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AB Assembly Bill
ALS Advanced Life Support
APN Assessor’s Parcel Number
BPS Best Performance Standards
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Modeling (software)
CalFire California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
CARB California Air Resources Board
CCAA California Clean Air Act
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFCs Cholorfluorocarbons
CFD Community Facilities District
CGS California Geologic Survey
CH4 Methane
CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System
City City of Kingsburg
CO Carbone Monoxide
CO2 Carbon dioxide
CO2e Carbon dioxide equivalent
County County of Fresno
DOC Department of Conservation
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control
EIR Environmental Impact Report
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency
FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Fresno LAFCo Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission
GHG Greenhouse Gas
GSA Groundwater Sustainability Agency
GWP Global Warming Potential
HFCs Hydrofluorocarbons
IS Initial Study
IS/MND Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
km kilometers
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration
MRZ Mineral Resource Zone
MT Metric Tons
N20 Nitrous Oxide
NAHC Native American Heritage Commission
ND Negative Declaration
NO, Nitrogen dioxide
NOx Oxides of nitrogen
O3 Ozone
Pb Lead
PFCs Perfluorocarbons
PG&E Pacific Gas& Electric Company
PMyo particulate matter 10 microns in size
PM:s particulate matter 2.5 microns in size
ppb parts per billion
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R-1-7
ROG

R-1-7 Single Family Zone District

RTP

Reactive Organic Gases

SIVAB

Regional Transportation Plan

SIVAPCD

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

SKFCSD
SO

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Selma Kingsburg Fowler County Sanitation District
Sulfur Dioxide

SSIVIC

SR

Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center
State Route

SRA

State Responsibility Area

SWPPP
SWRCB

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
State Water Resources Control Board

TSM

USEPA

Tentative Subdivision Map

UST

United States Environmental Protection Agency

underground storage tank

UWMP
. Plu¥

Urban Water Management Plan
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CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group (Provost & Pritchard) has prepared this Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration (IS/MND) on behalf of the City of Kingsburg (City) to address the environmental effects
of the Kings Estates V Project (Project). This document has been prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. The City is the CEQA lead
agency for this Project.

The site and the Project are described in detail in Chapter 2 Project Description.

1.1 REGULATORY INFORMATION

An Initial Study (IS) is a document prepared by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a
significant effect on the environment. In accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 14 (Chapter
3, Section 15000, et seq)-- also known as the CEQA Guidelines--Section 15064 (a)(1) states that an
environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared if there is substantial evidence in light of the whole
record that the Project under review may have a significant effect on the environment and should be
further analyzed to determine mitigation measures or project alternatives that might avoid or reduce
project impacts to less than significant levels. A negative declaration (ND) may be prepared instead if the
lead agency finds that there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project may
have a significant effect on the environment. An ND is a written statement describing the reasons why a
proposed Project, not otherwise exempt from CEQA, would not have a significant effect on the
environment and, therefore, why it would not require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section
15371). According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a ND or mitigatedND (MND) shall be prepared for a
project subject to CEQA when either:

a. The IS shows there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that

the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment, or

b. The IS identified potentially significant effects, but:

1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant before
the proposed MND and IS is released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur is prepared, and

2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the
proposed Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment.

1.2 DOCUMENT FORMAT

This IS/MND contains six chapters. Chapter 1 Introduction, provides an overview of the Project and the
CEQA process. Chapter 2 Project Description, provides a detailed description of proposed Project
components and objectives. Chapter 3 Determination, which is the Lead Agency’s determination based
upon this initial evaluation. Chapter 4 Environmental Impact Analysis presents the CEQA checklist and
environmental analysis for all impact areas, mandatory findings of significance, and feasible mitigation
measures. If the Project does not have the potential to significantly impact a given issue area, the relevant
section provides a brief discussion of the reasons why no impacts are expected. If the Project could have a
potentially significant impact on a resource, the issue area discussion provides a description of potential
impacts, and appropriate mitigation measures and/or permit requirements that would reduce those
impacts to a less than significant level. Chapter 5 Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program (MMRP),
provides the proposed mitigation measures, implementation timelines, and the entity/agency responsible
for ensuring implementation. Chapter 6 details the documents and reports this document relies upon to
provide its analysis.

www.provostandpritchard.com 1-1
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The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Model, Biological Resources Information, Cultural Resources
Information, and Vehicle Miles Traveled Memo are provided as technical Appendix A, Appendix B, Appendix
C, and Appendix D respectively at the end of this document.

www.provostandpritchard.com 1-2
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Kings Estates V

City of Kingsburg
1401 Draper Street
Kingsburg, CA, 93631

Holly Owen
Community Development Director
(559) 897-5328

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group
Wyatt Czeshinski, Environmental Project Manager
(559) 449-2700

The Project is located immediately north of the city limits of Kingsburg, California, approximately 19 miles
southeast of Fresno and 20 miles northwest of Visalia (see Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2). The Project site is
comprised of Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 393-121-37, -42, -43, and -46. The centroid of the Project
site is 36° 32" 16.04” N, 119° 33’ 08.27” W.

The Project site is designated Low Density Residential by the City’s General Plan and is currently zoned
Exclusive Agriculture (20 acres) by the County of Fresno (County).* 2

West Star Construction Company, Inc. has proposed a new Tentative Subdivision Map (TSM) on a site to
the north of the current Kingsburg city limits, comprising of three parcels, approximately 33.27 acres in size
(APNs 393-121-37, -42, & -43). In order for the Project to be developed within the City of Kingsburg, each
of the aforementioned parcels would be required to be annexed into the City of Kingsburg. Additionally, a
fourth parcel, APN 393-121-46 (9.25 acres in size), would be annexed into the Kingsburg city limits as a part
of the Project, however this parcel has not been proposed for development at this time. The parcels that
would be developed have historically been used for agricultural use. Currently the site contains one single-
family residence that would be demolished as a part of the Project. APN 393-121-37 is comprised of natural
vegetation, APN 393-121-42 currently contains vineyards that would be removed as a part of the Project,
and APN 393-121-43 contains a single-family residence that would be demolished, along with any trees and

! (City of Kingsburg, 2014)
2 (County of Fresno, 2024)

www.provostandpritchard.com 2-1
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other vegetation surrounding it. The Project involves several approvals, each described in more detail
below.

2.1.7.1 TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP

The proposed TSM would result in the subdivision of the site into 97 single-family residential lots, ranging
from approximately 7,360 square feet (sgft) in size, to approximately 13,256 sqft in size. The proposed
subdivision would be made up of a mix of one- and two-story homes. Additionally, the TSM proposes an
approximately 43,477 sqft park (0.99 acres) and an approximately 58,411 sqft basin (1.34 acres) that would
serve the residential Project. The proposed stormwater basin would connect to an existing basin
immediately south of the site. The TSM proposes vehicular connection points to South Mendocino Avenue
at two locations to the east, as well as connection to 14" Avenue and 17" Avenue at two locations to the
south. Internally, the proposed subdivision would include streets of 60 feet in width and alleyways of 16
feet in width. Additionally, land is proposed for right of way dedication along South Mendocino Avenue at
awidth of 48 feet. The site is located on land designated as Low Density Residential by the City of Kingsburg
General Plan. The TSM would be developed meeting the density requirements of the Low Density
Residential land use.

2.1.7.2 PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

Planned Unit Developments allow for flexibility when it comes to zoning standards in order to produce a
more aesthetically pleasing, functional, and harmonious living environment. The Project would be
approved as a Planned Unit Development, allowing it to be developed in a manner which allows for design
to deviate from the strict enforcement of the zoning ordinance, however it will provide a finished product
that enhances the character of the site more so than if the Project were developed strictly following the
zone district requirements. With approval of a Planned Unit Development, the TSM may be developed to
standards that differ the base zone district standards for site area, dimensions, coverage, yard space,
setbacks, and parking.

2.1.7.3 PREZONING

As previously mentioned, the Project site is not currently located within the Kingsburg City limits. As a result,
in tandem with being annexed to the City of Kingsburg, the Project site must be prezoned to a City zoning
district. Each of the four parcels that would be annexed into the City are designated as Low Density
Residential land uses by the City’s General Plan. As a result, the Project would Prezone these four parcels
to the R-1-7 zone district from their existing County of Fresno Exclusive Agricultural designation. The R-1-7
zone district is consistent with the site’s Low Density Residential land use designation.

2.1.7.4 ANNEXATION

Upon approval of the Project by the City of Kingsburg City Council, the annexation of the Project site would
be initiated with the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission (Fresno LAFCo). The entire four
parcel, 42.52-acre site would be annexed into the City of Kingsburg. Additionally, the Project site would
detach from the Kings River Conservation District, Fresno County Fire Protection District, and the
Consolidated Irrigation District. With annexation to the City of Kingsburg, the Project site would also be
annexed into the City of Kingsburg Community Facilities District (CFD), providing public services to the site.
The CFD provides police, fire, ambulance, emergency response, park and open space, lighting and
landscaping services and facilities.

www.provostandpritchard.com 2-2
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Table 2-1: Existing Uses, General Plan Designation, & Zone Districts of Surrounding Properties
Direction from General Plan
Project Site

Existing Use ) : Zone District
Designation

AE-20 - Exclusive Agriculture
(County)

AE-20 - Exclusive Agriculture
(County) and R-1-7

NORTH Agriculture and vacant Agriculture (County)

EAST Agriculture and vacant Low Density Residential

Residential neighborhood Low Density Residential and

=10l and open space Open Space

RCO Open Space and R-1-7

Low Density Residential and | AE-20 - Exclusive Agriculture

WEST Agriculture and vacant Semi Public (County)

x County of Fresno
x Fresno Local Agency Formation Commission
X San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of Assembly Bilfj[52, 201314)) requires
that a lead agency, within 14 days of determining that it will undertake a project, must notify in writing any
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project if that Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead
agency then has 30 days to initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or agree that no mitigation is needed, or one or both parties
determine that negotiation occurred in good faith, but no agreement will be made.

The City of Kingsburg has not received any written correspondence from a Tribe pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 requesting notification of proposed Project.

www.provostandpritchard.com 2-3
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City of Kingsburg October 2024
Kings Estates V
Chapter 3: Determination

CHAPTER 3 DETERMINATION
3.1 POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

As indicated by the discussions of existing and baseline conditions, and impact analyses that follow in this
Chapter, environmental factors not checked below would have no impacts or less than significant impacts
resulting from the project. Environmental factors that are. checked below would have potentially significant
impacts resulting from the project. Mitigation measures are recommended for each of the potentially
significant impacts that would reduce the impact to less than significant.

[ ] Aesthetics [ ] Agriculture and Forestry [ ] Air Quality
Resources

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources [[] Energy

[X] Geology/Soils [_] Greenhouse Gas Emissions [] Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

[ ] Hydrology / Water Quality [ ] Land Use/Planning [ ] Mineral Resources

[ ] Noise [ ] Population/Housing [ ] Public Services

[ ] Recreation [ ] Transportation [X] Tribal Cultural Resources

[ ] Utilities and Service Systems [ ] Wildfire X] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

The analyses of environmental impacts in Chapter 4 Impact Analysis result in an impact statement, which
shall have the following meanings.

Potentially Significant Impact. This category is applicable if there is substantial evidence that an effect may
be significant, and no feasible mitigation measures can be identified to reduce impacts to a less than
significant level. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination
is made, an EIR is required.

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. This category applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures would reduce an effect from a “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less than
Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation measure(s), and briefly explain how they
would reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from earlier analyses may be
cross-referenced).

Less than Significant Impact. This category is identified when the proposed Project would result in impacts
below the threshold of significance, and no mitigation measures are required.

No Impact. This category applies when a project would not create an impact in the specific environmental
issue area. “No Impact” answers do not require a detailed explanation if they are adequately supported by
the information sources cited by the lead agency, which show that the impact does not apply to the specific
project (e.g. the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where
it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g. the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

www.provostandpritchard.com 3-1



City of Kingsburg October 2024
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3.2 DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

[
X

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

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEEAHCZLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY havesignificant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I (]Jv 8Z 8§ 8§Z %0 E}%o}e % E}i § Dz Z A "% }S v8] o0o0C <]PV](:
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicablieskagdards, and 2) has been

addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.

An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain

to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standardaredi{bgn avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

7

Signature Date

Holly R Owen

Printed Name/Position

www. provost and pritchard .com 32
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Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

4.1 AESTHETICS

Table 4-1: Aesthetics Impacts
Less than
Except as provided in Public Potentially Significant Less than

Resources Code Section 21099, Significant with Significant No Impact
would the project: Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Have substantial adverse effect on a ‘ ‘ | X | ‘

scenic vista? —

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

€) Innon-urbanized areas, substantially
degrade the existing visual character or
quality of public views of the site and its
surroundings? (Public views are those
that are experienced from publicly ‘ ‘ | I ‘
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 X
day or nighttime views in the area?

X

The Project site is located adjacent to the City of Kingsburg within Fresno County. The site is surrounded by
residential development to the south and southeast, as well as agricultural and vacant land to the west,
east, and north. The Kingsburg General Plan does not list any specific scenic vistas, nor does the Fresno
County General Plan Background Report identify one within the vicinity of the Project site.2 Agriculture and
views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains are generally regarded as a scenic resource within Fresno County.

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista.
Agriculture and views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains are generally regarded as resources of aesthetic
value within the County. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residences on a
parcel that is presently vacant, in agricultural use, and includes one residence that would be demolished
as part of the Project. As mentioned above, neither the City nor the County have designated any scenic
vistas on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

3 (County of Fresno 2000)
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No Impact. The Project would not be located on or in the vicinity of a State scenic highway. The nearest
officially designated State scenic highway is State Route (SR) 180, located approximately 13.8 miles to
the northeast of the Project site.* As such, SR 180 is not visible from the site, nor would it be impacted in
any way from the Project. Therefore, there would be no impact.

¢) 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 would result in the annexation and prezoning of four parcels to
the City of Kingsburg. Subsequent to these actions, construction of the proposed residences, park, basin,
landscaping, and roadways would be required to meet all applicable City development standards. The
architectural renderings, elevations, and color schemes of the 97 single-family residences would be
developed in a manner not to degrade the existing visual character. The implementation of the Project
would not degrade the setting; it would provide development intended to be consistent with the
character of the neighboring residential development. Therefore, 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. Development of the site would not create a new source of substantial light
or glare within the area. The Project would result in the development of a residential subdivision on land
that abuts similar existing developments. Further, the site is planned for residential development by the
City’s General Plan. Prior to construction a lighting plan would be required to be reviewed and approved
by the city Engineer. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4 (California Department of Transportation, 2018)
www.provostandpritchard.com 4-2
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4.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Table 4-2: Agriculture and Forest Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant

\[e]
Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural ‘ ‘ IZI ‘
use, or a Williamson Act contract?

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

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

€) Involve other changes in the existing

environment which, due to their location or ‘ ‘ |X| ‘

nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

The Project site is currently located in Fresno County, northwest of the City of Kingsburg. Fresno County
and the larger San Joaquin Valley as a whole is one of the largest producers of agricultural products in the
world and relies on its agricultural industry to support the regional economy. The Project site has historically
been used for agricultural production, and currently contains some vineyards that would be removed as a
part of the Project but is primarily vacant.

The California Department of Conservation’s (DOC) 2012 Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) is a non-regulatory program that produces "Important Farmland™" maps and statistical data used
for analyzing impacts on California’s agricultural resources. The Important Farmland maps identify eight
land use categories, five of which are agriculture related: prime farmland, farmland of Statewide
importance, unique farmland, farmland of local importance, and grazing land — rated according to soll
quality and irrigation status. The eight categories are summarized below®:

X PRIME FARMLAND (P): Farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able
to sustain long term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated
agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

X FARMLAND OF STATEWIDE IMPORTANCE (S): Farmland similar to Prime Farmland but with minor
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been

5 (California Department of Conservation, 2022)
www.provostandpritchard.com 4-3
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X

used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping
date.

UNIQUE FARMLAND (U): Farmland of lesser quality soils used for the production of the State's
leading agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated but may include non- irrigated orchards or
vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California. Land must have been cropped at some time
during the four years prior to the mapping date.

