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XIlll. Noise

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project result in:
(a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent ] X ] ]
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
project in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of other agencies?
(b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or ] ] X ]
groundborne noise levels?
(c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private ] ] ]

airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within 2 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?

Setting

Community noise levels are typically measured in terms of A-weighted decibels (dIBA). A-weighting is a
frequency correction that correlates overall sound pressure levels with the frequency response of the
human ear. Equivalent Noise Level (Leq) is the average noise level on an energy basis for a specific time
period. The duration of noise and the time of day at which it occurs are important factors in determining
the impact of noise on communities. The Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) and Day-Night
Average Level (Ldn) account for the time of day and duration of noise generation. These indicators are
time-weighted average values equal to the amount of acoustic energy equivalent to a time-varying sound
over a 24-hour period. Primary sources of noise at the project site include noise from surrounding
residential and commercial land uses and noise from vehicles on adjacent roadways.

The City of Coalinga General Plan 2005-2025 Safety, Air Quality and Noise Element (Coalinga General
Plan Chapter 5) provides a policy framework for addressing potential long-term noise impacts in the
planning process and includes noise compatibility standards for noise exposure by land use as shown in

Table 3 (City of Coalinga 2009a).
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Table 3. Acceptable Noise Levels by Land Use

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) or
Day-Night Level (Ldn), dB

Land Use 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

Residential: Low-Density Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile Homes

Residential: Multi-Family

Transient Lodging: Motels, Hotels

Schools, Libraries, Churches, Hospitals, Nursing Homes

Auditoriums, Concert Halls, Amphitheaters

Sports Arenas, Outdoor Spectator Sports

Playgrounds, Neighborhood Parks

Golf Courses, Riding Stables, Water Recreation, Cemeteries

Office Buildings, Business, Commercial and Professional

Normally Acceptable Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings are of normal
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

Conditionally Acceptable New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of noise
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in design.

Normally Acceptable New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements must be made
and needed noise insulation features included in design.

Clearly Acceptable New construction or development should generally be discouraged.

Nature of the noise environment where the CNEL or Ldn Level is:

Below 55 dB: Relatively quiet suburban or urban areas, no arterial streets within one block, no freeways within 0.25 mile.
55-65 dB: Mostly somewhat noisy urban areas, near but not directly adjacent to high volumes of traffic.

65-75 dB: Very noisy urban areas near arterials, freeways, or airports.

75+ dB: Extremely noisy urban areas adjacent to freeways or under airport traffic patterns. Hearing damage with constant
exposure outdoors.

Source: City of Coalinga (2009a).
Note: dB = decibels

Environmental Evaluation

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?

Existing ambient noise sources in the project area consist of vehicle noise along proximate roadways and
residential noise from surrounding residential land uses. During project construction, noise from
construction activities may intermittently dominate the noise environment in the immediate project area.
The project would require the use of typical construction equipment (e.g., dozers, excavators, etc.) during
proposed construction activities. According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), noise from
standard construction equipment generally ranges from 80 dBA to 85 dBA at 50 feet from the source, as
shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels

Typical Noise Level (dBA)

Equipment Type 50 Feet from Source
Concrete Mixer, Dozer, Excavator, Jackhammer, Man Lift, Paver, Scraper 85
Heavy Truck 84
Crane, Mobile 83
Concrete Pump 82
Backhoe, Compactor 80

Source: FHWA (2018).

There are noise-sensitive residences located adjacent to each end of the proposed trail segment.
Construction-related noise would be short-term, would be intermittent, and would not result in a
permanent increase in ambient noise within the project area. Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2 have been
identified to minimize potential impacts related to construction noise. These measures include adherence
to the City’s construction work hours, implementation of noise control measures for stationary equipment,
and proper maintenance of all equipment to avoid unnecessary increased noise levels. Construction-
related noise would be variable, temporary, and limited in duration and nature. Therefore, potential
construction-related impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

