the typical construction equipment vibration 
levels. While these construction-related activities would result in ground borne vibration, such ground 
borne noise or vibration, would attenuate rapidly from the source and would not be generally perceptible 
outside of the construction-related areas. In addition, there would not be any vibrational impacts from 
operation and maintenance activities. 

Table 4-23. Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Sources Levels 

Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Sources Levels 
Equipment PPV at 25 ft, in/sec Approximate Lv* at 25 ft 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 
Caisson drilling 0.089 87 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 
Small bulldozer 0.003 58 
*RMS velocity in decibels, VdB re 1 micro-in/sec 
Source: (John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center 2018) 

Construction-related activities in general can have the potential to create ground borne vibrations. 
However, based on the soil types found in the general Project sites, it is unlikely that any blasting or pile-
driving would be required in connection with construction of the Project. Therefore, the potential for 
ground borne vibrations to occur as part of construction-related activities of the Project would not be 
significant. Additionally, the operation of the Project would not contain any activities that would create 
excessive ground borne vibrations. The Project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation 
of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  
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No Impact.  The Project would not be located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an 
airport. The nearest airport, which is the Visalia Municipal Airport, is located approximately 25 miles 
north-northwest of the Project. Furthermore, the Project would not involve the development of habitable 
structures or require the presence of permanent staff onsite. There would be no impact. 
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b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

No Impact. The Project would be constructed on lands that lack housing. The Project would not result in 
displacing or demolishing housing. The Project would require demolition of an existing structure but said 
structure would be inhabitable. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898  

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, was issued in 1994. The EO directs federal agencies to identify and address the 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority 
and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  

USEPA has developed a mapping and screening tool called EJSCREEN that uses nationally consistent data 
to identify minority or low-income communities. According to EJSCREEN, the proposed project site is not 
in an environmental justice community (USEPA 2015). In addition, the purpose of the project would be to 
supply clean, reliable water to residents of the District. Because the proposed project would directly benefit 
the local community only, no disproportional health of environmental effect would be imposed on minority 
or low-income populations. The proposed project would not conflict with the purpose and objectives of EO 
12898. 
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION 
Table 4-27: Transportation Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 Baseline Conditions  
Pixley is a census-designated place located in Tulare County, wholly surrounded by agricultural production. 
The Project sites are predominantly located in developed areas; however, Well site 6 is located in an 
isolated location adjacent to the WWTP near S. Airport Street and the Avenue 92 alignment. SR 99 is the 
nearest highway, which is located at least 0.9 miles from all four Project sites. The furthest site from SR 99 
is the Well 6 site, located 0.9 miles west and the closest is the Well 4 site, which is 130 feet west. Local 
roads within the community of Pixley that would be impacted by the Project consist of W. Compton Avenue, 
Walnut Street, and Holste Avenue. 

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

transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project includes water treatment at four existing well sites. 
Construction traffic associated with the Project would be minimal and temporary, approximately lasting 
twelve months. Operational traffic would be minimal. Operational traffic would consist of maintenance 
which is already occurring at the well sites. There would not be a significant adverse effect to existing 
roadways in the area. 

Road closures and detours are not anticipated as part of construction. Construction-related impacts 
would be temporary and alternate routes would be available for use by vehicles, pedestrians, and 
bicycles, as needed. Any and all disturbances to roadways, driveways, sidewalks, curb, and gutter incurred 
from the pipeline work would be temporary and repaired to baseline conditions once construction is 
completed. 