FARMLAND OF LOCAL IMPORTANCE (L): Land of importance to the local agricultural economy as
determined by each county's board of supervisors and a local advisory committee.

GRAZING LAND (G): Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. The
minimum mapping unit for Grazing Land is 40 acres.

URBAN AND BUILT-UP LAND (D): Land occupied by structures with a building density of at least 1
unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel. This land is used for residential,
industrial, commercial, institutional, public administrative purposes, railroad and other
transportation yards, cemeteries, airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, water
control structures, and other developed purposes.

OTHER LAND (X): Land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low
density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock
grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines, borrow pits; and water
bodies smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all sides by urban
development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land.

WATER (W): Perennial water bodies with an extent of at least 40 acres.

The DOC identifies the site as consisting of land that is Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Potential.® No Williamson Act contract parcels exist on the

site.”

6 (California Department of Conservation, 2022)

7 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
www.provostandpritchard.com 4-4
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City of Kingsburg October 2024
Kings Estates V
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a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the Project site is designated as Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Potential (see Figure 4-1).
The Project would result in the conversion of this land to a non-agricultural use which would constitute
a significant environmental impact under CEQA. However, while the Project would result in the
conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance, the City of
Kingsburg General Plan and EIR acknowledges that significant environmental impacts would result from
the buildout of the General Plan and the conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses. Within this
acknowledgement, the General Plan and EIR states that if approved, the approving body would be
required to make a Statement of Overriding Considerations pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15093.8
The General Plan and EIR was adopted in July of 1992, at which time a Statement of Overriding
Considerations would have been adopted, identifying that buildout of the General Plan would result in
significant and unavoidable impacts to agricultural resources due to future development under the
General Plan, but that the benefits of the future buildout of the site outweigh the impacts to agricultural
resources on-site. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is zoned AE20 - Exclusive Agriculture by the County of
Fresno. The Project site is not under a Williamson Act contract.® While the Project would result in the
conversion of land zoned for agriculture to R-1-7, the prezoning of the site to R-1-7 promotes consistency
with the site’s General Plan designation of Low Density Residential. As a result, the City’s previously
conducted analysis has already contemplated the conversion of the site from an agricultural use within
the County to a residential use within the City. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

¢) 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 site is currently zoned AE20 - Exclusive
Agriculture by the County and would be prezoned R-1-7 as a part of the Project. Additionally, no forest
or timberland exists on the site. 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 would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use as forest land does not exist within the Project site. The site consists of vacant and agricultural
property, which is adjacent to urban uses to the south, and one single-family residence. The site is
planned for residential use by the Kingsburg General Plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.

8 (City of Kingsburg, 1992)
9 (California Department of Conservation, 2024)
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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?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment,
which due to their location or nature, would result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As discussed above, the Project would result in the
loss of Prime Farmland and the conversion of the site from a County agricultural zoning designation to a
City residential zoning designation. Due to its consistency with the adopted General Plan and EIR, these
would not be considered significant for this Project. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

www.provostandpritchard.com 4-7
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4.3 AIR QUALITY

Table 4-3: Air Quality Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation 4 3 ‘ X

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?

X

€) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 8 3 X 8
pollutant concentrations?

d) Resultin other emissions (such as those ‘ ‘ ‘
leading to odors) adversely affecting a I X I

substantial number of people?

The Project site is located within the boundaries of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SIVAPCD) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The SIVAB is positioned within the San Joaquin
Valley of California. The San Joaquin Valley is bounded by the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range to the east
and the Coastal Mountain Range to the west. Wind within the SJVAB typically channels south-southwest
during the summer months, while wind flows to the north-northwest during the winter months. Wind
velocity for the region is considered low for an area of such size.X° Due to a lack of strong wind and the
natural confinement of the mountain ranges surrounding the SJVAB, the region experiences some of the
worst air quality in the world.

Regulatory Attainment Designations

Under the California Clean Air Act (CCAA), the California Air Resources Board (CARB) is required to designate
areas of the State as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified with respect to applicable standards. An
“attainment” designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not violate the applicable
standard in that area. A “nonattainment” designation indicates that a pollutant concentration violated the
applicable standard at least once, excluding those occasions when a violation was caused by an exceptional
event, as defined in the criteria. Depending on the frequency and severity of pollutants exceeding
applicable standards, the nonattainment designation can be further classified as serious nonattainment,
severe nonattainment, or extreme nonattainment, with extreme nonattainment being the most severe of
the classifications. An “unclassified” designation signifies that the data does not support either an
attainment or nonattainment designation. The CCAA divides districts into moderate, serious, and severe
air pollution categories, with increasingly stringent control requirements mandated for each category.

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) designates areas for ozone, CO, and NO- as
“does not meet the primary standards,” “cannot be classified,” or “better than national standards.” For
SO,, areas are designated as “does not meet the primary standards,” “does not meet the secondary
standards,” “cannot be classified,” or “better than national standards.” However, the CARB terminology of
attainment, nonattainment, and unclassified is more frequently used. The USEPA uses the same sub-
categories for nonattainment status: serious, severe, and extreme. In 1991, USEPA assigned new

10 (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 2012)
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nonattainment designations to areas that had previously been classified as Group I, Il, or Ill for PMo based
on the likelihood that they would violate national PMj standards. All other areas are designated
“unclassified.”

According to the USEPA, Fresno County was in non-attainment for two pollutant concentrations, with PM-
2.5 (2012) being classified as in serious non-attainment, and 8-hour Ozone (2015) classified as being in
extreme non-attainment as of September 6, 2024.

11 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2024)
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Table 4-4: Summary of Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Designation
Pollutant Averaging State Federal State Federal

Time Standard Standard Attainment Attainment
Status Status

1 hour 0.09 ppm N/A Nonattainment/ N/A
Severe
G 8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm Nonattainment Nonattainment/
(4" highest in 3 years Extreme
CO 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm Attainment/ Attainment/
Unclassified Unclassified
CO 8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm Attainment/ Attainment/
Unclassified Unclassified
PMuo 24 hours il ...Plu il ...Plu Nonattainment Attainment
(expected number of
days above standard
< or equal to 1)
PMuo Annual ii ...Plu N/A Nonattainment N/A
PMes 24 hours N/A ifi ...Plu N/A Nonattainment
PMes Annual it ...Plu iTXi ..°Plu Nonattainment Nonattainment
NG 1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm Attainment Attainment/
Unclassified
NG Annual 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm Attainment Attainment/
Unclassified
SQ 1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm Attainment Attainment/
(99" percentile over 3 Unclassified
years)
SQ 3 hours N/A 0.5 ppm N/A Attainment/
Unclassified
SQ 24 hours 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm Attainment Attainment/
Unclassified
SQ Annual N/A 0.030 ppm N/A Attainment/
Unclassified
Pb Monthly iXA .2Plu N/A Attainment N/A
Pb Rolling 3nonth | N/A IXiAn .3Plu N/A Attainment/
average Unclassified
Sulfates 24 hours iA ...Plu N/A Attainment N/A
H.S 1 hour 0.03 ppm N/A Unclassified N/A
Visibility 8 hours Visibility of 10 miles | N/A Unclassified N/A
Reducing or more at relative
Particles (VRP) humidity less than 70
%
Vinyl Chloride 24 hours 0.01 ppm N/A Attainment N/A

* For more information on standards visit: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aags/aags2.pdf

** No Federal dhour standard. Reclassified extreme nonattainment for the Fedeoair&tandard9/6/2024].
***Secondary Standard

Sourcehttp://www.valleyair.org/aginfo/attainment.htmAccesed 9/6/2024.
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Construction Generated Emissions

Construction of the Project is assumed to be completed over approximately thirty-one months. Emissions
associated with the Project were calculated using the CalEEMod Air Quality Model, Version 2022.1.1.26
(California Emissions Estimator Modeling). The emissions modeling includes emissions generated by off-
road equipment, haul trucks, and worker commute trips. Emissions were quantified based on anticipated
construction schedules and the default parameters contained in the model. Localized air quality impacts
associated with the Project would be minor and were qualitatively assessed. Modeling assumptions and
output files are included in Appendix A.

Thresholds of Significance

Air pollutant emissions have regional effects and localized effects. This analysis assesses the regional effects
of the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions in comparison to SIVAPCD thresholds of significance for short-
term construction activities and long-term operation of the Project. Localized emissions from Project
construction and operation are also assessed using concentration-based thresholds that determine if the
Project would result in a localized exceedance of any ambient air quality standards or would make a
cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing exceedance.

The primary pollutants of concern during Project construction and operation are ROG (reactive organic
gases), NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. The SIVAPCD Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts,
adopted in 2015, contains thresholds for ROG and Nitrogen Oxides (NOX); Sulfur Oxides (SOX), CO, PM10,
and PM2.5.

Ozone is a secondary pollutant that can be formed miles away from the source of emissions through
reactions of ROG and NOX emissions in the presence of sunlight. Therefore, ROG and NOx are termed ozone
precursors. The SIVAB often exceeds the state and national ozone standards. Therefore, if the Project emits
a substantial quantity of ozone precursors, the Project may contribute to an exceedance of the ozone
standard. The SIVAB also exceeds air quality standards for PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, substantial Project
emissions may contribute to an exceedance for these pollutants.

The SIVAPCD adopted significance thresholds for construction-related and operational ROG, NOx, PM, CO,
and SOy, these thresholds are included in Table 4-5.

Table 4-5: Project-Level Air Quality CEQA Thresholds of Significance
Significance Threshold

Pollutant Construction Emissions Operational Emissions
(tons/year) (tons/year)
CO 100 100
NO 10 10
ROG 10 10
SOx 27 27
PM1o 15 15
PMzs 15 15
Source: SIVAPCD. 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Website:
https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF. Accessed September 6, 2024.
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Short-Term Construction Generated Emissions
Estimated construction-generated emissions are summarized in Table 4-6.

Table 4-6: Unmitigated Short-Term Construction Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Annual Emissions (Tons per Year)

Source

ROG NOx co SOx PMao PM_s
Maximum Annual Project | 0.71 1.94 1.90 <0.005 |0.50 0.26
Construction Emissions
SIVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

Long-Term Operational Generated Emissions
Estimated operational-generated emissions are summarized in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7: Unmitigated Long-Term Operational Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Annual Emissions (Tons per Year)

Selllres NOx co SOx PMio

Total Annual Project | 1.37 0.51 401 0.01 0.80 0.21
Operational Emissions
SIVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

Maximum Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Daily construction and operational emissions generated by the Project are summarized in Table 4-8.

Table 4-8: Maximum Daily Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants
Daily Emissions Maximum (in pounds)

Source

NOx CO SOx PMio

Construction — Summer 3.73 36 33.6 0.06 21.4 11.6
Construction — Winter 34 11.6 14.4 0.02 0.72 0.51
Operational — Summer 8.15 2.71 28.1 0.05 4.54 1.18
Operational — Winter 7.29 3.03 19.8 0.05 4.53 1.18
SIVAPCD Threshold 100 100 100 100 100 100
Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any applicable air quality
plan. The proposed Project would not exceed any threshold for air quality emissions that has been set by
the SIVAPCD. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the Project region is in non-attainment. As shown in Table 4-6,
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Table 4-7, and Table 4-8, the Project would not exceed an emissions threshold which has been set by the
SIVAPCD for construction or operational related emissions. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

¢) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the proposed Project would not result in significant
long-term operational emissions. Constructed related emissions, shown in Table 4-6 and Table 4-8, would
be temporary in nature and would cease upon Project construction. Short-term construction activities,
however, could result in temporary increases in pollutant concentrations that could impact nearby
sensitive receptors. Sensitive Receptors are groups that would be more affected by air, noise, and light
pollution, pesticides, and other toxic chemicals than others. This includes infants, children under 16,
elderly over 65, athletes, and people with cardiovascular and respiratory diseases. High concentrations
of these groups would include daycares, residential areas, hospitals, elder care facilities, schools and
parks. While the Project would be located in an area near sensitive receptors, such as the residential
surrounding the site, the Project would not exceed the daily emission thresholds set by the SIVAPCD.
Additionally, the HARP2 air dispersion model was run for the Project site to show the health risk the
Project would have on sensitive receptors in the area. The model run, which can be viewed in Appendix
A, indicates that the Project would result in a cancer risk of 0.044284 in one million, which is less than
the SIVAPCD’s threshold of 20 in one million. The Project would also present a chronic risk of
0.0000246856 in one million and an acute risk of 0 in one million, which would be less than the SIVAPCD’s
threshold of one in one million for both chronic and acute. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. During construction activities, construction equipment exhaust and
application of asphalt, structural coating and other construction applications would temporarily emit
odors. Construction would be completed on land currently abutting the City of Kingsburg’s northern city
limits and could have an effect on some residences that would be located near the construction area of
the Project. Construction of the Project would be temporary, and odors would not remain after Project
completion. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

www.provostandpritchard.com 4-13



City of Kingsburg October 2024
Kings Estates V
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Table 4-9: Biological Resources Impacts
Less than
Potentially  Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 8 m c 3
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 ‘ ‘ ‘ K|
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, ‘ ‘ ‘ X1
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 ‘ ‘ IX ‘
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 ¢ ¢ ¢ K
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan?

The Project site is comprised of four parcels located in Fresno County, adjacent to the City of Kingsburg.
Three of the four parcels being annexed into the City as a part of the Project would be developed as a part
of the Project. The three parcels proposed for development have primarily been used for agriculture in the
past, with two rural residential homes having been located on them as well. Currently these three parcels
are vacant, except for naturally occurring vegetation and one rural residential home that would be
demolished as a part of the Project. The site is regularly tilled in order to ensure that naturally occurring
weeds do not become a blight. No surface water or canal is located on or within the immediate vicinity of
the site. The site is also not located on or near a wetland, according to the United States Fish and Wildlife
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Service.? According to the City’s General Plan and EIR the City’s planning area has not been identified to
contain any special status species.!® Database searches were completed to determine the likelihood of
special status species on the Project site. Table 4-10 below summarize the results of the database searches.
A biological resources memo describing these database searches in more detail is contained in Appendix B.

Table 4-10: List of Special Status Species with Potential to Occur on the site and/or in the Vicinity

Species Status* Habitat Occurrence within the Site
Requires vernal pools or
seasonal ponds for breeding and | Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
California tiger small mammal burrows for suitable habitats for this species.
salamander - central aestivation. Generally found in The nearest recorded observation
California DPS FT,CT grassland and oak savannah of this species within the vicinity
(Ambystoma plant communities in central was approximately 3 miles south of
calfforniense) California from sea level to 1,500 | the site at an unknown date but is
feet in elevation. Can migrate up | listed as extirpated.
to 1.3 miles to breed.
Occurs throughout coastal
California, as well as east to the | Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
Sierra Nevada-Cascade crest, suitable vegetation and habitats for
Crotch’s bumble bee and south into Mexico. Food this species. The nearest recorded
, CCE . . . ) e
(Bombus crotchil) plant genera include observation of this species within
snapdragons, scorpionweeds, the vicinity was approximately 3
primroses, poppies, and miles northwest of the site in 1912.
buckwheats.
An inhabitant of alkali sinks and
open grassland habitats in
et ngsi A, S Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
Madera counties. Prefers bare, . . . .
) : . suitable habitats for this species.
Fresno kangaroo rat alkaline, clay-based soils subject ;
. : . . There are no recorded observations
(Dipodomys FE, CE to seasonal inundation with . . .
, . . . . of this species on the California
nitratoides exilis) more friable soil mounds around T _—
Natural Diversity Database within
SIES CIe) R, IS (196 the regional vicinity of the project
recent recorded observation of g y project.
this species in California was in
1992 in Fresno County.
Roosts in wind-protected tree
groves (eucalyptus, Monterey
pine, cypress), with nectar and
Monarch butterfly water sources ngarby. Lg rval Absent. The site appeared to lack
(Danaus plexippus) FC host plants consist of milkweeds. suitable habitats for this species
Winter roost sites extend along '
the Pacific Coast from northern
Mendocino to Baja California,
Mexico.
An aquatic turtle of ponds, Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
marshes, slow-moving rivers, suitable aquatic and upland habitat
Northwestern pond TR . .
turtle streams, and irrigation ditches for this species. The nearest
. FPT, CSSC with riparian vegetation. recorded observation of this species
(Actinemys . Lo g o
Requires adequate basking sites | within the vicinity was
marmorata) ) .
and sandy banks or grassy open | approximately 15.5 miles northeast
fields to deposit eggs. of the site at an unknown date.