The project would result in the development of a new bicycle and pedestrian pathway in an area where
there are no existing public recreational facilities. This would result in a minor increase in noise levels
associated with users of the new trail; however, trail usership would not be expected to result in a
noticeable increase in the ambient noise environment or produce noise levels above typical residential
uses. The project does not propose any uses or features that would generate a new significant permanent
source of mobile or stationary noise sources. Ambient noise levels at the project site and in surrounding
areas after project implementation would not be significantly different than existing levels. Therefore,
potential operational noise impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project would require the use of construction tools and equipment for the construction of the
proposed trail segment. The project would not include pile-driving or other high-impact activities that
would generate substantial groundborne noise or groundborne vibration during construction. Standard
construction equipment would generate some groundborne noise and vibration during ground disturbance
activities; however, these activities would be limited in duration and consistent with other standard
construction activities. In addition, any groundborne noise or vibration generated by short-term
construction activities would be limited to the immediate work area and not anticipated to disturb nearby
residential land uses. Operation of the project does not include new features that could generate
groundborne noise. Therefore, impacts related to groundborne vibration would be less than significant.

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport
land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 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?

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan and the nearest airport is Coalinga Municipal
Airport, located 2.7 miles northeast of the project site. The project site is not located within or adjacent to

67



Coalinga Perimeter Trail Interconnect Gregory North
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or private airstrip; therefore, no impacts

would occur.

Conclusion

With implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1 and N-2, the project would not generate a substantial
increase in temporary or permanent ambient noise levels or groundborne noise. The project site is not
located within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of an airport. Therefore, with implementation of
the identified mitigation, potential impacts related to noise would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

N-1

During project construction, construction activities shall be limited to the hours between
7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. in accordance with the City of Coalinga General Plan 2005-2025
Safety, Air Quality and Noise Element. Construction equipment maintenance shall be
limited to the same hours. Construction activities that do not require the use of
mechanical equipment are not subject to these restrictions.

Stationary construction equipment that generates noise that exceeds 65 A-weighted
decibels (dBA) at the project boundaries shall be shielded with the most modern noise
control devices (e.g., mufflers, lagging, motor enclosures). Impact tools (e.g.,
jackhammers, pavement breakers, rock drills) used for project construction shall be
hydraulically or electrically powered wherever possible to avoid noise associated with
compressed air exhaust from pneumatically powered tools. Where use of pneumatic tools
is unavoidable, an exhaust muffler on the compressed air exhaust shall be used.

All equipment shall be properly maintained to ensure that no additional noise, due to
worn or improperly maintained parts, is generated. Stockpiling and vehicle staging areas
shall be located as far as practical from sensitive noise receptors. Every effort shall be
made to create the greatest distance between noise sources and sensitive receptors during
construction activities.

XIV. Population and Housing

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
(a) 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)?
(b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or O ] O X

housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
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Setting

The City of Coalinga Housing Element assesses the current and projected housing needs of the
community and identifies available land and housing programs to provide adequate housing to meet those
needs. The City’s Housing Element was updated in 2016 as a part of the Fresno Multi-Jurisdictional
2015-2023 Housing Element with 11 of the 15 other cities in Fresno County, which allowed for
countywide housing issues and needs to be more effectively addressed at the regional level rather than
just at the local level (County of Fresno et al. 2016). Regional efforts also provide the opportunity for the
local governments in the county to work together to accommodate the Regional Housing Needs
Allocation assigned to the Fresno County region.

Coalinga had a population of 17,024 in 2022 and Fresno County had a total population of over 1,015,359
in 2020 (U.S. Census Bureau 2022).

The Coalinga General Plan states that the population of Coalinga could reach build-out by the year 2025.
This population growth may be accompanied by the development of 14,719 additional dwelling units.
The Coalinga General Plan goals, policies, and implementation measures aim to accommodate the city’s
projected level of growth while avoiding harm to the environment and improving the overall quality of
life in Coalinga.

Environmental Evaluation

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)?

The project does not include the construction of new residences, businesses, or other uses that could
induce direct or indirect population growth in the city. The purpose of the proposed project is to construct
one segment of the City’s planned 8.8-mile perimeter trail and spur system identified in the Coalinga
TMP to provide active transportation facilities to existing residents in the city of Coalinga. Therefore,
construction of the proposed project would not result in any components that could otherwise induce
population growth in the city. Proposed construction activities have the potential to generate short-term
employment opportunities; however, project construction is expected to use workers from the local
employment force and would not require workers to relocate to the project area. The project would be
necessary to provide existing residents with active transportation opportunities; therefore, the project
would not result in unplanned or substantial population growth, and 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?

