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Table 12 Project-Generated Traffic- Gymnasium and Theater 

Facility 
Pre-Event Arrivals 

Daily Trips Inbound Outbound Total 

Trip Generation Rates 

Gymnasium/Theater - Vehicle Trips per 
Spectator 

0.366 0.033 0.399 0.798 

Generated Traffic Volumes - Gymnasium 

Existing (50 Spectators) 18 2 20 40 

Proposed (100 Spectators) 36 4 40 80 

Net Increase (50 Spectators) 18 2 20 40 

Existing (50 Spectators) 18 2 20 40 

Generated Traffic Volumes -Theater Performances 

Proposed (400 Spectators) 147 13 160 320 
Sources: Garland Associates, August 2024 (See Appendix I) 

 

The impacts of  the additional students at Hope ES on daily traffic volumes are shown in Table 13, Project Impact 
on Daily Traffic Volumes-School Only. Table 13 illustrates a typical day at the school with no major events at the 
gymnasium or theater. The daily traffic volume on Teapot Dome Avenue west of  the school site, for example, 
would increase from 3,640 vehicles per day (vpd) to 3,810 vpd for the existing conditions scenario, which is an 
increase of  170 vehicles per day. The year 2028 was used for the future baseline scenario because it is anticipated 
to be the first year that the expanded school would be occupied. 

Table 13 Project-Impact on Daily Traffic Volumes- School Only 
Street/Location Without Project Project Traffic  With Project  

Existing Conditions As Baseline 

Teapot Dome Ave ï West of School Site 3,640 170 3,810 

Teapot Dome Ave ï East of School Site 3,640 30 3,670 

Year 2028 as Baseline 

Teapot Dome Ave ï West of School Site 4,260 170 4,430 
 

Teapot Dome Ave ï East of School Site 4,260 30 4,290 
 

Sources: Garland Associates, August 2024 (See Appendix I) 

The impacts of  school days when a major event would occur at the theater are shown in Table 14, Project-Impact 
on Daily Traffic Volumes ð With Theater Event. On school days with a capacity level theater event would represents 
the worst-case scenario. The daily traffic volume on Teapot Dome Avenue west of  the school site, for example, 
would increase from 3,640 vpd to 4,080 vpd for the existing conditions scenario, which is an increase of  440 
vehicles per day. The Traffic/Transportation Impact Analysis concluded the proposed project would result in 
a minor increase in traffic (See Appendix I). 
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Table 14 Project-Impact on Daily Traffic Volumes – With Theater Event 
Street/Location Without Project Project Traffic  With Project  

Existing Conditions As Baseline 

Teapot Dome Ave – West of School Site 3,640 440 4,080 

Teapot Dome Ave – East of School Site 3,640 80 3,720 

Year 2028 as Baseline 

Teapot Dome Ave – West of School Site 
4,260 440 4,700 

 

Teapot Dome Ave – East of School Site 
4,260 80 4,340 

 
Sources: Garland Associates, August 2024 (See Appendix I) 

 

A capacity level event would only occur a few times each year for theater performances, and graduations. The 
estimated traffic volume generated by the proposed project on the day of  a capacity-level event would be 4,080 
vehicle trips per day. Other activities such as assemblies would generate vehicle trips compatible with a normal 
school day as only present students would attend assemblies and no additional trips from parents or otherwise 
would occur. The Traffic/Transportation Impact Analysis concluded the proposed project is exempt from 
VMT analysis and a less than significant impact would occur, as further discussed in Section 3.17(b).  

As discussed above the proposed project would increase vehicle trips compared to existing conditions. 
However, the proposed project’s vehicle trips would not conflict with the County of  Tulare’s goals and policies 
related to transportation and circulation. The Tulare County Transportation and Circulation Element includes 
various programmatic policies that provide a guide for a balanced, multimodal transportation network that 
meets the needs of  all users of  County streets, roads, and highways for safe and convenient travel. The policy 
statement regarding roadways and highways is to promote an efficient roadway and highway system for the 
movement of  people and goods, which enhances the physical, economic, and social environment while being 
safe, environmentally friendly, and cost-effective. The proposed project adhered to policy TC-1.15, Traffic 
Impact Study, which requires an analysis of  the traffic impacts from a project (See Appendix I). The proposed 
project is consistent with the goals and policies of  the Tulare General Plan and would not conflict with the 
existing circulation system.  

Non-Motorized Transportation and Transit 

Tulare County Area Transit (TCAT) operates Route C80, which has two bus stops approximately 0.30 miles 
east of  Hope ES on both sides of  Main Street/Orange Belt Drive.  