12 (United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2024)

13 (City of Kingsburg, 1992)
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Species Status* Habitat Occurrence within the Site
Found in grasslands, chaparral,
and woodlands, where it feeds Possible. The site appeared to
on ground- and vegetation- contain a residential house and barn
Pallid bat dwelling arthropods, and where this species could roost. The
. CSSC occasionally takes insects in nearest recorded observation of this
(Antrozous pallidus) y
p flight. Prefers to roost in rock species within the vicinity was
crevices, but may also use tree approximately 3.5 miles east of the
cavities, caves, bridges, and site in 2001.
other human-made structures.
Opportunistically forages in a
variety of habitats. Dens in Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
San Joaquin kit fox burrows within alkali sink, valley | suitable habitats for this species.
(Vi gmacra tis FE CT grassland, and woodland The nearest recorded observation
p;'; utica) ' habitats in valleys and adjacent of this species within the vicinity
foothills and in human-made was approximately 9.5 miles
structures in cities, rangeland, southwest of the site in 1975.
and agricultural areas.
Possible. While the site appeared to
. . lack suitable trees for this species to
Nests in large trees in open ) .
. nest, trees in the surrounding areas
; , areas adjacent to grasslands, . . .
Swainson’s hawk ) ! . appear to provide nesting habitat
. CT grain or alfalfa fields, or livestock
(Buteo swainsoni) : . and the nearest recorded
pastures suitable for supporting . . . -
. observation of this species within
rodent populations. L )
the vicinity was approximately 0.3
miles south of the site in 1926.
: Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
Occupies vernal and seasonal : . . .
. . suitable habitats for this species.
Vernal pool fairy pools, with clear to tea-colored :
. : The nearest recorded observation
shrimp FT water, in grass or mud-bottomed . . s L
. : of this species within the vicinity
(Branchinecta lynchi) swales, and basalt depression . .
ools was approximately 10 miles
POOIS. southeast of the site in 1993.
The majority of the time this
species is terrestrial and occurs
in small mammal burrows and
soil cracks, sometimes in the
bottom of dried pools. Prefers
open areas with sandy or Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
gravelly soils, in a variety of suitable aquatic and upland habitats
Western spadefoot habitats including mixed for this species. The nearest
P - FPT, CSSC woodlands, grasslands, coastal recorded observation of this species
(Spea hammondii) g P
P sage scrub, chaparral, sandy within the vicinity was
washes, lowlands, river approximately 9.5 miles southeast
floodplains, alluvial fans, playas, | of the site in 2011.
alkali flats, foothills, and
mountains. Vernal or seasonal
pools, that hold water for a
minimum of three weeks, are
necessary for breeding.
Western yellow-billed Swfcable_ ngstlng iy Unlikely. The site appeared to lack
California includes dense . . ) :
cuckoo o . suitable nesting habitats for this
. FT, CE riparian willow-cottonwood and .
(Coccyzus americanus . : species. The nearest recorded
. . mesquite habitats along a . . : oy
occidentalis) o .| observation of this species within
perennial river. Once common in
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Species Status* Habitat Occurrence within the Site
the California Central Valley, as the vicinity was approximately 3
well as coastal valleys and miles northwest of the site in 1898.

riparian habitats east of the
Sierra Nevada, habitat loss now
constrains the California
breeding population to small
numbers of birds.

a) Would the project 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?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Project site has the potential for several
special status species to occur, including migratory birds, Swainson’s Hawk, and Pallid bats. The Project
could result in adverse impacts to these species or their habitat. In order to minimize the potential of the
Project to significantly impact these species, mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-
6, and BIO-7 be implemented. These mitigation measures include surveys, avoidance, use of buffers, and
exclusion. Through implementation of these mitigation measures, impacts would be lowered to a less
than significant level. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

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

No Impact. The Project site has not been identified as containing riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural habitat by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service or within local or regional plans policies and
regulations.* 1 The site is a vacant and primarily undeveloped parcel which has previously been utilized
for agriculture. The site contains a dirt field with naturally occurring weeds as the only vegetation present.
The site is routinely tilled in order to control the growth of naturally occurring weeds. Therefore, there
would be no impact.

¢) Would the project 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?

No Impact. According to the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Project site would not be located
on or in the immediate vicinity of a federally protected wetland.® As a result, the Project does not have
the potential to impact any federally protected wetlands. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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?

14 (United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2024)
15 (City of Kingsburg, 1992)
16 (United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2024)
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Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is located adjacent to the City of Kingsburg city limits,
abutting an existing residential subdivision. As a part of the Project the site would be annexed into the
City. While the site is vacant and largely undeveloped, it has experienced prior disturbances that would
have discouraged the movement of wildlife through the Project site. Such disturbances include the use
of the farm equipment and machinery on the site, proximity to urban uses located immediately south of
the Project site, and the location of the Project site in proximity to South Mendocino Avenue, which is
designated as an arterial street from the Fresno/Tulare County line to the northern city limits. This
roadway produces traffic that generates relatively high levels of noise, making it unlikely that a natural
wildlife movement corridor would exist in proximity to South Mendocino Avenue. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. The City also does not have a tree preservation
ordinance. The Project would be required to comply with all local policies and regulations protecting
biological resources. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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 would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan,
natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation
plan. The Project site is located adjacent to the City of Kingsburg and would be annexed to the City as a
part of the Project. The site is not currently located within a habitat conservation plan or other type of
conservation area. Therefore, there would be no impact.

BIO-1 (Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting BinidancgThe project’s construction activities will
occur, if feasible, between September 16 and January 31 (outside of the nesting bird
season) to avoid impacts to nesting birds.

BIO-2 (Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting B#akconstruction Surveyd#) activities must occur
within the nesting bird season (February 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist
(someone familiar with these species and nesting birds) will conduct a single pre-
construction take-avoidance survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on the site and within a
0.5-mile radius outside of the site within seven (7) calendar days prior to the start of
construction. The Swainson’s hawk survey must not be completed between April 21 to
June 10 due to the difficulty of identifying nests during this time of year. The survey shall
also include inspecting for nesting migratory birds within the site and up to 100 feet
outside of the site and for nesting raptors within the site and up to 500 feet outside of
the site. All raptor nests shall be considered “active” upon the nest-building stage. If no
active nests are observed, no further mitigation is required.

BIO-3 (Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting Bikidance Buffer§)n discovery of any active nests
or breeding colonies near work areas, a qualified biologist will determine appropriate
avoidance buffer distances based on applicable California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and/or United States Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines, the biology of the
species, conditions of the nest(s), and the level of project disturbance. If necessary,

www.provostandpritchard.com 4-18



City of Kingsburg
Kings Estates V

October 2024

Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

BIO-4

BIO-5

BIO-6

BIO-7

avoidance buffers will be identified with flagging, fencing, or other easily visible means,
and will be maintained until the biologist has determined that the nestlings have fledged.

(Maternity BatRoostPreConstruction Survey) construction activities fall between
March 1 and September 30 (bat maternity season) a pre-construction survey will be
performed within seven (7) days prior to construction to identify active maternity bat
roost locations in the existing house and barn onsite or trees within up to 100 feet of the
site prior to the start of construction. A qualified biologist (someone familiar with bat
roosts and their sign) will conduct a daytime roost survey and an emergence survey at
potential roost locations.

(Bat Roost Pr®emolition Survéy pre-demolition survey will be performed within five
(5) days prior to demolition of the existing house and barn onsite to identify any active
bat roosts that could be used by pallid bats. A qualified biologist (someone familiar with
bat roosts and their sign) will conduct a daytime roost survey and an emergence survey
at potential roost locations. Should any roosting bats be observed, they shall be
identified by species using ultrasonic recording equipment and software.

(Bat Avoidance Buffer®n discovery of any active maternity season bat roosts or pallid
bat roosts, a qualified biologist will determine appropriate avoidance buffers based on
the biology of the species, conditions of the roost(s), and the level of project disturbance,
if appropriate. If necessary, construction buffers will be identified with flagging, fencing,
or other easily visible means, and will be maintained until the biologist has determined
that the roost will no longer be impacted by construction. Lighting is not to be used near
roosts where it would shine on or into the roost entrance. Combustion equipment, such
as generators, pumps, and vehicles are not to be parked, operated, under or within 100
feet of the roost.

(Bat Exclusiorf)n discovery of any active bat roosts within the existing house or barn
outside of the bat maternity season (October 1 to February 28), a qualified biologist will
prepare an exclusion plan that would detail the methods to be used. It will include the
tools to exclude the bat from the structure/roost (i.e., one-way doors or other devices)
and the house and barn would be removed within two days. Following completion of
exclusion, a report will be prepared that documents the methods and results of these
efforts.
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Table 4-11: Cultural Resources Impacts

Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in ‘ ‘ ‘
the significance of a historical resource X
pursuant to in § 15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in ‘ ‘ ‘
the significance of an archaeological m
resource pursuant to § 15064.5?
c) Disturb any human remains, including ‘ ‘ ‘
those interred outside of dedicated X

cemeteries?

The Project site is located adjacent to the City within Fresno County. Lands surrounding the Project consist
of relatively flat, irrigated farmland and retired farmland, vacant land, and low density residential
neighborhoods. Mass agricultural development has heavily disturbed and altered the landscape of the
Southern San Joaquin Valley, including the Project site.

4511 RECORDS SEARCH

On August 9, 2024, Provost & Pritchard requested a cultural resource records search from the Southern
San Joaquin Information Center (SSJVIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS)
at California State University in Bakersfield, California. The purpose of this request was to identify and
review prior cultural resource investigations completed in or near the Project site and identify any
prehistoric or historical resources that had been previously recorded within the Project site and a 0.5-mile
radius of the surrounding area. SSJVIC staff researched historical United States Geological Survey
topographic maps, reports of previous cultural resource investigations, archaeological site and survey base
maps, cultural resource records, as well as listings of the Historic Properties Directory of the Office of
Historic Preservation, General Land Office Maps, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, and the
California Inventory of Historic Resources.

According to the Information Center results, no cultural resources were previously recorded within the
Project site, and one cultural resource (P-10-005812) was recorded within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project
site (a historic era canal). The SSIVIC did not identify any cultural resource studies within the Project site.
Results of the records search are also provided and discussed further in Appendix C.

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

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

a-b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As previously mentioned, a cultural
resources database search was conducted in August of 2024. This search identified that no cultural
resources were previously recorded within the Project site but that there was one identified within a half

www.provostandpritchard.com 4-20



City of Kingsburg
Kings Estates V

October 2024

Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis

mile. In the unlikely event that unidentified historical or archaeological resources are encountered during
Project construction, Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would be implemented to reduce any impacts to less

than significant.

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated

cemeteries?

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There is no evidence or record that indicates
the Project site has the potential to be an unknown burial site or the site of buried human remains. In
the unlikely event human remains are discovered in the Project area, mitigation shall be implemented.
Mitigation measure CUL-2 outlined below would be implemented and any impacts resulting from the
discovery of remains would be reduced to less than significant.

CuL-1

CUL-2

(Archaeological Remaijnén the event that previously unidentified archaeological
remains are encountered during development or ground-moving activities in the Project
site, all work should be halted until a qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery
and assess its significance. In the event of accidental discovery of unidentified
archaeological remains during development or ground-moving activities in the Project
site, all work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity (within a 100-foot radius) until a
qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery and assess its significance.

(Human Remaindf human remains are uncovered during construction, the Fresno
County Coroner is to be notified to investigate the remains and arrange proper
treatment and disposition. If the remains are identified on the basis of archaeological
context, age, cultural associations, or biological traits to be those of a Native American,
California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 require
that the coroner notify the NAHC (Native American Heritage Commission) within 24
hours of discovery. The NAHC will then identify the Most Likely Descendent who will be
afforded an opportunity to make recommendations regarding the treatment and
disposition of the remains.
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4.6 ENERGY

Table 4-12: Energy Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

The Project site is located within Fresno County, adjacent to the City of Kingsburg. The Project area is served
by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) for its natural gas and electricity needs.

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 88,847.88 gallons of diesel fuel and 5,744.58 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 development’s anticipated annual energy consumption is approximately 893,145 kilowatt-hours and
0 therms of natural gas (see Appendix A). Energy consumption of 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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b) Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy
efficiency?

No Impact. State and local authorities regulate energy use and consumption. These regulations at the
State level are intended to reduce energy use and GHG (greenhouse gas) emissions. These include,
among others, AB 1493 — Light-Duty Vehicle Standards; California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6 —
Energy Efficiency Standards; and California Code of Regulations Title 24, Parts 6 and 11 — California Energy
Code and Green Building Standards. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan
for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Table 4-13: Geology and Soils Impacts
Less than
Potentially  Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

Za

ii.  Strong seismic ground shaking? 4 i K E
ii.  Seismic-related ground failure, ‘ ‘ ‘ IX
including liquefaction? . , . TX
iv. Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the ‘ ‘ |X| [

loss of topsoil?

€) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable
as a result of the project, and potentially 3 4 ¢
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septic tanks or 0 0 .
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique ‘ ‘ ‘
paleontological resource or site or unique X
geological feature? —

I><

I><

4.7.1.1 GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The Project is located in central Fresno County, in the southern section of California’s Great Valley
Geomorphic Province, or Central Valley, directly adjacent to the south of a portion of the San Joaquin River.
The Sacramento Valley makes up the northern third and the San Joaquin Valley makes up the southern
two-thirds of the geomorphic province. Both valleys are watered by large rivers flowing west from the Sierra
Nevada Range, with smaller tributaries flowing east from the Coast Ranges. Most of the surface of the
Central Valley is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6 million years ago) alluvium. The sedimentary
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formations are steeply upturned along the western margin due to the uplifted Sierra Nevada Range.” From
the time the Central Valley first began to form, sediments derived from erosion of igneous and
metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in the surrounding mountains have been
transported into the Central Valley by streams.

According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service’s Web Soil Survey, the Project site is comprised of
primarily Delhi sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes (approximately 48%), and Hanford fine sandy loam
(approximately 41%), as well as a smaller portion comprised of Tujunga loamy sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes
(approximately 11%).28 These soils are deemed to be either well drained or somewhat excessively drained.

4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY

The Project area is not located on any known fault or fault zone, but it could experience seismic activity as
a result of fault activity in other parts of the state. The nearest active fault is the Kern Canyon Fault,
approximately 55 miles to the east of the Project site. The San Andreas Fault is located approximately 85
miles to the west of the Project site.®

4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION

Liquefaction is a seismic phenomenon in which loose, saturated granular and non-plastic, fine-grained soils
lose their structure or strength when subjected to high-intensity ground shaking. Soil liquefaction causes
ground failure that can damage roads, pipelines, underground cables, and buildings with shallow
foundations. Liquefaction more commonly occurs in loose, saturated materials. The Project site is not
known to be an area that experiences liquefaction.?

4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE

Subsidence occurs below the surface when subsurface pressure is reduced by the withdrawal of fluids (e.g.,
groundwater, natural gas, oil) resulting in sinking of the ground. While the Central Valley of California is
known as an area that has experienced soil subsidence due to groundwater overdraft, the Project is not
located in the immediate vicinity of an area that has been subject to subsidence.?

4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE
According to the California Department of Water Resources Dam Breach Inundation Map, the Project is not
in an area that would be susceptible to flooding as a result of dam or levee failure.?

1" Harden, D.R. 1998, California Geology, Prentice Hall, 479 pages
18 (United States Department of Agriculture, 2024)

19 (California Department of Conservation 2015)

20 (County of Fresno, 2000)

2L (United States Geological Survey, 2024)

(

22 (California Department of Water Resources, 2024)
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a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

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

il.  Strong seismic ground shaking?