The project would not displace existing housing or necessitate the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere; therefore, no impacts would occur.

Conclusion

The project would not result in potentially significant impacts related to population or housing and
mitigation measures are not required.

69



Coalinga Perimeter Trail Interconnect Gregory North
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation is not necessary.

XV. Public Services

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
(c) Resultin 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? ] ] ] X
Police protection? ] ] ]
Schools? ] ] ]
Parks? ] ] ] X
Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

Setting

Fire protection in the city is provided by the Coalinga Fire Department, which is staffed by 20 full-time
firefighters and located at 300 West Elm Avenue. The City also has “mutual aid” and “instant aid”
agreements with the Fresno County Fire Protection District. Under the instant aid agreement, the Fresno
County Fire Protection District automatically responds to critical facility fires in Coalinga. Critical
facilities (i.e., those facilities which are occupied) in the city include schools, convalescent homes,
prisons, and the hospital. In return, the Coalinga Fire Department responds to any fire within 0.5 mile of
the City’s incorporated boundary.

Police protection is provided by the Coalinga Police Department, which is staffed by 15 sworn officers
and supported by 10 full- and part-time non-sworn personnel. The Coalinga Police Department is located
in the city center at 270 North Sixth Street.

The proposed project is located within the Coalinga-Huron Unified School District (CHUSD), which
includes five elementary schools, two middle schools, two continuation high schools, a community day
school, and one senior high school. All of the CHUSD facilities are located in Coalinga except for one
elementary school, a middle school, and a continuation high school, which are located in the city of
Huron. The Coalinga-Huron Recreation and Park District provides recreational facilities to the cities of
Coalinga and Huron and the surrounding rural areas. The two developed parks in Coalinga include Keck
Park and George E. Olsen Memorial Park.

The City charges development impact fees to require proposed developments to fund wastewater
treatment and disposal; water treatment, storage, and distribution; police services; fire services; streets;
storm drainage; parks; community facilities; and habitat conservation. In addition, residential and
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commercial uses are subject to Coalinga-Huron Recreation and Park District impact fees. Residential,
commercial, and rental self-storage developments are also subject to CHUSD impact fees. Lastly, all
residential and non-residential developments (with the exception of educational and government
facilities) are subject to Fresno Council of Governments transportation impact fees. The majority of these
fees are scaled to the size and/or capacity of the proposed development, so that the fee reflects a fair-share
contribution for the additional public services it would utilize (City of Coalinga 2018).

Environmental Evaluation

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?

The project area would continue to be served by the Coalinga Fire Department, which is located
approximately 1.13 miles southwest of the project site. The project would not facilitate unplanned or
substantial population growth in a manner that would increase demand on existing fire protection
services. The project would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire
protection services; therefore, no impacts would occur.

Police protection?

The project area would continue to be served by the Coalinga Police Department, which is located
approximately 1 mile southwest of the project site. The project would not facilitate unplanned or
substantial population growth in a manner that would increase demand on existing police protection
services. The project would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities for police
protection services; therefore, no impacts would occur.

Schools?

As discussed in Section X1V, Population and Housing, the project would not induce direct or indirect
population growth. The project would not result in an increase of school-aged children in the area;
therefore, the project would not create an increased demand on local schools, and no impacts would
occur.

Parks?

As discussed in Section XIV, Population and Housing, the project would not induce direct population
growth. The project would not result in a population increase that could result in deterioration of existing
recreation facilities or require the expansion of new facilities. Further, the project would facilitate the
construction of a new perimeter trail and spur system that may ultimately reduce demand on other
existing recreational facilities in the city. Therefore, the project would not require the construction of new
or physically altered public recreation facilities, and no impacts would occur.
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Other public facilities?
As discussed in Section X1V, Population and Housing, the project would not induce direct population
growth. The project does not propose features that would significantly increase the demand on public

facilities, such as libraries or post offices, or result in the need for new or physically altered governmental
facilities; therefore, no impacts would occur.