A yellow school crosswalk is in place on Teapot Dome Avenue in front of  the school; however, no pedestrian 
walkways/sidewalks or bike lanes exist within the vicinity of  the project site. Therefore, pedestrian travel and 
bike travel would occur on the shoulders of  the roadways. Although unlikely, the proposed project may generate 
a minor increase in demand for non-motorized travel students and employees may elect to travel to and from 
the school site as pedestrians, and on bicycles. It is not anticipated that the proposed project would generate an 
increase in demand for buses. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with a program, plan, 
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ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities; thus a 
less than significant impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Vehicle delays and levels of  service (LOS) have historically been used as the 
basis for determining the significance of  traffic impacts as standard practice in CEQA documents. On 
September 27, 2013, SB 743 was signed into law, starting a process that fundamentally changed transportation 
impact analyses as part of  CEQA compliance. SB 743 eliminated auto delay, LOS, and other similar measures 
of  vehicular capacity or traffic congestion as the sole basis for determining significant impacts under CEQA. 
As part of  the current CEQA Guidelines, the criteria “shall promote the reduction of  greenhouse gas 
emissions, the development of  multimodal transportation networks, and a diversity of  land uses” (Public 
Resources Code Section 21099(b)(1)). Pursuant to SB 743, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted 
revisions to the CEQA Guidelines on December 28, 2018, to implement SB 743. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3 describes how transportation impacts are to be analyzed after SB 743. Under the Guidelines, metrics 
related to “vehicle miles traveled” (VMT) were required beginning July 1, 2020, to evaluate the significance of  
transportation impacts under CEQA for development projects, land use plans, and transportation infrastructure 
projects. State courts ruled that under the Public Resources Code Section 21099, subdivision (b)(2), 
“automobile delay, as described solely by level of  service or similar measures of  vehicular capacity or traffic 
congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment” under CEQA, except for roadway 
capacity projects. 

The County of  Tulare “SB 743 Guidelines”, dated June 8, 2020, lists the land use types that are considered 
local-serving and are exempt from VMT analysis. It provides a description of  projects that would have a less 
than significant transportation impact due to project size or project type. If  a project meets at least one of  the 
screening criteria, it would not require a detailed VMT analysis. 

The guidelines state that “local-serving public facilities are presumed to have a less than significant impact on 
VMT. This would include government facilities intended to typically serve the local public, parks, and public 
elementary schools, public middle schools, and high schools.” As schools are included in the list of  local-serving 
public facilities, and therefore are exempt from a VMT analysis. Thus, the proposed project would have a less 
than significant VMT impact according to the guidelines. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Access to the project site is provided by the existing circulation system on 
the Hope ES campus as described in Section 1.2.4, Parking and Access, above.  

The proposed project would not introduce any on- or off-site access or circulation features that would create 
or increase any design hazards or incompatible uses. Access to the project site would be provided by the existing 
driveways as well as a new driveway on the south side of  Teapot Dome Avenue. All street improvements in the 
public right-of-way would be designed and constructed consistent with the Tulare County standards and all 
improvements within the project site would be consistent with the criteria of  the DSA and would be reviewed 
by the County Fire Department. 
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The increased levels of  traffic, the increased number of  pedestrians, and the increased number of  vehicular 
turning movements that would occur at the driveways and at the nearby intersections would result in an 
increased number of  traffic conflicts and a corresponding increase in the probability of  an accident occurring. 
These impacts would not be significant, however, because the roads, intersections, and driveways are designed 
to accommodate the anticipated levels of  vehicular and pedestrian activity. These roads and intersections have 
historically been accommodating school-related traffic on a daily basis for the existing school. Although the 
proposed project would increase vehicles on the roadway the additional vehicles would be compatible with the 
design and use of  the affected roads. The proposed project would not alter or modify the existing roadways or 
pedestrian circulation in any way that would substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or 
incompatible uses. A less than significant impact would occur. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The existing access and circulation on campus, including the on-site roadways, 
parking lots, and fire lanes, would continue to accommodate emergency services. The proposed project would 
be required to accommodate emergency access to the project site. The existing emergency access route to the 
Hope ES campus would remain and provide access to the proposed project. The proposed project would 
construct a new paved driveway and a new parking lot would be provided at the project site. Additionally, a 
decomposed granite emergency access lane would be installed south of  the walking path, gymnasium and 
classroom building. Emergency vehicles would continue to easily access the project site and all other areas of  
the campus via on-site travel corridors. The proposed project’s design must satisfy the District design 
requirements and would be reviewed and subject to approval from DSA and the County Fire Department. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with emergency access and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

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

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

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed under Section 3.5(a), the 
project site is not listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of  Historical Resources, National 
Register of  Historic Places, California State Historical Landmarks, or Points of  Historical Interest or in a 
local register of  historical resources (ASM Affiliates 2024; OHP 2024; NPS 2024). The project site does 
not meet any of  the historic resource criteria and does not meet the definition of  a historic resource 
pursuant to CEQA. 