Less than Significant Impact. Ground shaking intensity is a function of distance from an earthquake’s
epicenter and underlying geology. The most common impact associated with ground shaking is damage
to structures. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residences that would meet
California Building Code requirements governing potential structural damage due to earthquakes.
Moreover, the Project area is not located near any known fault or fault zone — the nearest active fault is
the Kern Canyon Fault, approximately 55 miles to the east of the Project site. As such, the Project would
not cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result in a
rupture of a known earthquake fault, nor would it result in strong seismic activity from Project
inundations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

iii.  Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

No Impact. The Project would not be located in an area that is known to experience liquefaction. The
Project would result in the construction of 97 new single-family residences, associated development
roadways, an approximately 0.99-acre park, and an approximately 1.34-acre basin. The new construction
would notincrease the likelihood for liquefaction to occur within the Project area. Therefore, there would
be no impact.

iv. Landslides?

No Impact. The Project is located in a relatively flat area with little to no potential for landslides to occur.
Construction of the Project would not increase the likelihood for landslides to occur at the Project site.
Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

Less than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the Project would include excavation,
trenching, grading, and construction. These activities could expose soils to erosion processes; however,
the extent of erosion would vary depending on slope steepness/stability, vegetation/cover,
concentration of runoff, and weather conditions. In addition, dischargers whose projects disturb one (1)
or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan
of development that in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage under the
Statewide General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity
(Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ). Construction activity subject to this permit
includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground such as stockpiling or excavation, and
construction of linear underground or overhead facilities associated with residential construction but
does not include regular maintenance activities performed to restore the original lines, grade, or capacity
of the overhead or underground facilities. The Construction General Permit requires the development of
a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer. Since the
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Project site has relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion, and the Project would develop
a SWPPP and comply with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) requirements, the Project’s
impacts would be less than significant.

¢) 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?

No Impact. Due to the relatively flat topography of the Project and greater surrounding area and distance
from active faults, landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse are not considered
a potentially significant geologic hazard. The Project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that
is unstable or would become unstable during seismic activity, nor would the Project be located on land
known for subsidence.?® Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would not be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform
Building code, creating substantial direct or indirect risks to property or life. The Project site is comprised
of loamy sands, sandy loams, and sand that is not expansive in nature.?* 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 result in the use of septic tanks or any alternative wastewater disposal
systems. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known unique paleontological
resources or geological features on the Project site; however, during construction unique paleontological
or geological resources could be unearthed. In this event, all construction would be required to stop, the
City would be notified, and a qualified geologist and/or paleontologist would be consulted. Employment
of mitigation measure GEO-1 would lower any potential significant impacts to a less than significant level.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

GEO1 Should a unique paleontological resource, site, or unique geological feature be
unearthed during any stage of Project activities, work in the area of discovery will cease
until the area is evaluated by a qualified geologist and/or paleontologist. If discoveries
are uncovered, the Project proponent will abide by recommendations of the geologist
or paleontologist.

23 (United States Geological Survey, 2024)
24 (United States Department of Agriculture, 2024)
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4.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Table 4-14: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions,
either directly or indirectly, that may ‘ ‘ I X I ‘
have a significant impact on the —_—
environment?

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of b ‘ ‘ | Xl
reducing the emissions of greenhouse —_—
gases?

Commonly identified GHG emissions and sources include the following:

Carbon dioxide (CO,) is an odorless, colorless natural greenhouse gas. CO; is emitted from natural and
anthropogenic sources. Natural sources include the following: decomposition of dead organic
matter; respiration of bacteria, plants, animals, and fungus; evaporation from oceans; and volcanic
out gassing. Anthropogenic sources include the burning of coal, oil, natural gas, and wood.

Methane (CH,) is a flammable greenhouse gas. A natural source of methane is the anaerobic decay of
organic matter. Geological deposits, known as natural gas fields, also contain methane, which is
extracted for fuel. Other sources are from landfills, fermentation of manure, and ruminants such
as cattle.

Nitrous oxide (N20), also known as laughing gas, is a colorless greenhouse gas. Nitrous oxide is
produced by microbial processes in soil and water, including those reactions that occur in fertilizer
containing nitrogen. In addition to agricultural sources, some industrial processes (fossil fuel-fired
power plants, nylon production, nitric acid production, and vehicle emissions) also contribute to its
atmospheric load.

Water vapor is the most abundant, and variable greenhouse gas. It is not considered a pollutant; in the
atmosphere, it maintains a climate necessary for life.

Ozone (Os) is known as a photochemical pollutant and is a greenhouse gas; however, unlike other
greenhouse gases, ozone in the troposphere is relatively short-lived and, therefore, is not global in
nature. Oz is not emitted directly into the atmosphere but is formed by a complex series of chemical
reactions between volatile organic compounds, nitrogen oxides, and sunlight.

Aerosols are suspensions of particulate matter in a gas emitted into the air through burning biomass
(plant material) and fossil fuels. Aerosols can warm the atmosphere by absorbing and emitting heat
and can cool the atmosphere by reflecting light.

Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) are nontoxic, nonflammable, insoluble, and chemically unreactive in the
troposphere (the level of air at the earth’s surface). CFCs were first synthesized in 1928 for use as
refrigerants, aerosol propellants, and cleaning solvents. CFCs destroy stratospheric ozone;
therefore, their production was stopped as required by the Montreal Protocol in 1987.
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Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs) are synthetic chemicals that are used as a substitute for CFCs. Of all the
greenhouse gases, HFCs are one of three groups (the other two are perfluorocarbons and sulfur
hexafluoride) with the highest global warming potential. HFCs are human-made for applications
such as air conditioners and refrigerants.

Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) have stable molecular structures and do not break down through the chemical
processes in the lower atmosphere; therefore, PFCs have long atmospheric lifetimes, between
10,000 and 50,000 years. The two main sources of PFCs are primary aluminum production and
semiconductor manufacture.

Sulfur hexafluoride (SFg) is an inorganic, odorless, colorless, nontoxic, honflammable gas. It has the
highest global warming potential of any gas evaluated. Sulfur hexafluoride is used for insulation in
electric power transmission and distribution equipment, in the magnesium industry, in
semiconductor manufacturing, and as a tracer gas for leak detection.

There are uncertainties as to exactly what the climate changes will be in various local areas of the earth,
and what the effects of clouds will be in determining the rate at which the mean temperature will increase.
There are also uncertainties associated with the magnitude and timing of other consequences of a warmer
planet: sea level rise, spread of certain diseases out of their usual geographic range, the effect on
agricultural production, water supply, sustainability of ecosystems, increased strength and frequency of
storms, extreme heat events, air pollution episodes, and the consequence of these effects on the economy.

Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are largely attributable to human activities
associated with the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors.
About three-quarters of human emissions of CO; to the global atmosphere during the past 20 years are
due to fossil fuel burning. Atmospheric concentrations of CO,, CH., and N2O have increased by at least 40
percent, 150 percent, and 20 percent respectively since the year 1750. GHG emissions are typically
expressed in carbon dioxide-equivalents (CO.e), based on the GHG’s Global Warming Potential (GWP). The
GWP is dependent on the lifetime, or persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. For example,
one ton of CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as approximately 25 tons of CO..
Therefore, CHa is a much more potent GHG than CO.. In accordance with SIVAPCD’s CEQA Greenhouse Gas
Guidance for Valley Lande Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for NewPrpjeptsed
projects complying with Best Performance Standards (BPS) would be determined to have a less-than-
significant impact. Projects not complying with BPS would be considered less than significant if operational
GHG emissions would be reduced or mitigated by a minimum of 29 percent, in comparison to business-as-
usual (year 2004) conditions. In addition, project-generated emissions complying with an approved plan or
mitigation program would also be determined to have a less-than-significant impact.

Project Related Emissions

Short-term construction emissions associated with the Project were calculated using CalEEMod, Version
2022.1.1.26. The emissions modeling includes emissions generated by off-road equipment, haul trucks, and
worker commute trips. Emissions were quantified based on an anticipated construction schedule of
approximately thirty-one months. Remaining assumptions were based on the default parameters
contained in the model. Modeling assumptions and output files are included in Appendix A. Estimated
construction-generated and operational related emissions are summarized in Table 4-15 and Table 4-16.
GHGs impact the environment over time as they increase and contribute to climate change.

25 (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 2009)
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Table 4-15: Short Term Construction Related GHG Emissions

Emissions (MT CO2e) in Tons
per Year

Maximum Annual Construction CO2e Emissions 329
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects* | 1,100
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects* 10,000
Threshold Exceeded? No

* As published in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Available online at
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/cega guidelines may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en Accessed 9/5/2024.

Table 4-16: Long Term Operational Related GHG Emissions

Emissions (MT CO2e) in Tons
per Year

Annual Operational CO2e Emissions 1,074
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects* | 1,100
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects* 10,000
Threshold Exceeded? No

* As published in the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s CEQA Air Quality Guidelines. Available online at
http://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/cega guidelines may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en Accessed 9/5/2024.

Construction related generation of GHGs would be a maximum of 329 Metric Tons of Carbon Dioxide
Equivalent (MT CO2e) per year, while operational emissions are expected to be 1,074 MT CO2e per year.
The Project would not exceed the AB 32 consistency threshold for land use projects for both short term
construction emissions and long-term operational emissions as a result.

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment. As shown in Table 4-15 and Table 4-16, the
Project is not expected to result in the generation of GHG emissions that would exceed the AB 32
consistency threshold of 1,100 MT CO2e annually during both construction and operational activities.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The Project would be in compliance with all SIVAPCD policies
and regulations and would not exceed an applicable threshold for GHG emissions. Therefore, there would
be no impacts.
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4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Table 4-17: Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

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

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

e) For aproject 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 K
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 ¢ ¢ ¢ K
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?

g) Expose people or structures, either
directly or indirectly to a significant risk c 8 ¢ K
of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires?

49.1.1 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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regulated hazardous waste facilities in California, including underground storage tank (UST) cases and non-
UST cleanup programs, including Spills-Leaks-Investigations-Cleanups sites, Department of Defense sites,
and Land Disposal program. A search of the DTSC EnviroStor database and the SWRCB GeoTracker
performed on August 8, 2024, determined that there are no known active hazardous waste generators or
hazardous material spill sites within the Project site or immediate surrounding vicinity.? 2’

4.9.1.2 AIRPORTS

The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan. The
nearest airport or air strip to the Project is the Selma Airport located approximately six miles to the
northwest.

4.9.1.3 EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

The City of Kingsburg has an Emergency Services Plan that was adopted in 2010 and is currently undergoing
an update.?® The Plan addresses risks to the community such as fire, law enforcement, public health threats,
and other risks.

4.9.1.4 SENSITIVE RECEPTORS

Sensitive Receptors are groups that would be more affected by air, noise, and light pollution, pesticides,
and other toxic chemicals than others. This includes infants, children under 16, elderly over 65, athletes,
and people with cardiovascular and respiratory diseases. High concentrations of these groups would
include daycares, residential areas, hospitals, elder care facilities, schools and parks. The nearest sensitive
receptors to the area would include the residential development immediately adjacent to the site on the
south side of the site.

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

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

a-b) Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. The Project would
result in the construction of 97 single-family residences, an approximately 0.99-acre park, and an
approximately 1.34-acre basin on land that would be annexed into the City of Kingsburg. During
construction, equipment would be used that could result in the spill of hazardous materials, such as diesel
fuel, lubricants, and solvents. However, the contractor would comply with all California Department of
Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations regarding regular maintenance and inspection
of equipment, spill prevention, and spill remediation in order to reduce the potential for incidental
release of pollutants or hazardous substances onsite. Furthermore, any potential accidental hazardous
materials spills during construction are the responsibility of the contractor to remediate in accordance
with industry best management practices and State and local regulations. Therefore, impacts would be
less than significant.

26 (California Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2024)
27 (State Water Resources Control Board, 2024)
28 (City of Kingsburg 2010)
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¢) Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

No Impact. The Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. No school,
public or private, exists within one quarter mile of the Project site, nor is one currently proposed within
one quarter mile of the site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Would the project 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?

No Impact. The Project would not be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. As discussed above, a search of the
EnviroStor and GeoTracker databases was conducted, and the Project area has not been identified to
contain a known hazardous material spill. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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?

No Impact. The Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan, or within two miles of a public or private airport where such a plan has not been adopted. The
Project is located approximately six miles southeast of the nearest airport, the Selma Airport, and is not
located within an adopted airport land use compatibility plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The Project, during construction, would result
in truck deliveries; however, no detours or road closures are expected to occur as a result of construction
activities. In addition, any potential work within existing roadways would be required to be reviewed and
approved by the City Engineer. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project is located adjacent to the City of Kingsburg and would be annexed to the City as
a result of the Project. This area is characterized by urban development to the immediate south, where
wildland fires are unlikely to occur. In addition, the Project is not located within the vicinity of a State
Responsibility Area (SRA) or a very high fire hazard severity zone (see Section 4.20). Therefore, there
would be no impact.
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Table 4-18: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements or 4 4 X 4
otherwise substantially degrade surface
or ground water quality?

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

€) 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 U ‘ X ‘
siltation on- or off-site;

ii. substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a ¢ ¢ X ¢
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 ¢ ‘ X ‘
drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of
polluted runoff; or

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? X

d) Inflood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, ‘ ‘ ‘
risk release of pollutants due to project | X I
inundation?

€) Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of a water quality control plan or é ‘ £ =
sustainable groundwater management
plan?

The Project is located within the San Joaquin Valley Basin and the Kings Subbasin. The site is located within
the boundaries of the of the Central Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA).?° The City of Kingsburg
is, for the most part, located within the boundaries of the South Kings GSA. While the Project site is not
located in the vicinity of a surface body of water, the site is located within the boundaries of the Fresno
County Sole Source Aquifer.® This aquifer provides for the majority of drinking water for the area, making
water quality protection increasingly important in the Project area. According to the Federal Emergency

29 (California Department of Water Resources, 2024)

30 (United States Environmental Protection Agency 2023)
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Management Agency (FEMA), the Project site is located approximately one mile from the nearest flood
zone (see Figure 4-3).3

31 (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2024)
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a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?

Less than Significant Impact. In compliance with State regulations, all development within the Project site
would be required to comply with State regulations adopted to reduce groundwater degradation. The
SWRCB requires the preparation of a SWPPP for projects that exceed specified size limits. The Project
would be required to obtain SWRCB approval of its SWPPP prior to construction. Therefore, the Project
would have a less than significant impact through implementation of planned Project design features
(such as a stormwater basin) and through compliance with adopted SWPPP regulations. 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 include the development of 97 residential lots on the
Project site. As a part of the Project, the site would be annexed into the City. As a result, the City would
be the sole water provider for the development. Groundwater is supplied for residential use by the City
in residential developments.? The City is within the Kings Basin, which is not adjudicated; therefore,
there are presently no limitations placed on groundwater pumping volumes. According to the City’s 2020
Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), current and projected residential water demand is based on
the Fresno Council of Governments Census population projections.® From 2000 to 2020, the actual
growth rate for the City was well below the projected growth rate, 1.9% versus 3%, respectively.® As
such, the City has planned for population growth that would be historically higher than actual growth
rates for its future water demand. As discussed in Section 4.14, it is anticipated that the Project would
add approximately 282 residents to the City’s population. This increase is less than a quarter of the
projected population growth for the City and its UWMP over the five years from 2025 to 2030, and the
UWMP anticipates water demand to nearly double from 2020 to 2045.%° Because the Project would result
in a use that aligns with the site’s General Plan land use designation, the Project would be in line with the
analysis provided within the City’'s UWMP. The additional demand for groundwater as a result of the
Project would be within the City’s expected capacity. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

¢) 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;

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site does not contain any waterways and, as such,
implementation of the Project would not alter the course of a stream or river. However, the Project would
require grading and soil exposure during construction. If not controlled, the transport of these materials
via local stormwater systems into local waterways could temporarily increase sediment concentrations.
To minimize this impact, the proposed Project would be required to comply with all of the requirements
of the State General Construction Permit and would be required to submit a SWPPP to the SWRCB prior

32 (City of Kingsburg, 2020)
33 |bid.
3 |bid.
% |bid.
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to start of construction activities. Mandatory compliance with State regulations would ensure that
impacts from erosion and siltation would be less than significant.