Conclusion

The project would not increase demand for fire or police protection services, schools, parks, libraries, or
other public facilities; therefore, no impacts related to public services would occur as a result of the
project.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation is not necessary.

XVI. Recreation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(a) Would the project increase the use of existing ] ] ] X
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that 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 might have an adverse physical effect
on the environment?

Setting

The Coalinga-Huron Recreation and Park District provides recreational facilities to the cities of Coalinga
and Huron and the surrounding rural areas. The two developed parks in the city of Coalinga include Keck
Park, located approximately 1.3 miles southwest of the project site, and George E. Olsen Memorial Park,
located approximately 0.7 mile south of the project site. There are no existing recreational facilities
located within the project site or in the immediate vicinity of the project site.

The City charges development impact fees to require proposed developments to fund wastewater
treatment and disposal; water treatment, storage, and distribution; police services; fire services; streets;
storm drainage; parks; community facilities; and habitat conservation. In addition, residential and
commercial uses are subject to Coalinga-Huron Recreation and Park District impact fees (City of
Coalinga 2018).
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Environmental Evaluation

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?

Construction of the proposed project would not result in any components that could otherwise induce
population growth in a manner that could increase the use of existing recreational facilities in the city.
Further, the project would facilitate the construction of a new perimeter trail and spur system that may
ultimately reduce demand on other existing recreational facilities in the city. Therefore, the project would
not 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, and no impacts would
occur.

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?

As evaluated throughout this IS/MND, the project has the potential to result in adverse impacts related to
Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous
Materials, and Noise. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2,
HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, and N-1 and N-2 have been included to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts to
less-than-significant levels. Therefore, with implementation of the identified mitigation measures,
adjustment and relocation of utility infrastructure would not result in adverse impacts to the environment,
and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Conclusion
Potential impacts associated with development of the proposed recreational bicycle and pedestrian trail

would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through
AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, and N-1 and N-2.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, HAZ-1 and
HAZ-2, and N-1 and N-2.
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XVIIl. Transportation

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
(a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy ] ] X ]
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
(b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with ] ] ]
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
(c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric ] ] X ]
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
(d) Resultin inadequate emergency access? ] ] ]

Setting

In 2013 SB 743 was signed into law with the intent to “more appropriately balance the needs of
congestion management with statewide goals related to infill development, promotion of public health
through active transportation, and reduction of greenhouse gas emissions” and required the California
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to identify new metrics for identifying and mitigating
transportation impacts within CEQA. As a result, in December 2018, the California Natural Resources
Agency certified and adopted updates to the State CEQA Guidelines. The revisions included new
requirements related to the implementation of SB 743 and identified VMT per capita, VMT per
employee, and net VMT as new metrics for transportation analysis under CEQA (as detailed in Section
15064.3(b)). Since July 1, 2020, the newly adopted VMT criteria for determining significance of
transportation impacts was required to be implemented statewide.

The City of Coalinga General Plan 2005-2025 Circulation Element (Coalinga General Plan Chapter 4)
identifies goals, policies, and implementation measures to guide short- and long-range decision-making
by the community (City of Coalinga 2009a). Applicable goals, policies, and implementation measures to
the project include, but are not limited to, the following:

Goal C1: A balanced, safe, and efficient circulation system that includes cars, public
transportation, bicycles, and pedestrians while accommodating future growth,
maintaining acceptable Levels of Service.

Policy C1-6: The City shall encourage the use of transportation alternatives that
reduce the use of personal vehicles.

Goal C2: A network of multi-use recreational trails along Los Gatos and Warthan Creeks
with inner City and regional connections for use by local residents and visitors.

Policy C2-1: Promote non-motorized bike and pedestrian circulation facilities to
serve all areas of the City and link regional systems, with priority coordination
with school, park, transit, and major facilities.
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Goal C3: Create a system of pedestrian and bicycle routes and transit-related facilities
that provide an efficient alternative to automobile transportation.

Policy C3-1: Propose the installation of additional, distinctive transit stops at key
activity areas and encourage covered shelters at new stops that are linked to safe
pedestrian and bicycle routes.

The adopted Coalinga ATP advances the three goals detailed above and identifies improvements for the
City’s active transportation network. The Coalinga ATP identifies recommended trail facilities within
and/or near the locations of the currently proposed trail segment (City of Coalinga 2017a).