Additionally, the Project would include new access roads at three of the four well sites. These access 
roads would be constructed in accordance with all State and local applicable regulations. 
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-28: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
Penutian-speaking Yokuts tribal groups occupied the southern San Joaquin Valley region and much of the 
nearby Sierra Nevada. For a variety of historical reasons, existing research information emphasizes the 
central Yokuts tribes who occupied both the valley and particularly the foothills of the Sierra. The 
northernmost tribes suffered from the influx of Euro-Americans during the Gold Rush and their populations 
were in substantial decline by the time ethnographic studies began in the early twentieth century. In 
contrast, the southernmost tribes were partially removed by the Spanish to missions and eventually 
absorbed into multi-tribal communities on the Sebastian Indian Reservation (on Tejon Ranch), and later the 
Tule River Reservation and Santa Rosa Rancheria to the north. The result is an unfortunate scarcity of 
ethnographic detail on southern Valley tribes, especially in relation to the rich information collected from 
the central foothills tribes where native speakers of the Yokuts dialects are still found. Regardless, the 
general details of indigenous life-ways were similar across the broad expanse of Yokuts territory, 
particularly in terms of environmentally influenced subsistence and adaptation and with regard to religion 
and belief, which were similar everywhere. 
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e) Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact. Any solid waste generated during Project construction would be required to comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local statues and regulations related to solid waste removal and proper 
disposal. There would be no impact. 
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4.20 WILDFIRE 
Table 4-30: Wildfire Impacts 

If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 Baseline Conditions  
The Project is located in the community of Pixley, which is an agriculturally-oriented community that is 
surrounded all around by open space and farmland. According to the California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection (CalFire), the Project is not located in a State Responsibility Area (SRA) or a Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone. The nearest SRA is located approximately 16 miles to the east of the Project. The 
nearest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 32 miles east of the Project.29 

 Impact Analysis  
a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 

would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

No Impact. The Project would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan. The Project sites are not located in an SRA and is served by local firefighters. In addition, the Project 
sites are not designated as a very high fire hazard severity zone. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

 
29 (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2022); (ArcGIS 2023) 
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b) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby 
expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a 
wildfire? 

No Impact.  The Project sites are essentially flat, not located within a designated wildfire area as described 
above, would not have Project occupants except temporarily during construction, and is subject to mild 
seasonal and periodic winds from the northwest.  Therefore, the Project sites are not susceptible to slope, 
prevailing winds, and other factors that would exacerbate wildfire risks and thereby expose Project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 

c) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, 
fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

No Impact. As mentioned above, the Project would not be located within an SRA and is not located in or 
near a very high fire hazard severity zone. The Project would not include and would not require 
installation of associated infrastructure that may exacerbate fire risk or that could result in temporary or 
ongoing impacts to the environment when located in or near an SRA or land classified as a very high fire 
hazard severity zone. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

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

No Impact. The Project sites would not be located near a major slope or near a river or stream. In addition, 
as mentioned above the Project sites would not be located in an SRA or and is not located in or near a 
very high fire hazard severity zone. Therefore, the Project could not expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes when located in or near an SRA or land classified as a very high fire 
hazard severity zone. There would be no impact.  
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

CUL-2 (Human Remains): In the event that human remains 
are discovered on the Project site, the Tulare County 
Coroner must be notified of that discovery (Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5) and all activities in 
the immediate area if the find or in any nearby area 
reasonably suspected of overlie adjacent human 
remains must cease until appropriate and lawful 
measures have been implemented. If the Coroner 
determines that the remains are not recent, but 
rather of Native American origin, the Coroner shall 
notify the NAHC in Sacramento within 24 hours to 
permit the NAHC to determine the most likely 
descendent of the deceased Native American. 

During construction 
Daily during 
construction 

activities 
PPUD 

  

Tribal Cultural Resources 
TCR-1 (Cultural Awareness Training): Prior to 

construction and any ground disturbing 
activities, a Cultural Awareness Training 
Program shall be provided to all construction 
managers and construction personnel prior to 
commencing ground disturbance work at the 
project site. The training shall be prepared and 
conducted by a qualified archaeologist to the 
satisfaction of the District. The training shall be 
a length of time adequate to explain applicable 
statues, regulations, enforcement provisions; 
the prehistoric and historic environmental 
setting and context, local tribal groups; show 
sample artifacts; and what prehistoric and 
historic archaeological deposits look like at the 
surface and when exposed during construction. 
The training may be discontinued to new 
workers to the site when ground disturbance is 
completed. Construction personnel shall not 
be permitted to operate equipment within the 
construction area unless they have attended 

Prior to construction 
or any ground 

disturbing activities 

One Cultural 
Awareness 

Training prior to 
construction or 

any ground 
disturbing 
activities 

PPUD 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Pixley TCP

Construction Start Date 9/2/2024

Operational Year 2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.10

Precipitation (days) 23.0

Location 35.96708538273309, -119.2921773881736

County Tulare

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2743

EDFZ 9

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.20

1.2. Land Use Types

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

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description
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Other Asphalt
Surfaces