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

ii-iii) Less than Significant Impact. Although the Project would increase the rate of surface runoff, runoff
would be directed to an on-site stormwater basin (constructed as part of the Project), adequately sized
to handle the increased rate and amount of surface runoff. Impacts would be less than significant.

iv.  impede or redirect flood flows?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is not located in a flood plain; therefore, it would not impede
or redirect flood flows. There would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project site is not located within a flood zone, and it is not within a flood hazard, tsunami,
or seiche zone. Therefore, there would be no impact.

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

No Impact. The Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. The Project would be located within the boundaries
of the Central Kings GSA.® The City of Kingsburg is primarily located within the South Kings GSA.*’
Subsequent to annexation of the Project site to the City, the California Department of Water Resources
and the two aforementioned GSA’s could agree upon a boundary realignment which would result in the
Project site being moved into the South Kings GSA. Both of the two GSA’s have completed their
Groundwater Sustainability Plan. The Project would not be in conflict with either plan. Position of the
Project site in one GSA or the other could result in a difference in fees due, but would not have a physical
impact on the environment. Therefore, there would be no impact.

3 (Central Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency, 2024)
37 (South Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency, 2018)
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4.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING

Table 4-19: Land Use and Planning Impacts
Less than

Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Physically divide an established ¢ f ¢ IX|

community? LAY
b) Cause asignificant environmental impact

due to a conflict with any land use plan, ‘ ‘ ‘

policy, or regulation adopted for the IXI
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?

The Project site is located within the County, adjacent to the City of Kingsburg. The site is within the City’s
sphere of influence. Additionally, the site is zoned AE20 - Exclusive Agriculture by the County and is
designated as Low Density Residential by the City’s General Plan.

a) Would the project physically divide an established community?

No Impact. The Project would not physically divide an existing community. As mentioned above, the
subject parcels would be annexed to the City from the County. As the Project site is located adjacent to
the current city limits, annexation of this parcel would be done in a contiguous manner. The City would
connect the site to development south of the Project via extensions of 14" Avenue and 17" Avenue, and
with access points from South Mendocino Avenue. In order for the Project to be approved, Fresno LAFCo
would be required to approve an application for annexation. Therefore, 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?

No Impact. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residences, an approximately
0.99-acre park, an approximately 1.34-acre basin, and roadways in an area planned for Low Density
Residential use. As a part of the Project, the site would be annexed into the City and prezoned as R-1-7.
The R-1-7 zone district is consistent with the existing Low Density Residential land use designated for the
site by the City’s General Plan. The TSM would be developed meeting the density requirements of the
Low Density Residential land use. These actions further the objectives of the City’s General Plan by
providing development in the areas in the City where they are planned for. The Project would be required
to meet all applicable City of Kingsburg land use policies and regulations. Therefore, there would be no
impact.
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4.12 MINERAL RESOURCES

Table 4-20: Mineral Resources Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Result in the loss of availability of a
known mineral resource that would be of { & k X
value to the region and the residents of
the state?

b) Result in the loss of availability of a
locally important mineral resource ‘ ‘ ‘
recovery site delineated on a local I
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?

The California Geological Survey (CGS) is responsible for the classification and designation of areas within
California containing or potentially containing significant mineral resources. The CGS classifies lands into
Aggregate and Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs) based on guidelines adopted by the California State Mining
and Geologic Board, as mandated by the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. These MRZs identify
whether known or inferred significant mineral resources are presented in areas. Lead agencies are required
to incorporate identified MRZs resource areas delineated by the State into their general plans.®

According to the CGS Mineral Land Classification map, the Fresno County area, including the Project site, is
known to produce aggregate materials.*® The City of Kingsburg General Plan and the Fresno County General
Plan Background Report have not identified the Project site or land in its vicinity as containing mineral
resources. The nearest known mineral producing site (sand and gravel) is along the Kings River,
approximately 8.2 miles to the northeast.*

a) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value
to the region and the residents of the state?

No impact. The Project site is not known to contain any mineral deposits that would be of value to the
region and the State. The Project would not result in the loss of availability of a mineral resource which
would be of value to the region or the State. Therefore, there would be no impact.

b) Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?

38 Public Resources Code, Section 2762(a)(1)
3 (Unitied States Geological Survey, 2022)
40 (County of Fresno, 2000)
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No impact. The Project site has not been identified as containing a locally important mineral resource by
the Kingsburg General Plan, a specific plan, or any other land use plan. The Project would not result in
the loss of any locally important mineral resource. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.13 NOISE

Would the project result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Table 4-21: Noise Impacts

Less than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less than
Significant
Impact

October 2024

No Impact

Incorporated

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or
permanent increase in ambient noise
levels in the vicinity of the project in K k X ¢
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?

€) 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 0 ¢ 8 I
airport or public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

The Project site is located within the County of Fresno and would be annexed into the City as a part of the
Project. According to the City’s General Plan, the City requires that daytime noise sources within single-
family residential areas remain below 55 decibels during the day.** The site is located adjacent to lands
used for agricultural purposes and accustomed to heavy machinery use.

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 Project would not result in the 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. During
construction, the Project would temporarily utilize equipment that would exceed 55 decibels. While noise
levels may temporarily be exceeded during such activities, construction noise would diminish with
distance from the source. Construction noise would also be temporary and cease upon completion. As a
result, construction noise is not an anticipated event which would result in a significant impact.

Noise sources associated with operation of the Project would consist of low speed on-site vehicular noise,
landscaping maintenance, general conversations, and mechanical equipment (e.g., heating, ventilation,
and air conditioning [HVAC] units). Due to the distances and low noise levels associated with general site

41 (City of Kingsburg, 1992)
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activities, on-site traffic, and landscape maintenance, these sources are not considered substantial and
are not analyzed further. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not result in generation of excessive ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise levels. Like ordinary noise levels, ground borne noise levels diminish in
amplitude with distance from the source. Construction activities can result in varying degrees of ground
vibration, depending on the equipment and methods used, distance to the affected structures, and soil
type. The generation of vibration can range from no perceptible effects at the lowest vibration levels, to
low rumbling sounds and perceptible vibrations at moderate levels, to slight damage at the highest levels.
Given the type of improvements, it is not anticipated the Project would generate excessive ground borne
vibration or ground borne noise levels. The Project would be required to adhere to all applicable City
policies and regulations governing ground borne vibration. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would not be located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use
plan, or within two miles of a public or private airport where such a plan has not been adopted. The
Project is located approximately six miles southeast of the nearest airport, the Selma Airport, and is not
located within an adopted airport land use compatibility plan. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING

Table 4-22: Population and Housing Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing Lo
people or housing, necessitating the ¢ ¢ ¢ IX]
construction of replacement housing —_—
elsewhere?

The Project site is located on approximately 42.52 acres of land (four parcels), directly north of the City of
Kingsburg. Each of the four parcels is designated as Low Density Residential land uses by the City’s General
Plan. Currently the parcels are under the jurisdiction of the County of Fresno and planned for Agriculture
by the County’s General Plan.

According to the United States Census Bureau, the County of Fresno had an estimated population of
1,017,162 in 2023, while the City of Kingsburg had an estimated population of 13,013 people in 2022. The
United States Census Bureau estimated that in 2022 the City had a rate of 2.91 people per household.*?

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not create a substantial increase in population in the area,
either directly or indirectly. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residential
lots on land that would be annexed into the City as a part of the Project. At 2.91 residents per household,
the Project would add approximately 282 new residents to the City’s population. While the Project would
result in population growth through the construction of 97 homes, the new development is consistent
with the City’s General Plan Land Use designation of Low Density Residential. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would not displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing,
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. The Project would result in the
construction of 97 homes on land that would be annexed into the City of Kingsburg. Land being developed

42 (Unitied States Census Bureau, 2022)
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as part of the project has historically been used for agricultural purposes, containing one single-family
residence that would be demolished. The demolition of one residence as part of the Project is considered
to have no significant impact on population and housing, as the Project proponent has acquired the
property proposed for development. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.15 PUBLIC SERVICES

Table 4-23: Public Services
Less than
Potentially  Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

public services: n ¢ 1 ¢
i. Fire protection? . . l>,<,| .
i.  Police protection? . . Ol .
ii. Schools? . . .
iv. Parks? . . &. ‘
V. Other public facilities? |

4.15.1.1 FIRE PROTECTION:

The Project would be served by the Kingsburg Fire Department, which responds to all hazards incidents,
including fire, rescue, hazmat, advanced life support (ALS) transport, and ALS first response.*® The
Kingsburg Fire Department operates out of two stations, and the nearest station is located approximately
1.5 miles to the south of the Project.

4.15.1.2 POLICE PROTECTION:

The Project would be served by the Kingsburg Police Department, located approximately 1.6 miles to the
south of the Project site.

4.15.1.3 SCHOOLS:

Kingsburg Unified School District operates several schools within the City. The nearest public schools to the
site are Kingsburg Elementary School, approximately 4,000 feet to the south of the site, and Rafer Johnson
Junior High School, approximately 4,100 feet to the south. The nearest private school facility to the Project
site is Happy Days School, located approximately 3,700 feet to the south of the site.

4.15.1.4 PARKS

The City of Kingsburg hosts nine parks managed by the City’s Parks and Recreation department.** The
closest park is Nelson Park, situated approximately 3,000 feet southeast of the Project site.

43 (Kingsburg Fire Department, 2024)
4 (City of Kingsburg, 2024)
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4.15.1.5 LANDFILLS

The City of Kingsburg provides garbage, recycling, and green waste disposal services through Mid Valley
Disposal.

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

Fire Protection:

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is located approximately 1.5 miles from the nearest City of
Kingsburg Fire Department station. While the site would have been under County jurisdiction prior to
annexation, the Kingsburg Fire Department would have already responded to calls to the site, as it is the
nearest fire entity. The Project would be served by the City’s Fire Department subsequent to annexation.
Construction of the Project would not substantially increase the service area for the Fire Department,
nor would it require the hiring of additional personnel. In addition, payment of impact fees to fire
facilities, included in the “Public Safety” fees, is a requirement prior to issuance of building permits. With
the payment of impacts fees, impacts would be less than significant.

il Police Protection:

Less than Significant Impact. The Kingsburg Police Department, located approximately 1.6 miles from the
site, would provide police protection for the Project once it is annexed to the City. Currently, the site is
served by the Fresno County Sheriff's Office. Construction of the Project would not substantially increase
the service area for the Police Department, nor would it require the hiring of additional personnel. In
addition, payment of impact fees to police facilities, included in the “Public Safety” fees, is a requirement
prior to issuance of building permits. With the payment of impacts fees, impacts would be less than
significant.

iil. Schools:

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residences.
Payment of fees to a school district is considered full mitigation for project impacts on school facilities
(Government Code Section 65996(a)). Therefore, the Project applicant would be required to pay the
statutory fees to accommodate the impact of Project-generated students, reducing impacts to a less than
significant level. Senate Bill 50 deems payment of the fees “to provide full and complete school facilities
mitigation.” As payment of these fees is required prior to issuance of building permits, impacts would be
less than significant.

iv. Parks:

Less than Significant Impact. The Project proposes to construct 97 single-family residences, which would
encourage population growth as a direct result. However, the Project also includes the development of
an approximately 0.99-acre neighborhood park in the northeastern portion of the Project site. The City
of Kingsburg General Plan uses a standard of 2.7 acres per 1,000 people for its neighborhood park and
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playground development, which is equivalent to approximately 370 people per acre of parkland.*® At
2.91 residents per household, the Project would add approximately 282 new residents to the City’s
population. As such, the Project would add more acreage of parkland per population than designated by
the General Plan. In addition, payment of impact fees for parks and recreation would be required for the
Project. As such, impacts would be less than significant.

v.  Other public facilities:

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site would detach from the Kings River Conservation District
and the Consolidated Irrigation District. With annexation to the City of Kingsburg, the Project site would
also be annexed into the City of Kingsburg CFD, providing public services to the site. The Project would
also result in the generation of solid waste during construction and operational activities. During
construction, waste produced would be the responsibility of the contractor to dispose of. Subsequent to
the construction of the single-family residences, operations would result in the generation of solid waste,
recyclables, and organics. The City contracts with Mid Valley Disposal for trash collection services. Refuse
collected from the site would be disposed of at the American Avenue Landfill, approximately 33 miles to
the northwest of the site. According to CalRecycle, the American Avenue Landfill is projected to have
capacity through the year 2031.%¢ Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

4 (City of Kingshurg, 1992)
46 (California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2024)
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4.16 RECREATION

Table 4-24: Recreation Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Increase the use of existing
neighborhood and regional parks or ‘ ‘ ‘
other recreational facilities such that Kl
substantial physical deterioration of the
facility would occur or be accelerated?

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

The Project site would be annexed into the City of Kingsburg as a result of the Project. The City of Kingsburg
provides parks and open space for the residents of the City. The nearest City owned and operated parks
are Nelson Park, located approximately 3,000 feet southeast of the site, Memorial Park, located
approximately 1.5 miles south of the Project site, Veterans Park, located approximately 1.3 miles to the
southwest, and Erling Park, approximately 1.3 miles to the southeast.

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would result in the construction of a 97-lot residential
subdivision. As a part of the Project, an approximately 43,499 sqft park (0.99 acres) would be constructed
to serve the Project. As discussed above, the Project would result in the increase of the City’s population
by approximately 282 people, and while these new residents may use existing City parks the increase in
usage would be minor. Therefore, the impacts are less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would include a neighborhood park of
approximately 43,499 sqft in size. Any adverse physical effect on the environment because of this Project
is discussed in the appropriate impact topic throughout this document. Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION

Table 4-25: Transportation Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact

Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

€) 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? ‘

The Project would result in the annexation of the Project site to the City of Kingsburg. Major transportation
routes within the City include SR 99 and SR 201. The Project site is abutted by South Mendocino Avenue,

an arterial street, to its east.

In December 2018, modifications to the CEQA Guidelines were adopted by the Governor’s Office of
Planning and Research (OPR), which requires all lead agencies to adopt VMT as a replacement for
automobile delay-based level of service (LOS) as the new measure for identifying transportation impacts

for land use projects. This statewide mandate, enacted by the State Legislature through Senate Bill 743,
took effect July 1, 2020. This analysis relies on the Fresno County SB 743 Implementation Regional
Guidelinesprepared in January 2021. If the guidelines do not apply, the analysis will rely on information
prepared by OPR as part of their December 2018 publication entitled Technical Advisory on Evaluating
Transportation Impacts in CEQAechnical Advisory), which provides guidance for evaluating
transportation impacts based on VMT.#

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. As described in Appendix D, the Project would not conflict with a plan,
ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities. The Project would be consistent with the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan. While the Project
would result in the extension of neighborhood roadways to serve the subdivision, the Project would be
required to adhere to all applicable laws, policies, and plans regarding circulation and transit facilities
within the City of Kingsburg. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

47 (Governor's Office of Planning and Research, 2018)
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b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision (b)?

Less than Significant Impact. As described in Appendix D and in Impact Analysis "a" above, the Project
would be consistent with the 2022 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The RTP was adopted by a
Program EIR which found that VMT impacts from each respective jurisdiction would result in a significant
and unavoidable impact, while also adopting mitigation measures for subsequent projects. As this Project
proposes to develop consistent with the Kingsburg General Plan, this Project would be considered a
subsequent project. Further described in Appendix D, all feasible mitigation measures adopted by the
Program EIR were incorporated into the Project either by Project feature or are standard requirements
of subdivision projects. This Project would create no new additional impacts that were not analyzed in
the 2022 RTP EIR. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible uses. The Project would result in the construction of 97 single-family residences on the
Project site. The Project does not propose the construction of a hazardous geometric design feature, nor
does it propose an incompatible use for the site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

No Impact. The Project would not result in inadequate emergency access. No road closures would be
necessary in order for the Project to be developed. The Project would be required to be reviewed and
approved by the City Engineer prior to approval, ensuring that access would be maintained. In addition,
construction of the Project would not create a conflict with designated emergency routes. Therefore,
there would be no impact.
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4.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Table 4-26: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than

Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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 £ | X | £ £
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 b EI ‘ ‘
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.

Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013-14) requires that a lead
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the
project if that Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead
agency then has 30 days to initiate the consultation, which then continues until the parties come to an
agreement regarding necessary mitigation or agree that no mitigation is needed, or one or both parties
determine that negotiation occurred in good faith, but no agreement would be made. The City of Kingsburg
has not received letters from any tribe requesting notification.

4.18.1.1 RECORDS SEARCH

A records search from the SSJVIC of the CHRIS, located at California State University, Bakersfield, was
conducted in August of 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
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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 Project site as well as an additional one-half mile radius.
Due to the sensitive nature of cultural resources, archaeological site locations are not released. Additional
sources included the State Historic Preservation Office Historic Properties Directory, Archaeological
Determinations of Eligibility, and the California Inventory of Historic Resources. The records search of the
Project site indicated that there were no known tribal cultural resources on-site.

4.18.2 IMPACT ASESSMENT

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

vi.  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

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The City, as the lead agency, has not received
any tribal letters pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (AB 52) officially
requesting notification of any projects. Additionally, a records search of the Project site indicated that
there were no known tribal cultural resources on-site. In the unlikely event of a discovery, mitigation will
be implemented. With incorporation of mitigation measure CUL-1 and CUL-2 described above in Section
4.5, impacts resulting from the discovery of remains interred on the Project site or the discovery of
another tribal cultural resource would be less than significant.

4.18.3 MITIGATION
See CUL-1 and CUL-2 outlined above in Section 4.5.3.
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4.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Table 4-27: Utilities and Service Systems Impacts
Less than
Potentially Significant Less than
Would the project: Significant with Significant No Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Require or result in the relocation or
construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the
construction or relocation of which could
cause significant environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available
to serve the project and reasonably ‘ ‘ |
foreseeable future development during
normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Resultin a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which
serves or may serve the project that it ‘ ‘ |
has adequate capacity to serve the
project’s projected demand in addition
to the provider’s existing commitments?

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

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

X

a

a

X

The Project site would be annexed to the City as a part of the Project. The City is the water and storm
drainage provider for residents of the City. The City also contracts with Mid Valley Disposal for solid waste
pickup services. The Selma Kingsburg Fowler County Sanitation District (SKFCSD) is the sewer facilities
provider for the City. PG&E is the natural gas and electricity provider for the area. The Project site is
primarily vacant and undeveloped or in agricultural use, but one residence would be demolished as a part
of the Project.

a) Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water,
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas or telecommunications
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Less than Significant Impact. Subsequent to annexation to the City, the Project would connect to City
infrastructure for water and storm drainage services. The Project would connect to City water services
existing in the residential development to the south. Additionally, the Project would connect to the
existing City storm drain basin also abutting the Project site to the southwest. For sewer services, the
Project would connect to existing SKFCSD infrastructure located in the residential development to the
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south of the Project site. Likewise, the Project would connect to existing PG&E and telecommunications
facilities existing in the aforementioned development. Utility connections are available within the vicinity
of the Project site, and no substantial extension of any utility service would be required of the Project.
Additionally, the Project would not require the expansion of other existing facilities for water and
wastewater based on current capacity for both. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

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

Less than Significant Impact. According to the City’s UWMP, the City is expected to be in balance of its
water budget through the year 2040.*¢ The UWMP was developed taking into account planned land uses
contained in the City’s General Plan. Due to the fact that the Project would result in a use that aligns with
the site’s existing General Plan land use designation, the Project would align with the UWMP. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

¢) Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would be required to connect to existing SKFCSD facilities. While
the Project would include a hew sewer connection to serve the residential development, the Project site
is situated within the SKFCSD’s sphere of influence. The Project has received a Will Serve letter from the
SKFCSD noting that there is capacity in the City’s wastewater system to serve the portion of the Project
on APNs 393-121-37, 393-121-42, and 393-121-43. The Project would also be required to file all
necessary applications and pay fees to the SKFCSD. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

d) Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals?

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would result in the generation of solid waste during construction
and operational activities. During construction, the contractor would be responsible for any solid waste
produced. Subsequent to the construction of the 97 single-family residences, operations would result in
the generation of solid waste, recyclables, and organics. The City contracts with Mid Valley Disposal for
trash collection services. Refuse collected from the site would be disposed of at the American Avenue
Landfill, approximately 33 miles to the northwest of the site. According to CalRecycle, the American
Avenue Landfill is projected to have capacity through the year 2031.% Therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.

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

No Impact. The Project would be required to comply with all applicable federal, State, and local
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, there would be
no impact.

48 (City of Kingsburg, 2020)
4 (California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery, 2024)
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4.20 WILDFIRE

Table 4-28: Wildfire Impacts
If located in or near state Less than
responsibility areas or lands Potentially Significant Less than

classified as very high fire Significant with Significant No Impact
hazard severity zones, would Impact Mitigation Impact

the project: Incorporated

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) I
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?

x

The Project site is comprised of natural vegetation with one single-family residence and vineyards on the
property. There are four parcels that would be annexed to the City of Kingsburg as part of the Project.
Traditionally the land has been used for agricultural purposes. The Project site is located within the
jurisdiction of the County of Fresno and receives fire protection from the Fresno County Fire Department,
with additional support from the City of Kingsburg Fire Department. As mentioned in Section 4.15, the
closest Kingsburg Fire Station to the Project is located at 1460 Marion St., approximately 1.5 miles south of
the site and the nearest Fresno County Fire Station is located at 11500 E Mountain View, approximately 2.6
miles northwest of the site.

According to California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire), the Project site is not located
within an SRA%, meaning CalFire does not assume responsibility for wildfire prevention and protection but,
rather, the site is managed at the local level. The nearest SRA is located approximately 19 miles East of the
Project Site. Furthermore, according to CalFire, the Project site is not located within a Very High Fire Hazard
Severity Zone®!. The nearest Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone is located approximately 28 miles east of
the Project Site.

50 ( CAL FIRE, 2024)
51 (CAL FIRE, 2024)
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4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS

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

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

c) 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?

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?

a-d) No Impact. The Project is not located within a very high fire hazard severity zone or an SRA. The
nearest SRA is located approximately 19 miles east of the Project site and the nearest very high fire hazard
severity zone is approximately 28 miles east of the Project site. The site is located on a relatively flat,
vacant, and undeveloped site that is surrounded by urban uses, making wildfire unlikely to occur at the
site. After annexation the Project site would be served by the Kingsburg Fire Department station located
approximately 1.5 miles to the south of the site. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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4.21 CEQA MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Table 4-29: CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance

Potentially S UL Less than

Does the project: Significant SIS Significant No
Impact
Impact Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Have the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or u IXI u Q—
animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

b) Have impacts that are individually limited,
but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that
the incremental effects of a project are 11 11 11 11
considerable when viewed in connection — —
with the effects of past projects, the effects
of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects)?

€) Have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human [] [] IX| []
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. The analysis conducted in this Initial Study/Mitigated
Negative Declaration results in a determination that the Project, with incorporation of mitigation
measures, would have a less than significant effect on the environment. The potential for impacts to
biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, and tribal cultural resources from the
implementation of the Project would be less than significant with the incorporation of the mitigation
measures identified in this analysis. Accordingly, the Project would involve no potential for significant
impacts through the degradation of the quality of the environment, the reduction in the habitat or
population of fish or wildlife, including endangered plants or animals, the elimination of a plant or animal
community or elimination of examples of a major period of California history or prehistory.

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the
effects of probable future projects)?
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Less than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) States that a Lead Agency shall consider
whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of the project are
cumulatively considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative effects of a project must,
therefore, be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and
probable future projects. The Project involves the annexation of four parcels into the City and the
construction of a 97-lot residential subdivision of approximately 33.27 acres, the effects of which would
not result in significant cumulatively considerable impacts. Implementation of the Project would not
result in significant cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be less than significant through
the implementation of basic regulatory requirements and Project design.

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

Less than Significant Impact. The analysis conducted in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
results in a determination that the Project would have a less than significant effect on the environment.
All potential impacts to human beings have found to be unsubstantial and would be considered less than
significant.
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CHAPTER 5 MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING
PROGRAM

This MMRP has been formulated based upon the findings of the IS/MND for the Project in the City of
Kingsburg. The MMRP lists mitigation measures recommended in the IS/MND for the Project and identifies
monitoring and reporting requirements.

Table 5-1: Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program presents the mitigation measures identified for
the Project. Each mitigation measure is numbered with a symbol indicating the topical section to which it
pertains, a hyphen, and the impact number. For example, AIR-2 would be the second mitigation measure
identified in the Air Quality analysis of the IS/MND.

The first column of Table 5-1: Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program identifies the mitigation
measure. The second column, entitled “When Monitoring is to Occur,” identifies the time the mitigation
measure should be initiated. The third column, “Frequency of Monitoring,” identifies the frequency of the
monitoring of the mitigation measure. The fourth column, “Agency Responsible for Monitoring,” names
the party ultimately responsible for ensuring that the mitigation measure isimplemented. The last columns
will be used by the Lead and Responsible Agencies to ensure that individual mitigation measures have been
complied with and monitored.
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Table 5-1: Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program
Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program

Method to
Verify
Compliance

Agency
Responsible for
Monitoring

Verification of
Compliance

When Monitoring is
to Occur

Frequency of
Monitoring

Mitigation Measure

Biological Resources
(Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting Bird Avoidance) City of
The project’s construction activities will occur, if City of Kinasbur Kingsburg
feasible, between September 16 and January 31 During Construction . y gsourg with
BIO-1 - I - S Daily and/or construction .
(outside of the nesting bird season) to avoid Activities assistance of
) L contractor o
impacts to nesting birds. a qualified
biologist
(Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting Bird Pre-
construction Surveys) If activities must occur
within the nesting bird season (February 1 to
September 15), a qualified biologist (someone
familiar with these species and nesting birds) will
conduct a single pre-construction take-avoidance
survey for Swainson’s hawk nests on the site and
within a 0.5-mile radius outside of the site within City of
seven (7) _calendar day_s prlo’r to the start of _ _ City of Kingsburg Klnggburg
construction. The Swainson’s hawk survey must Prior to Construction . ; with
BIO-2 - L Daily and/or construction .
not be completed between April 21 to June 10 Activities contractor assistance of
due to the difficulty of identifying nests during this a qualified
time of year. The survey shall also include biologist
inspecting for nesting migratory birds within the
site and up to 100 feet outside of the site and for
nesting raptors within the site and up to 500 feet
outside of the site. All raptor nests shall be
considered “active” upon the nest-building stage.
If no active nests are observed, no further
mitigation is required.
(Swainson’s Hawk and Nesting Bird Avoidance
Buffers) On discovery of any active nests or .
. . . City of
breeding colonies near work areas, a qualified .
LY . . X . . Kingsburg
biologist will determine appropriate avoidance . . City of Kingsburg .
. . P During Construction . : with
BIO-3 buffer distances based on applicable California Activities Daily and/or construction assistance of
Department of Fish and Wildlife and/or United contractor a qualified
States Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines, the b?olo ict
biology of the species, conditions of the nest(s), g
and the level of project disturbance. If necessary,
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program

Agency Method to

Responsible for Verify VIR E]

Compliance

When Monitoring is
to Occur

Frequency of

Mitigation Measure Monitoring

avoidance buffers will be identified with flagging,
fencing, or other easily visible means, and will be
maintained until the biologist has determined that
the nestlings have fledged.

Monitoring

Compliance

(Maternity Bat Roost Pre-Construction Survey) If
construction activities fall between March 1 and
September 30 (bat maternity season) a pre-

and will be maintained until the biologist has
determined that the roost will no longer be

construction survey will be performed within City of

seven (7) days. prior to construc.tlon Fo |dent|fy . . . City of Kingsburg Klnggburg

active maternity bat roost locations in the existing Prior to Construction . ; with
BIO-4 . L L Daily and/or construction .

house and barn onsite or trees within up to 100 Activities contractor assistance of

feet of the site prior to the start of construction. A a qualified

qualified biologist (someone familiar with bat biologist

roosts and their sign) will conduct a daytime roost

survey and an emergence survey at potential

roost locations.

(Bat Roost Pre-Demolition Survey) A pre-

demolition survey will be performed within five (5)

days prior to demolition of the existing house and .

. . . : City of
barn onsite to identify any active bat roosts that Kinasbur
could be used by pallid bats. A qualified biologist . o City of Kingsburg gsburg

. . S Prior to Demolition . ; with
BIO-5 (someone familiar with bat roosts and their sign) o Daily and/or construction .

. . Activities assistance of
will conduct a daytime roost survey and an contractor a qualified
emergence survey at potential roost locations. b?olo ist
Should any roosting bats be observed, they shall 9
be identified by species using ultrasonic recording
equipment and software.

(Bat Avoidance Buffers) On discovery of any active

maternity season bat roosts or pallid bat roosts, a

qualified biologist will determine appropriate City of

avoidance buffers based on the biology of the . . Kingsburg

. - . . City of Kingsburg -

species, conditions of the roost(s), and the level of During Construction . . with
BIO-6 . : . . S Daily and/or construction .

project disturbance, if appropriate. If necessary, Activities contractor assistance of

construction buffers will be identified with a qualified

flagging, fencing, or other easily visible means, biologist
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program

Agency

When Monitoring is Frequency of Responsible for

Mitigation Measure to Oceur Monitoring

Method to
Verify

October 2024

Verification of
Compliance

Monitoring
impacted by construction. Lighting is not to be
used near roosts where it would shine on or into
the roost entrance. Combustion equipment, such
as generators, pumps, and vehicles are not to be
parked, operated, under or within 100 feet of the
roost.

Compliance

(Bat Exclusion) On discovery of any active bat
roosts within the existing house or barn outside of
the bat maternity season (October 1 to February

or ground-moving activities in the Project
site, all work shall be halted in the immediate
vicinity (within a 100-foot radius) until a
qualified archaeologist can identify the
discovery and assess its significance.

28), a qualified biologist will prepare an exclusion City of

plan that would detail the methods to be used. It City of Kingsburg Kingsburg

will include the tools to exclude the bat from the During Construction . . with
BIO-7 . o Daily and/or construction .

structure/roost (i.e., one-way doors or other Activities contractor assistance of

devices) and the house and barn would be a qualified

removed within two days. Following completion of biologist

exclusion, a report will be prepared that

documents the methods and results of these

efforts.

Cultural Resources

(Archaeological Remairs the event that

previously unidentified archaeological

remains are encountered during

development or ground-moving activities in

the Project site, all work should be halted )

until a qualified archaeologist can identify the Kiggzb(zxfrg

discovery and assess its significance. In the - - City of Kingsburg -
CUL1 i i i ifi During Cc_arys_trucﬂon Dail and/or construction .W'th

event of accidental discovery of unidentified Activities Y assistance of

archaeological remains during development contractor a qualified

archaeologist
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program

Agency Method to
Responsible for Verify
Monitoring Compliance

Verification of
Compliance

When Monitoring is Frequency of

Mitigation Measure to Oceur Monitoring

(Human Remaingf human remains are
uncovered during construction, the Fresno
County Coroner is to be notified to
investigate the remains and arrange proper
treatment and disposition. If the remains are
identified on the basis of archaeological
context, age, cultural associations, or City of
biological traits to be those of a Native . . ety Kinggburg

CUL2 American, California Health and Safety Code During Construction Daily and/or construction with
7050.5 and Public Resources Code 5097.98 Activities contractor assistance of
require that the coroner notify the NAHC oy
(Native American Heritage Commission) Coroner
within 24 hours of discovery. The NAHC will
then identify the Most Likely Descendent
who will be afforded an opportunity to make
recommendations regarding the treatment
and disposition of the remains.