Environmental Evaluation

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

The project includes the design, construction, and operation of one segment of the City’s planned 8.8-mile
perimeter trail and spur system identified in the Coalinga TMP using ATP funding. The project would be
consistent with the goals and policies identified in the Coalinga General Plan related to the development
of multi-use trails and bicycle infrastructure to reduce the use of personal vehicles and provide safe
recreational opportunities for residents. The project would be consistent with the proposed active
transportation network improvements detailed in the Coalinga General Plan, ATP, and TMP. Therefore,
the project would not conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system
and impacts would be less than significant.

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

The project does not include the establishment of new uses or activities that could substantially increase
vehicle trips to and from the project site. The purpose of the proposed project is to facilitate the
construction of a bicycle and pedestrian trail to increase mobility and active transportation throughout the
city; therefore, the project may ultimately reduce VMT in the city, and impacts related to VMT would be
less than significant.

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

The proposed trail segment would include a 14-foot-wide shared-use bicycle and pedestrian trail and
would consist of 10-foot-wide, paved AC between 2 feet of unpaved shoulders on both sides of the trail.
The trail would be positioned away from the nearest roadways but with connectivity at key intersections
to existing sidewalks and Class II and III bicycle routes on existing roads near the perimeter trail. Signage
would be installed to alert trail users to places where the trail would interface with existing roads and
destinations. The project has been designed to minimize potential safety hazards and restrict incompatible
uses (e.g., all-terrain vehicles [ATVs]); therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant.

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Construction activities would require the implementation of temporary traffic controls along Gregory
Way; however, no full road closures are proposed and the project area would remain accessible during
construction of the proposed trail segment. Following construction, the project would not result in any
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road closures or otherwise impede emergency access throughout the city. Therefore, potential impacts
would be less than significant.

Conclusion
The project would not alter existing transportation facilities, result in the generation of substantial
additional trips or VMT, or result in inadequate emergency access. The project has been designed to

minimize potential safety hazards and restrict incompatible uses (e.g., ATVs). Therefore, potential
impacts related to transportation would be less than significant and mitigation measures are not necessary.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation is not necessary.

XVIIIl. Tribal Cultural Resources

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as
either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe, and that
is:
(i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California O ] O X

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

(i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its ] X ] ]
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 Resource Code
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider
the significance of the resource to a California
Native American tribe.

Setting

Approved in 2014, AB 52 added tribal cultural resources to the categories of resources that must be
evaluated under CEQA. Tribal cultural resources are defined as either of the following:

1) Sites, features, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California
Native American tribe that are either of the following:
a. Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR; or
b. Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k).

2) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). In applying these criteria
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for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource
to a California Native American Tribe.

Recognizing that tribes have expertise with regard to their tribal history and practices, AB 52 requires
lead agencies to provide notice to tribes that are traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic
area of a proposed project if they have requested notice of projects proposed within that area. If the tribe
requests consultation within 30 days upon receipt of the notice, the lead agency must consult with the
tribe regarding the potential for adverse impacts on tribal cultural resources as a result of a project.
Consultation may include discussing the type of environmental review necessary, the presence and/or
significance of tribal cultural resources, the level of significance of a project’s impacts on the tribal
cultural resources, and available project alternatives and mitigation measures recommended by the tribe to
avoid or lessen potential impacts on tribal cultural resources.

Environmental Evaluation

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:

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

The project site includes one 1,917-foot-long proposed trail segment in the northern portion of the city.
The proposed trail alignment occurs within an abandoned segment of the UPRR corridor and consists of
predominantly undeveloped and disturbed areas, and existing development along the trail alignment is
limited to a pedestrian bridge over Los Gatos Creek. Due to existing damage and safety concerns, the
existing bridge will be replaced with a new pedestrian bridge. Based on the findings of the 2021 and 2024
HRERSs, the existing pedestrian bridge is not identified as a historical resource and there are no other
historical resources located within the project site; therefore, removal of this bridge would not result in a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, and no impacts would occur.