3.35 Acre 3.35 0.00 0.00 — — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 4.45 3.75 36.0 33.8 0.05 1.60 19.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 5,404 5,404 0.22 0.05 0.46 5,424

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 4.43 3.73 36.0 33.6 0.05 1.60 19.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 5,391 5,391 0.22 0.05 0.01 5,411

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.69 0.60 5.56 5.53 0.01 0.25 2.32 2.57 0.23 1.18 1.41 — 972 972 0.04 0.01 0.02 975

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.13 0.11 1.01 1.01 < 0.005 0.05 0.42 0.47 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 161 161 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 161

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

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



Pixley TCP Detailed Report, 10/26/2023

9 / 44

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 4.45 3.75 36.0 33.8 0.05 1.60 19.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 5,404 5,404 0.22 0.05 0.44 5,424

2025 1.35 3.25 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 0.11 0.43 0.40 0.03 0.40 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 0.46 2,406

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 4.43 3.73 36.0 33.6 0.05 1.60 19.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 5,391 5,391 0.22 0.05 0.01 5,411

2025 1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 0.00 0.43 0.40 0.00 0.40 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 0.00 2,406

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2024 0.69 0.58 5.56 5.53 0.01 0.25 2.32 2.57 0.23 1.18 1.41 — 916 916 0.04 0.01 0.02 919

2025 0.55 0.60 4.25 5.36 0.01 0.18 < 0.005 0.18 0.16 < 0.005 0.16 — 972 972 0.04 0.01 0.01 975

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

2024 0.13 0.11 1.01 1.01 < 0.005 0.05 0.42 0.47 0.04 0.22 0.26 — 152 152 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 152

2025 0.10 0.11 0.78 0.98 < 0.005 0.03 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.03 — 161 161 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 161

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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——————————————————Average
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area — 0.02 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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——————————————————Average
Daily

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.00 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.34 3.65 36.0 32.9 0.05 1.60 — 1.60 1.47 — 1.47 — 5,296 5,296 0.21 0.04 — 5,314
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———————10.110.1—19.719.7——————Dust
From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

4.34 3.65 36.0 32.9 0.05 1.60 — 1.60 1.47 — 1.47 — 5,296 5,296 0.21 0.04 — 5,314

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 19.7 19.7 — 10.1 10.1 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.48 0.40 3.94 3.61 0.01 0.18 — 0.18 0.16 — 0.16 — 580 580 0.02 < 0.005 — 582

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.15 2.15 — 1.11 1.11 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Off-Road
Equipment

0.09 0.07 0.72 0.66 < 0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 96.1 96.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 96.4

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.39 0.39 — 0.20 0.20 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.10 0.06 0.91 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 108 108 0.01 < 0.005 0.44 110

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

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 95.4 95.4 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 97.0

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

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 10.8 10.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 11.0

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.80 1.80 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.83

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

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

3.3. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

2.26 1.90 18.2 18.8 0.03 0.84 — 0.84 0.77 — 0.77 — 2,958 2,958 0.12 0.02 — 2,969

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 7.08 7.08 — 3.42 3.42 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.05 0.04 0.40 0.41 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 64.8 64.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 65.1

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.16 0.16 — 0.08 0.08 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Off-Road
Equipment

0.01 0.01 0.07 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 10.7 10.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 10.8

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.03 0.03 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

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

Worker 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 81.8 81.8 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 83.1

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

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.86 1.86 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.89

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.31 0.31 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.31

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

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

3.5. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.44 1.20 11.2 13.1 0.02 0.50 — 0.50 0.46 — 0.46 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

0.15 0.13 1.21 1.41 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.05 — 0.05 — 258 258 0.01 < 0.005 — 259

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Off-Road
Equipment

0.03 0.02 0.22 0.26 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 42.7 42.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 42.9

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

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

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

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.7. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 — 0.43 0.40 — 0.40 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Road
Equipment

1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 — 0.43 0.40 — 0.40 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

Onsite
truck

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — —
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