Geology and Soils

Should a unique paleontological resource,
site, or unique geological feature be City of
unearthed during any stage of Project Kingsburg
activities, 'WOI’k in thg area of discovery will _ _ ity of Kingsburg _ with

GEG1 cease until the area is evaluated by a DI el el Daily and/or construction | 2SSistance of
qualified geologist and/or paleontologist. If Activities contractor a qualified
discoveries are uncovered, the Project geologist
proponent will abide by recommendations of IR/l :

. . paleontologist
the geologist or paleontologist.
Transportation
Tribal Cultural Resources
See CUL-1 and CUL-2.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Kings Estates V
Construction Start Date 5/6/2024
Operational Year 2027

Lead Agency _

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.40

Precipitation (days) 23.2

Location 36.53745446062767, -119.54987057540413
County Fresno

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2542

EDFzZ 5

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.28

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) Landscape Area (sq | Special Landscape |Population Description
Area (sq ft)

Single Family Dwelling Unit 189,150 1,136,147
Housing
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Energy E-10-B Establish Onsite Renewable Energy Systems: Solar Power

Energy E-12-A Install Alternative Type of Water Heater in Place of Gas
Storage Tank Heater in Residences

Energy E-12-B Install Electric Space Heater in Place of Natural Gas Heaters
in Residences

Energy E-13 Install Electric Ranges in Place of Gas Ranges

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit.  4.42 3.73 36.0 33.6 0.06 1.60 19.8 21.4 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 6,722 6,722 0.28 0.06 1.22 6,747

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

Unmit.  34.0 34.0 11.6 14.4 0.02 0.50 0.22 0.72 0.46 0.05 0.51 — 2,729 2,729 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,746

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

Unmit.  4.00 3.88 10.6 104 0.02 0.46 2.29 2.75 0.42 1.02 1.44 — 1,975 1,975 0.08 0.03 0.35 1,985

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
(Max)

Unmit.  0.73 0.71 1.94 1.90 <0.005 0.08 0.42 0.50 0.08 0.19 0.26 — 327 327 0.01 0.01 0.06 329
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2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - —

Summer

(Max)

2024 4.42 3.73 36.0 33.6 0.06 1.60 19.8 214 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 6,722 6,722 0.28 0.06 1.22 6,747
2025 1.52 1.28 10.7 14.4 0.02 0.43 0.22 0.66 0.40 0.05 0.45 — 2,746 2,746 0.11 0.05 1.15 2,764
2026 1.44 1.22 10.1 14.3 0.02 0.38 0.22 0.61 0.35 0.05 0.40 — 2,738 2,738 0.11 0.05 1.03 2,757
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2024 1.60 1.35 11.6 14.4 0.02 0.50 0.22 0.72 0.46 0.05 0.51 — 2,729 2,729 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,746
2025 1.50 1.26 10.8 14.2 0.02 0.43 0.22 0.66 0.40 0.05 0.45 — 2,722 2,722 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,739
2026 34.0 34.0 10.2 14.0 0.02 0.38 0.22 0.61 0.35 0.05 0.40 — 2,715 2,715 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,733
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 1.36 1.14 10.6 104 0.02 0.46 2.29 2.75 0.42 1.02 1.44 — 1,975 1,975 0.08 0.02 0.16 1,985
2025 1.07 0.91 7.68 10.2 0.02 0.31 0.16 0.47 0.29 0.04 0.32 — 1,949 1,949 0.08 0.03 0.35 1,962
2026 4.00 3.88 5.38 7.50 0.01 0.21 0.11 0.32 0.19 0.03 0.22 — 1,405 1,405 0.06 0.02 0.22 1,414
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.25 0.21 1.94 1.90 <0.005 0.08 0.42 0.50 0.08 0.19 0.26 — 327 327 0.01 <0.005 0.03 329
2025 0.20 0.17 1.40 1.85 <0.005 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.06 — 323 323 0.01 0.01 0.06 325
2026 0.73 0.71 0.98 1.37 <0.005 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.03 <0.005 0.04 — 233 233 0.01 <0.005 0.04 234

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

2024 4.42 3.73 36.0 33.6 0.06 1.60 19.8 214 1.47 10.1 11.6 — 6,722 6,722 0.28 0.06 1.22 6,747
2025 1.52 1.28 10.7 14.4 0.02 0.43 0.22 0.66 0.40 0.05 0.45 — 2,746 2,746 0.11 0.05 1.15 2,764
2026 1.44 1.22 10.1 14.3 0.02 0.38 0.22 0.61 0.35 0.05 0.40 — 2,738 2,738 0.11 0.05 1.03 2,757
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2024 1.60 1.35 11.6 14.4 0.02 0.50 0.22 0.72 0.46 0.05 0.51 — 2,729 2,729 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,746
2025 1.50 1.26 10.8 14.2 0.02 0.43 0.22 0.66 0.40 0.05 0.45 — 2,722 2,722 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,739
2026 34.0 34.0 10.2 14.0 0.02 0.38 0.22 0.61 0.35 0.05 0.40 — 2,715 2,715 0.11 0.05 0.03 2,733
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 1.36 1.14 10.6 10.4 0.02 0.46 2.29 2.75 0.42 1.02 1.44 — 1,975 1,975 0.08 0.02 0.16 1,985
2025 1.07 0.91 7.68 10.2 0.02 0.31 0.16 0.47 0.29 0.04 0.32 — 1,949 1,949 0.08 0.03 0.35 1,962
2026 4.00 3.88 5.38 7.50 0.01 0.21 0.11 0.32 0.19 0.03 0.22 — 1,405 1,405 0.06 0.02 0.22 1,414
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.25 0.21 1.94 1.90 <0.005 0.08 0.42 0.50 0.08 0.19 0.26 — 327 327 0.01 <0.005 0.03 329
2025 0.20 0.17 1.40 1.85 <0.005 0.06 0.03 0.09 0.05 0.01 0.06 — 323 323 0.01 0.01 0.06 325
2026 0.73 0.71 0.98 1.37 <0.005 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.03 <0.005 0.04 — 233 233 0.01 <0.005 0.04 234

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 8.38 8.15 271 28.1 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.54 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,635 6,689 5.81 0.31 18.5 6,945

Mit. 8.38 8.15 2.70 28.1 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.54 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,028 6,082 571 0.30 185 6,332
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% <05% — <05% <05% — — — — — — — — 9% 9% 2% 4% — 9%
Reduced

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Unmit.  7.52 7.29 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,165 6,219 5.85 0.33 1.80 6,465
Mit. 7.52 7.29 3.02 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 5,558 5,612 5.75 0.32 1.80 5,851

% <05% — <05% <05% — — — — — — — — 10% 10% 2% 4% — 9%
Reduced

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Daily
(Max)

Unmit. 7.74 7.51 2.81 21.9 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 53.9 6,185 6,239 5.82 0.31 8.59 6,486

Mit. 7.73 7.51 2.80 21.9 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 53.9 5,578 5,632 5.72 0.30 8.59 5,873
% <05% — <05% <05% — — — — — — — — 10% 10% 2% 4% — 9%
Reduced

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
(Max)

Unmit. 1.41 1.37 0.51 4.01 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 8.92 1,024 1,033 0.96 0.05 1.42 1,074

Mit. 1.41 1.37 0.51 4.00 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 8.92 923 932 0.95 0.05 1.42 972
% <05% <05% <05% <05% <05% 2% — <05% 2% — <05% — 10% 10% 2% 4% — 9%
Reduced

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile  3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 453 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 17.1 5,614
Area 4.88 4.86 0.05 5.51 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,094 1,094 0.18 0.02 — 1,105
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Water —— — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 8.38 8.15 271 28.1 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.54 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,635 6,689 5.81 0.31 18.5 6,945

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

Mobile  3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148

Area 4.37 4.37 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,094 1,094 0.18 0.02 — 1,105
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 7.52 7.29 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,165 6,219 5.85 0.33 1.80 6,465

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile  3.11 2.90 2.79 19.2 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 — 5,068 5,068 0.24 0.27 7.23 5,162
Area 4.62 4.61 0.03 2.72 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 7.26 7.26 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.28
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,094 1,094 0.18 0.02 — 1,105
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste —— — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 7.74 7.51 2.81 21.9 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 53.9 6,185 6,239 5.82 0.31 8.59 6,486

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

Mobile  0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855
Area 0.84 0.84 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.21
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 181 181 0.03 <0.005 — 183
Water — — — —_ — — — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 7.68 0.00 7.68 0.77 0.00 — 26.9
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Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22

Total 1.41 1.37 0.51 4.01 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 8.92 1,024 1,033 0.96 0.05 1.42 1,074

2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —

Summer

(Max)

Mobile  3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 453 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 17.1 5,614
Area 4.88 4.86 0.05 5,51 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8
Energy >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — 487 487 0.08 0.01 — 492
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 8.38 8.15 2.70 28.1 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.54 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 6,028 6,082 571 0.30 185 6,332

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Mobile  3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148

Area  4.37 437  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Energy >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — 487 487 0.08 0.01 — 492
Water — — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 7.52 7.29 3.02 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 53.9 5,558 5,612 5.75 0.32 1.80 5,851

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile  3.11 2.90 2.79 19.2 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 — 5,068 5,068 0.24 0.27 7.23 5,162
Area 4.62 4.61 0.03 2.72 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 7.26 7.26 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.28
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Energy >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — 487 487 0.08 0.01 — 492
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35

Total 7.73 7.51 2.80 21.9 0.05 0.04 4.33 4.37 0.04 1.10 1.14 53.9 5,578 5,632 5.72 0.30 8.59 5,873

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

Mobile  0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855
Area 0.84 0.84 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.21
Energy >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — 80.6 80.6 0.01 <0.005 — 81.4
Water — — — — — — — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89
Waste —— — — — — — — — — — — 7.68 0.00 7.68 0.77 0.00 — 26.9
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.22 0.22
Total 141 1.37 0.51 4.00 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 8.92 923 932 0.95 0.05 1.42 972

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 3.12 2.62 24.9 21.7 0.03 1.06 — 1.06 0.98 — 0.98 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 — 3,437
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — 0.10 0.10 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.26 0.22 2.05 1.79 <0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 282 282 0.01 <0.005 — 282
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Off-Roa 0.05 0.04 0.37 0.33 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 46.6 46.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 46.8
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 92.9 92.9 0.01 <0.005 0.37 94.6
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 85.6 85.6 <0.005 0.01 0.21 89.9

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
Daily

Worker 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02 7.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.14
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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 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.04 7.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.38
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.16 1.16 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.18
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 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.16 1.16 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.22

3.2. Demolition (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 3.12 2.62 24.9 21.7 0.03 1.06 — 1.06 0.98 — 0.98 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 — 3,437
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — 0.10 0.10 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Daily

Off-Roa 0.26 0.22 2.05 1.79 <0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 282 282 0.01 <0.005 — 282
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — —
on

18/81



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Roa 0.05 0.04 0.37 0.33 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 46.6 46.6 <0.005 <0.005 — 46.8
d

Equipm

ent

Demoliti — — — — — — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — — — — — — —
on

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.07 0.04 0.61 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 92.9 92.9 0.01 <0.005 0.37 94.6
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 85.6 85.6 <0.005 0.01 0.21 89.9

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

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.02 7.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.14
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 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.04 7.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.38
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.16 1.16 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.18
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 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.16 1.16 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.22

3.3. Site Preparation (2024) - Unmitigated
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Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 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
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — — — — — 19.7 19.7 — 10.1 10.1 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

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

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Off-Roa 0.24 0.20 1.97 1.80 <0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 290 290 0.01 <0.005 — 2901
d

Equipm

ent

Dust — — — — — — 1.08 1.08 — 0.55 0.55 — — — — — — —
From

Material

Movement

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Off-Roa 0.04 0.04 0.36 0.33 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.01 — 0.01 — 48.0 48.0 <0.005 <0.005 — 48.2
d

Equipm

ent
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Dust
From
Material

Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

3.4. Site Preparation (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Lovnon 105 r05

Onsite

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.71
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.20

0.00

0.10
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00

0.20

0.00

0.10
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
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

0.10

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.00

108
0.00
0.00

5.46
0.00
0.00

0.90
0.00
0.00

0.00

108
0.00
0.00

5.46
0.00
0.00

0.90
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.43
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

110
0.00
0.00

5.55
0.00
0.00

0.92
0.00
0.00

R0G |NOx |cO  |S02 |PMIOE |PMIOD |PMIOT |PMSE |PM2SD |PMesT [Bcoz |NBcoz [coaT |che |Nzo R |coze |
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Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 4.34
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.24
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.04
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

3.65

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.04

36.0

0.00

1.97

0.00

0.36

32.9

0.00

1.80

0.00

0.33

0.05 1.60

0.00 0.00

<0.005 0.09

0.00 0.00

<0.005 0.02

19.7

0.00

1.08

0.00

0.20

1.60

19.7

0.00

0.09

1.08

0.00

0.02

0.20

1.47

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.01

221/81

10.1

0.00

0.55

0.00

0.10

1.47

10.1

0.00

0.08

0.55

0.00

0.01

0.10
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5,296

0.00

290

0.00

48.0

5,296

0.00

290

0.00

48.0

0.21

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

5,314

0.00

291

0.00

48.2
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Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.08 0.04 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 108 108 0.01 <0.005 0.43 110
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)

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 5.46 5.46 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 5.55
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 — 0.90 0.90 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.92
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. Grading (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)
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Off-Roa 4.19
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.52
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.09
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

3.52

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.08

0.00

34.3

0.00

4.23

0.00

0.77

0.00

30.2

0.00

3.72

0.00

0.68

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

1.45

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.03

0.00

9.20

0.00

1.13

0.00

0.21

0.00

1.45

9.20

0.00

0.18

1.13

0.00

0.03

0.21

0.00

1.33

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

24181

3.65

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.08

0.00

1.33

3.65

0.00

0.16

0.45

0.00

0.03

0.08

0.00
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6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

813 813 0.03 0.01 — 816

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

135 135 0.01 <0.005 — 135

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.05 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 124 124 0.01 0.01 0.50 126
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)

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 — 14.0 14.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 14.3
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 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.32 2.32 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.36
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

3.6. Grading (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 4.19 3.52 34.3 30.2 0.06 1.45 — 1.45 1.33 — 1.33 — 6,598 6,598 0.27 0.05 — 6,621
d

Equipm

ent

25/81



Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.52
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.09
d

Equipm

ent

Dust —
From
Material
Movement

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.10

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.09

0.00

4.23

0.00

0.77

0.00

0.05

0.00

3.72

0.00

0.68

0.00

0.81

0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

9.20

0.00

1.13

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.11

9.20

0.00

0.18

1.13

0.00

0.03

0.21

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00

26/81

3.65

0.00

0.45

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.03

3.65

0.00

0.16

0.45

0.00

0.03

0.08

0.00

0.03

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

0.00

813

0.00

135

0.00

124

0.00

813

0.00

135

0.00

124

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.50

0.00

816

0.00

135

0.00

126



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

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)

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 — 14.0 14.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 14.3
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 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.32 2.32 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 2.36
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

3.7. Building Construction (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 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
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —

Winter
(Max)

27181



Off-Roa 1.44
d

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.29
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.05
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.17
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.15
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

1.20

0.00

0.24

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.16
0.01
0.00

0.14
0.01
0.00

11.2

0.00

2.28

0.00

0.42

0.00

0.09
0.23
0.00

0.11
0.24
0.00

13.1

0.00

2.67

0.00

0.49

0.00

1.42
0.10
0.00

1.15
0.11
0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.50

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.50

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.46

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

28/81

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.46

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 — 2,406

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

488 488 0.02 <0.005 — 490

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

80.8 80.8 <0.005 <0.005 — 81.1

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

216 216 0.01 0.01 0.86 220
139 139 <0.005 0.02 0.36 145

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

192 192 0.01 0.01 0.02 195
139 139 <0.005 0.02 0.01 145

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 40.5 40.5 <0.005 <0.005 0.08 41.2
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.05 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 28.3 28.3 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 29.6
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 0.01 0.01 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 6.70 6.70 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 6.81
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 4.68 4.68 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 4.89
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

3.8. Building Construction (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 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
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

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

Off-Roa 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
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