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

The City sent notification of a consultation opportunity to 15 tribes identified in a Native American
Contact List from the NAHC regarding this project on August 21, 2024. Only one tribe, the Santa Rosa
Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe, has requested consultation notification from the City pursuant to AB 52.
Additionally, a response was received from the Table Mountain Rancheria on September 3, 2024,
indicating the project site is beyond the Table Mountain Rancheria’s area of interest. No other responses
or requests for consultation pursuant to AB 52 were received. As previously discussed in Section V,
Cultural Resources, the project site is within the known range of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi-Y okut
Tribe. Mitigation Measure CR-1 requires coordination with representatives from the Santa Rosa
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Rancheria Tachi-Yokut Tribe to conduct cultural resource awareness training for all construction
personnel. The project site consists of previous disturbance associated with grading, which reduces the
potential for intact archaeological resources to be present within proposed areas of disturbance.
Additionally, Mitigation Measure CR-2 requires that in the unlikely event that previously unidentified
cultural resources are uncovered during proposed ground-disturbing activities, all work shall cease within
the vicinity of the find until a qualified archaeologist is retained to evaluate the significance of the find
and determine the need for further study. The project would also be required to comply with CHSC
Section 7050.5, which outlines the protocol for the unanticipated discovery of human remains. CHSC
Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a
determination of origin and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98. Based on the implementation of
Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 as identified in Section V, Cultural Resources, the project would not
result in disturbance to tribal cultural resources; therefore, impacts related to disturbance of tribal cultural
resources would be less than significant with mitigation.

Conclusion
Based on implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2 and required compliance with CHSC
Section 7050.5, the project would not result in adverse impacts to known or unknown tribal cultural

resources. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2, impacts related to
tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures CR-1 and CR-2.

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
Would the project:
(a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of ] X ] ]
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or
stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunications facilities, the construction or
relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects?
(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?
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact
(e) Comply with federal, state, and local management ] ] X ]
and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?
Setting

The City controls and administers the wastewater system for both domestic and industrial sewage. The
oldest portions of the City’s wastewater collection system were constructed in the first half of the
twentieth century to serve what is now the central portion of the city. As the city has grown, the collection
system has been extended to serve new development. The collection system currently serves all
developed areas within the city limits. Maintenance of the City’s sewer system is financed by sewer
charges, and extension of sewer mains to new development is paid for by the developer. The City owns
and operates a wastewater treatment plant under RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements Order No.
94-184. There are no significant industrial users currently discharging into the wastewater treatment plant.
The wastewater treatment plant is located at the confluence of Los Gatos and Warthan Creeks,
approximately 1 mile east of the city.

The City is one of only three local jurisdictions in California that owns and operates a natural gas
distribution system. The city has over 35 miles of gas lines, which were upgraded substantially after the
1983 earthquake. Between 200 and 210 million cubic feet of gas per year are distributed to 3,100
customers.

Currently, the City subcontracts its solid waste collection and disposal services within the city limits. The
Coalinga Disposal Site, operated by the County, is located 1 mile south of the city adjacent to SR 118.
This landfill serves the cities of Coalinga and Huron, as well as the rural areas of southwestern Fresno
County. Currently, the Coalinga Disposal Site averages 50 tons per day with a maximum daily permitted
capacity of 100 tons per day; the city generates approximately 20 tons per day. The landfill is expected to
serve the Coalinga region for the next 35 to 40 years. Once the landfill has reached capacity, local solid
waste will be taken to the regional county landfill on American Avenue, approximately 45 miles east of
the city. This landfill is presently expanding to 440 acres in order to accommodate regional growth

(City of Coalinga 2009a).

Environmental Evaluation

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

The project would require relocation of existing City water and gas utility infrastructure and removal of
an abandoned oil pipeline for construction of the proposed pedestrian bridge. In addition, a new
connection to the existing water line would be installed under the trail to provide irrigation for the trees at
the roundabout. Proposed utility relocation and installation would be occur within the footprint of the
proposed project. As evaluated throughout this IS/MND, the project has the potential to result in adverse
impacts related to Air Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources, Hazards and
Hazardous Materials, and Noise. Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1
and CR-2, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2, and N-1 and N-2 have been included to avoid and/or minimize adverse
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impacts to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, with implementation of the identified mitigation
measures, relocation and connection of utility infrastructure would not result in adverse impacts to the
environment, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

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?