29/81



Off-Roa
d

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker

Vendor

0.29

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.17
0.01
0.00

0.15
0.01
0.00

0.03
< 0.005
0.00

0.01

0.24

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.16
0.01
0.00

0.14
0.01
0.00

0.03
< 0.005
0.00

0.01

2.28

0.00

0.42

0.00

0.09
0.23
0.00

0.11
0.24
0.00

0.02
0.05
0.00

< 0.005

<0.005 <0.005 0.01

2.67

0.00

0.49

0.00

1.42
0.10
0.00

1.15
0.11
0.00

0.24
0.02
0.00

0.04

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

<0.005 <0.005

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005

0.10

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00
0.01

< 0.005

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005

30/81

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

0.09

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

488

0.00

80.8

0.00

216
139
0.00

192
139
0.00

40.5
28.3
0.00

6.70
4.68

488

0.00

80.8

0.00

216
139
0.00

192
139
0.00

40.5
28.3

0.00

6.70

4.68

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.86
0.36
0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.08
0.03

0.00

0.01

0.01

490

0.00

81.1

0.00

220
145
0.00

195
145
0.00

41.2
29.6

0.00

6.81

4.89



Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

3.9. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.00

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 — 0.43 0.40 —
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

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

Off-Roa 1.35 1.13 10.4 13.0 0.02 0.43 — 0.43 0.40 —
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.96 0.80 7.46 9.31 0.02 0.31 — 0.31 0.28 —
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — —

31/81

0.40

0.00

0.40

0.00

0.28

0.00

2,398

0.00

2,398

0.00

1,713

0.00

2,398

0.00

2,398

0.00

1,713

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,406

0.00

2,406

0.00

1,719

0.00



Off-Roa
d
Equipm

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

3.10. Building Construction (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.18

0.00

0.16
0.01
0.00

0.14
0.01

0.00

0.10
0.01
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

0.15

0.00

0.15
0.01
0.00

0.13
0.01

0.00

0.10
< 0.005
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

1.36

0.00

0.08
0.22
0.00

0.10
0.23

0.00

0.06
0.16
0.00
0.01
0.03
0.00

1.70

0.00

1.30
0.10
0.00

1.05
0.10

0.00

0.76
0.07
0.00
0.14
0.01
0.00

<0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.06

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.19
0.03

0.00

0.13
0.02
0.00

0.02
< 0.005
0.00

0.06

0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.19
0.04

0.00

0.13
0.03
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.05

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

284

0.00

212
136
0.00

188
137

0.00

139
97.5
0.00

23.0
16.1

0.00

284

0.00

212
136
0.00

188
137

0.00

139
97.5
0.00

23.0
16.1
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00

0.01
0.02

0.00

0.01
0.01
0.00

<0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.79
0.35
0.00

0.02
0.01

0.00

0.24
0.11
0.00

0.04
0.02
0.00

285

0.00

215
143
0.00

1901
143

0.00

141
102
0.00

23.4
16.9
0.00

32/81



Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Onsite
truck

Offsite

1.35

0.00

1.35

0.00

0.96

0.00

0.18

0.00

1.13

0.00

1.13

0.00

0.80

0.00

0.15

0.00

10.4

0.00

10.4

0.00

7.46

0.00

1.36

0.00

13.0

0.00

13.0

0.00

9.31

0.00

1.70

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.31

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.43

0.00

0.31

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.40 —
0.00 0.00
0.40 —
0.00 0.00
a
0.00 0.00
-
0.00 0.00

33/81

0.40

0.00

0.40

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.05

0.00

Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

2,398

0.00

2,398

0.00

1,713

0.00

284

0.00

2,398

0.00

2,398

0.00

1,713

0.00

284

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

2,406

0.00

2,406

0.00

1,719

0.00

285

0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.16 0.15 0.08 1.30 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 212 212 0.01 0.01 0.79 215
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.22 0.10 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 136 136 <0.005 0.02 0.35 143
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 0.14 0.13 0.10 1.05 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 188 188 0.01 0.01 0.02 191
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.23 0.10 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 137 137 <0.005 0.02 0.01 143
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 0.10 0.10 0.06 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 139 139 0.01 0.01 0.24 141
Vendor 0.01 <0.005 0.16 0.07 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.03 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 97.5 97.5 <0.005 0.01 0.11 102
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.14 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 23.0 23.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.04 23.4
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 16.1 16.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 16.9
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

3.11. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

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

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

34781



Off-Roa 1.28
d
Equipm

Onsite  0.00
truck

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.28
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.58
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.11
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite  —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.15
Vendor 0.01

Hauling 0.00

1.07

0.00

1.07

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.14
0.01
0.00

9.85

0.00

9.85

0.00

4.47

0.00

0.82

0.00

0.07
0.21
0.00

13.0

0.00

13.0

0.00

5.89

0.00

1.07

0.00

1.20
0.09
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.38

0.00

0.38

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.38

0.00

0.38

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.35

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
35/81

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.35

0.00

0.35

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00
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2,397

0.00

2,397

0.00

1,088

0.00

180

0.00

207
134

0.00

2,397

0.00

2,397

0.00

1,088

0.00

180

0.00

207
134

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.02
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.72
0.31
0.00

2,405

0.00

2,405

0.00

1,092

0.00

181

0.00

211
140

0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.13 0.12 0.09 0.97 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.19 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 184 184 0.01 0.01 0.02 187
Vendor 0.01 0.01 0.23 0.10 <0.005 <0.005 0.03 0.04 <0.005 0.01 0.01 — 134 134 <0.005 0.02 0.01 140
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 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 86.5 86.5 <0.005 <0.005 0.14 88.0
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.10 0.04 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 — 60.8 60.8 <0.005 0.01 0.06 63.6
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 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.3 14.3 <0.005 <0.005 0.02 14.6
Vendor <0.005 <0.005 0.02 0.01 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 — 10.1 10.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 10.5
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

3.12. Building Construction (2026) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 1.28 1.07 9.85 13.0 0.02 0.38 — 0.38 0.35 — 0.35 — 2,397 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,405
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

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

36/81



Off-Roa 1.28
Equipment

Onsite  0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.58
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Roa 0.11
d

Equipm

ent

Onsite  0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.15
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.13
Vendor 0.01
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

1.07

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.14
0.01
0.00

0.12
0.01
0.00

9.85

0.00

4.47

0.00

0.82

0.00

0.07
0.21
0.00

0.09
0.23
0.00

13.0

0.00

5.89

0.00

1.07

0.00

1.20
0.09
0.00

0.97
0.10
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.38

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.19
0.03
0.00

0.38

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.19
0.04
0.00

0.35

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

371/81

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.35

0.00

0.16

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00
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2,397 2,397 0.10 0.02 — 2,405

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1,088 1,088 0.04 0.01 — 1,092

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

180 180 0.01 <0.005 — 181

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

207 207 0.01 0.01 0.72 211
134 134 <0.005 0.02 0.31 140

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

184 184 0.01 0.01 0.02 187
134 134 <0.005 0.02 0.01 140

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.06
< 0.005
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.06
< 0.005
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.04
0.10
0.00
0.01
0.02
0.00

0.45
0.04
0.00
0.08
0.01
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00

3.13. Paving (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Losaion 105 Jr05 |

Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Paving

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Paving

Onsite
truck

0.91

0.00
0.00

0.91

0.00
0.00

0.00
<0.005
0.00
0.00
<0.005
0.00

0.08
0.02
0.00
0.02
<0.005
0.00

0.08
0.02
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.02
< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
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86.5
60.8
0.00

14.3
10.1
0.00

86.5
60.8
0.00

14.3
10.1
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005
0.01
0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

0.14
0.06
0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

88.0
63.6
0.00

14.6
10.5
0.00

e e e e T e e el e

0.76

0.00
0.00

0.76

0.00
0.00

7.12

0.00

7.12

0.00

9.94

0.00

9.94

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.29

0.00

0.29

0.00

38/81

0.00

0.00

0.29

0.00

0.29

0.00

1,511

1,511

0.00

1,511

1,511

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

1,516

0.00

1,516

0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Roa 0.09 0.07 0.68 0.95 <0.005 0.03 — 0.03 0.03 — 0.03 — 145 145 0.01 <0.005 — 145
d

Equipm

ent

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Roa 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.17 <0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 24.0 24.0 <0.005 <0.005 — 24.1
d

Equipm

ent

Paving  0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 89.0 89.0 <0.005 <0.005 0.31 90.6
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.04 0.42 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 79.1 79.1 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 80.3
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 <0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 7.85 7.85 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 7.98
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

39/81



Hauling 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

Vendor 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

3.14. Paving (2026) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1.30 1.30 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.32
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.91 0.76 7.12 9.94 0.01
d

Equipm

ent

0.32 — 0.32 0.29 —

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — _

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Dalily, — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.91 0.76 7.12 9.94 0.01 0.32 — 0.32 0.29 —
d

Equipm

ent

Paving 0.00 0.00 — — — — — — — _

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

40/81

0.29

0.00

0.29

0.00

1,511 1,511 0.06

0.01 — 1,516

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1,511 1,511 0.06 0.01 — 1,516

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00



Off-Roa
d

Paving

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Paving

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Annual

0.09

0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00
0.00

0.06
0.00
0.00

0.05
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.68

0.00

0.12

0.00

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.95

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.51
0.00
0.00

0.42
0.00
0.00

0.04
0.00

0.00

<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.08
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

41/81

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.03

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00
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145

0.00

24.0

0.00

89.0
0.00
0.00

79.1
0.00
0.00

7.85
0.00

0.00

145

0.00

24.0

0.00

89.0
0.00
0.00

79.1
0.00
0.00

7.85
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.31
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

145

0.00

24.1

0.00

90.6
0.00
0.00

80.3
0.00
0.00

7.98
0.00

0.00
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Worker <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.30 1.30 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 1.32
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

3.15. Architectural Coating (2026) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.15 0.12 0.86 1.13 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 33.8 33.8 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Off-Roa 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.11 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 12.8 12.8 <0.005 <0.005 — 12.8
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 3.24 3.24 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

S

42181



Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Architect
ural
Coating
s

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

< 0.005

0.59

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.59

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.19
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

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

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.04
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.04
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00
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0.00

2.12

0.00

36.8
0.00

0.00

3.66
0.00
0.00

0.61
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.12

0.00

36.8
0.00

0.00

3.66
0.00
0.00

0.61
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00

2.13

0.00

37.4
0.00

0.00

3.72
0.00
0.00

0.62
0.00
0.00



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

3.16. Architectural Coating (2026) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite —

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Off-Roa 0.15 0.12 0.86 1.13 <0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 134 134 0.01 <0.005 — 134
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 33.8 33.8 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ — _
ural

Coating

s

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Daily

Off-Roa 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.11 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 12.8 12.8 <0.005 <0.005 — 12.8
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 3.24 3.24 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
ural

Coating

S

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _
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Off-Roa <0.005 <0.005 0.01 0.02 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 2.12 2.12 <0.005 <0.005 — 2.13
d

Equipm

ent

Architect 0.59 0.59 — — — — — — — — — - - — — _ _ _
ural

Coating

S

Onsite  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
truck

Offsite  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 36.8 36.8 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 374
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 0.02 0.00 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 0.00 <0.005 <0.005 — 3.66 3.66 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 3.72
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 — 0.61 0.61 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.62
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

4. Operations Emissions Details
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4.1. Mobile Emissions by Land Use
4.1.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single  3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 17.1 5,614
Family
Housing

Total 3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 171 5,614

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —

Winter
(Max)

Single 3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148
Family
Housing

Total 3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Single 0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855
Family
Housing

Total 0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855

4.1.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Single  3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 17.1 5,614
Family
Housing

Total 3.50 3.29 2.65 22.6 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,511 5,511 0.23 0.27 171 5,614

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Winter
(Max)

Single 3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148
Family
Housing

Total 3.14 2.92 3.03 19.8 0.05 0.04 4.49 4.53 0.04 1.14 1.18 — 5,055 5,055 0.26 0.29 0.44 5,148
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _ _ _

Single  0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855
Family
Housing

Total 0.57 0.53 0.51 351 0.01 0.01 0.79 0.80 0.01 0.20 0.21 — 839 839 0.04 0.05 1.20 855

4.2. Energy
4.2.1. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,094 1,094 0.18 0.02 — 1,105
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,094 1,094 0.18 0.02 — 1,105

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)
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Single — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,094
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 1,094
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — 181
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — _ 181

4.2.2. Electricity Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

1,094

1,094

181

181

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — _ 499
Family
Housing

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — 499

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

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — 499
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — 499
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — 82.6
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — _ 82.6

48181

499

499

499

499

82.6

82.6

0.18

0.18

0.03

0.03

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.08

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.02

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.01

0.01

0.01

0.01

< 0.005

< 0.005

1,105

1,105

183

183

Use

504

504

504

504

83.5

83.5



Kings Estates V Detailed Report, 9/6/2024

4.2.3. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Family
Housing

Total 0.00 0.00 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)

Single  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Family
Housing

Total 0.00 0.00 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 — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Single 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00
Family
Housing

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

4.2.4. Natural Gas Emissions By Land Use - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single  >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -12.1 -12.1 >-0.005 >-0.005 — -12.1
Family
Housing
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Total >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -12.1 -12.1 >-0.005 >-0.005 — -12.1

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

Single >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -12.1 -12.1 >-0.005 >-0.0056 — -12.1
Family
Housing

Total >-0.005 >-0.005 -0.01 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -12.1 -12.1 >-0.005 >-0.005 — -12.1
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _

Single  >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -2.00 -2.00 >-0.005 >-0.005 — -2.01
Family
Housing

Total >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 >-0.005 — >-0.005 — -2.00 -2.00 >-0.005 >-0.005 — -2.01

4.3. Area Emissions by Source
4.3.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Consum 4.05 4.05 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.32 0.32 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

S

Landsca 0.51 0.48 0.05 551 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8
pe

Equipm

ent

Total 4.88 4.86 0.05 5.51 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Consum 4.05 4.05 — — — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.32 0.32 — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 4.37 4.37 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Consum 0.74 0.74 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.06 0.06 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Landsca 0.05 0.04 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.006 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.006 — 1.21

pe
Equipm
ent

Total 0.84 0.84 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.21

4.3.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)
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Consum 4.05 4.05 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.32 0.32 — — — — — — — — — — - — — — _ _
ural

Coating

s

Landsca 0.51 0.48 0.05 5.51 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8
pe

Equipm

ent

Total 4.88 4.86 0.05 5.51 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 14.7 14.7 <0.005 <0.005 — 14.8

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

Consum 4.05 4.05 — — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.32 0.32 — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Total 4.37 4.37 — — — — — — — — — - — — _ _ _ _
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Consum 0.74 0.74 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
er

Product

s

Architect 0.06 0.06 — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
ural

Coating

s

Landsca 0.05 0.04 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.21
pe

Equipm

ent
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Total 0.84 0.84 <0.005 0.50 <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 <0.005 — <0.005 — 1.20 1.20 <0.005 <0.005 — 1.21

4.4. Water Emissions by Land Use
4.4.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — — —

Winter
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — - _ — _ _ _ _

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89
Family
Housing

Total — — — —_ —_ —_ — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89

4.4.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Family
Housing

Total — — — —_ —_ —_ — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 —_ 47.6

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

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 7.49 15.3 22.8 0.77 0.02 — 47.6
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 1.24 2.54 3.78 0.13 <0.005 — 7.89

4.5. Waste Emissions by Land Use

4.5.1. Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4 0.00 46.4 4.64 0.00 — 162
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4
Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.68
Family
Housing

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — 7.68

4.5.2. Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4
Family
Housing

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4

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

Single — — — — — — — — — — — 46.4
Family
Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — _ _ 46.4

Annual — — — — — — — — — _ _ _
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

46.4

46.4

7.68

7.68

46.4

46.4

46.4

46.4

4.64

4.64

0.77

0.77

4.64

4.64

4.64

4.64

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

162

162

26.9

26.9

162

162

162

162
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Single — — — — — — — — — — — 7.68 0.00 7.68 0.77 0.00 — 26.9
Family

Housing

Total — — — — — — — — — — — 7.68 0.00 7.68 0.77 0.00 — 26.9

4.6. Refrigerant Emissions by Land Use
4.6.1. Unmitigated

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

Use

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35
Family
Housing

Total  — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 135  1.35

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

Single — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 1.35 1.35
Family
Housing

Total J— J— J— J— J— J— J— —_ —_ —_ — — —_ —_ —_ —_ 1.35 1.35
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Total  — _ — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 022 022

4.6.2. Mitigated
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