The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation provides domestic water service to the City. The major source of water
is the Central Valley Project through the Coalinga Canal. The project would be consistent with existing
and planned levels and types of development in the project area and would not create new or expanded
water supply entitlements. Short-term construction activities would require limited amounts of water for
dust suppression and other ancillary uses, which would be supplied by the City. Operational water
demands would be limited to maintenance of proposed landscaping which would be supplied by the City.
The City plans to use a native, drought-tolerant seed mix to reduce overall water demand. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.

c) 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?

The project does not include new connections to wastewater treatment facilities; therefore, no impacts
would occur.

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?

Construction activities would result in the generation of limited solid waste materials, and no significant
long-term increase in solid waste would occur. The City would install trash receptacles along the
proposed trail and would service those trash receptacles. Local landfills have adequate permitted capacity
to serve the project and the project does not propose to generate solid waste in excess of state or local
standards or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals. 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?

The project would not result in a substantial increase in waste generation during project construction or
operation. Construction waste disposal would comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Conclusion

Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2,
and N-1 and N-2 have been included to avoid and/or minimize adverse impacts related to installation of
utility infrastructure to less-than-significant levels. The project would not result in significant increased
demands on water, wastewater, or stormwater infrastructure and facilities. No substantial increase in solid
waste generation would occur. Therefore, potential impacts to utilities and service systems would be less
than significant and mitigation measures are not necessary.
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Mitigation Measures

Implement Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, HAZ-1 and
HAZ-2, and N-1 and N-2.

XX. Wildfire

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:

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

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

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

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

Setting

In central California, the fire season usually extends from roughly May through October; however, recent
events indicate that wildfire behavior, frequency, and duration of the fire season are changing in
California. FHSZs are defined by CAL FIRE based on the presence of fire-prone vegetation, climate,
topography, assets at risk (e.g., high population centers), and a fire protection agency’s ability to provide
service to the area. Based on the CAL FIRE FHSZ Map, Coalinga is located in a local responsibility area
(LRA) (CAL FIRE 2024).

The City of Coalinga General Plan 2005-2025 Safety, Air Quality and Noise Element (Coalinga General
Plan Chapter 5) addresses potential safety concerns related to wildland fires and includes goals and
policies associated with wildfire threats (City of Coalinga 2009a):

Goal S1: A safe community that ensures the protection and well-being of its residents.

Policy S1-1: The City shall maintain its emergency preparedness, including
evacuation procedures, to address potential manmade and natural disasters in
order to guarantee the safety of, and accessibility to, all its residents. Procedures
shall be developed in coordination with local, State, and Federal emergency
operations and Plans.
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Goal S2: Minimize loss of life, structures, and environment that may result from natural
and man-made disasters.

Policy S2-1: The City shall ensure that developments, structures, and public
facilities are sited within consideration to safety.

Policy S2-5: The City shall ensure new development in high fire risk areas is
carefully sited and configured.

Environmental Evaluation

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?

The project site is not located within an SRA or within land classified as a very high FHSZ (CAL FIRE
2024). Construction activities would require the implementation of temporary traffic controls along
Gregory Way; however, the project would not require the full closure of any proximate roadways, which
would maintain emergency and other vehicle access within the project area during short-term construction
activities. Following the completion of construction activities, temporary traffic controls would be
removed, and the project site would be restored to preconstruction conditions. Therefore, the project
would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or evacuation plan during
construction or operation, and impacts would be less than significant.

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?

The project site is located in an urban area and is not located within an SRA or within land classified as a
very high FHSZ (CAL FIRE 2024). The project site consists of developed and disturbed land and is
characterized by relatively flat topography. The project includes the construction of a multi-use bicycle
and pedestrian trail and associated trail components, including a sidewalk; a bike/pedestrian bridge with
42-inch-tall guardrails; and an island consisting of signage, shade trees, and a bench. The project does not
propose the development of any structures or buildings that could increase the potential for a wildfire to
occur in the immediate or surrounding area; therefore, the project would not expose nearby residents to
wildfire, and impacts would be less than significant.

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?

The project site is not located within an SRA or within land classified as a very high FHSZ (CAL FIRE
2024). Construction of the proposed pedestrian bridge would require relocation of existing City water and
gas utility infrastructure and removal of an abandoned oil pipeline. In addition, a new connection to the
existing water line would be installed under the trail to provide irrigation for the trees at the proposed
roundabout. The project does not include the construction of new or additional utilities that could increase
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wildfire hazard within the project area. The proposed trail and associated improvements would be
maintained by the City to reduce risk of wildfire ignition; therefore, impacts would be less than
significant.

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?

As previously identified, the project site is not located in an area with potential for landslide, liquefaction,
or other ground-failure to occur. Further, the project site is generally flat and would not be located near a
hillslope or in an area subject to downstream flooding or landslides. The project site is not in an SRA or
high or very high wildfire risk area and does not include any design elements that would 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. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Conclusion

The project would not expose people or structures to new or exacerbated wildfire risks or require the
development of new or expanded infrastructure or maintenance to reduce wildfire risks, and impacts
related to wildfire would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation is not necessary.

XXI. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less Than
Significant
Potentially with Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant
Environmental Issues Impact Incorporated Impact No Impact

(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?
(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.)
(c) Does the project have environmental effects which ] X ] ]

will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?
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Environmental Evaluation

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?

Based on the nature and scale of proposed development and the analysis provided in the resource sections
above, the project has the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of 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. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7 and CR-1 and
CR-2 have been identified and would reduce potential impacts to less than significant. Therefore,
potential impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

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.)

Based on the nature and scale of proposed development and the analysis provided in the resource sections
above, the project would have the potential to result in environmental impacts associated with Air
Quality, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and Noise that
would have a cumulative effect with other development projects in the city and surrounding areas.
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, HAZ-1 and HAZ-2,
and N-1 and N-2 have been identified to reduce potential environmental impacts to a less-than-significant
level, which would result in the reduction of impacts to a less-than-cumulatively considerable level.
Therefore, potential impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable with mitigation.

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

Based on the nature and scale of proposed development and the analysis provided in the resource sections
above, the project has the potential to have environmental effects that could result in substantial adverse
effects on human beings during the construction phase of the project. Potential impacts associated with air
quality, NOA, cultural resources, and noise would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the
implementation of Measures AQ-1 through AQ-4, BIO-1 through BIO-7, CR-1 and CR-2, and N-1 and
N-2. Upon completion of the construction phase, the project would connect residents in Coalinga (and a
disadvantaged census tract) to activity centers, such as schools, parks, a college, shopping,
neighborhoods, and jobs. The project would provide a safe option to enable increased bicycle/pedestrian
transportation use. Increased active transportation would address health disparities in a community that
faces higher-than-average California city rates of asthma, obesity, and heart disease. Therefore, potential
impacts associated with environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings would be less than significant with mitigation.
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Conclusion

Potential impacts associated with mandatory findings of significance would be less than significant with
mitigation.
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name Coalinga Perimeter Trail
Construction Start Date 5/4/2027

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 3.50

Precipitation (days) 16.8

Location 36.15023632304518, -120.34675345363186
County Fresno

City Coalinga

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2531

EDFz 5

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility City of Coalinga

App Version 2022.1.1.28

1.2. Land Use Types

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

User Defined Linear 0.36 Mile

2/5
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Unmit.  0.66 0.55 4.66 7.04 0.01 0.19 57.3 57.5 0.18 5.74 5.91 — 1,327 1,327 0.05 0.05 0.75 1,344

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

Unmit.  0.07 0.06 0.51 0.73 <0.005 0.02 7.26 7.28 0.02 0.73 0.75 — 147 147 0.01 0.01 0.05 149

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

Unmit.  0.01 0.01 0.09 0.13 <0.005 <0.005 1.33 1.33 <0.005 0.13 0.14 — 24.3 24.3 <0.005 <0.005 0.01 24.6

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores

‘ Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 2

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding 0 0 0 N/A
Drought 0 0 0 N/A
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Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

‘ Climate Hazard Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A
Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A
Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A
Flooding 1 1 1 2
Drought 1 1 1 2
Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A
Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.

The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.

The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

7. Health and Equity Details

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 81.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 30.0
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Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) No
Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes
Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No

a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.
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