Additionally, a Sacred Lands File request was submitted to the NAHC and received a negative result that 
there are no known sacred sites or TCR within or in the vicinity of  the project site. However, development 
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of  the proposed project could encounter previously unknown TCR and human remains. Therefore, 
although no known TCR have been identified on the project site, the proposed project has the potential to 
disturb subsurface deposits possessing traditional or cultural significance to Native American or other 
descendant communities. With implementation of  Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and TCR-1, impacts to 
tribal cultural resources would be less than significant. 

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. 

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. In accordance with Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.1(d), a lead agency is required to provide formal notification of  intended development 
projects to Native American tribes that have requested to be on the lead agency’s list for receiving such 
notification. The formal notification is required to include a brief  description of  the proposed project and 
its location, lead agency contact information, and a notification that the California Native American tribe 
has 30 days to request consultation. Pursuant to AB 52, the District mailed and emailed tribal consultation 
letters to four tribes on their AB 52 list inviting the tribes to consult on the project, including the Kern 
Valley Indian Community, Tubatulabals of  Kern Valley, Tule River Indian Tribe and the Wuksachi Indian 
Tribe/Eshom Valley Band on July 10, 2024. However, no tribes requested to consult during the 30-day 
AB52 consultation request window. Further, a Sacred Lands File request was submitted to the NAHC and 
received a negative result that there are no known sacred sites or TCR within or in the vicinity of  the project 
site.  

Although unlikely, the potential to unearth TCR during ground disturbing activities may occur. In the event 
TCRs are discovered Mitigation Measure TCR-1, provides guidelines of  how to proceed to protect TCR. 
Therefore, with the implementation of  Mitigation Measure TCR-1 would reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measure 

TCR-1 If  tribal cultural resources are inadvertently discovered during ground disturbing activities for 
this project. The following procedures will be carried out for treatment and disposition of  the 
discoveries:  

 Upon discovery of  any Tribal Cultural Resources, construction activities shall cease in the 
immediate vicinity of  the find (not less than the surrounding 100 feet) until the find can 
be assessed.  

 All Tribal Cultural Resources unearthed by project activities shall be evaluated by the 
qualified archaeologist and/or applicable Tribal monitor. If  the resources are Native 
American in origin, the applicable tribe will retain the resource in the form and/or manner 
the Tribe deems appropriate, for educational, cultural and/or historic purposes.  
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 Work may continue on other parts of  the project site while evaluation and, if  necessary, 
mitigation takes place (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5[f]). If  a non-Native American 
resource is determined by the qualified archaeologist to constitute a “historical resource” 
or “unique archaeological resource,” time allotment and funding sufficient to allow for 
implementation of  avoidance measures, or appropriate mitigation, must be available. The 
treatment plan established for the resources shall be in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5(f) for historical resources and PRC Sections 21083.2(b) for unique 
archaeological resources. 

 Preservation in place (i.e., avoidance) is the preferred manner of  treatment. If  
preservation in place is not feasible, treatment may include implementation of  
archaeological data recovery excavations to remove the resource along with subsequent 
laboratory processing and analysis. Any historic archaeological material that is not Native 
American in origin shall be curated at a public, non-profit institution with a research 
interest in the materials, if  such an institution agrees to accept the material. If  no 
institution accepts the archaeological material, it shall be offered to a local school or 
historical society in the area for educational purposes. 

3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 

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? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Water 

Water is currently provided to the campus and project site by the District. The campus contains an existing 
53,360 gallon above ground water tank (DSA #02-109765) at the southern portion of  the campus. The above 
ground water tank is enclosed by a fire protection tank and attaches to the adjacent pump house. The District 
monitors and operates the above ground water tank, and purchases potable water on an as-needed basis. Potable 
water would be provided to the new gymnasium/classroom building through connections to the existing on-
campus water mains. The proposed water system improvements would be designed and constructed in 
accordance with the CBC and CALGreen requirements, such as CALGreen Division 5.3, Water Efficiency and 
Conservation. Water for the proposed project would be supplied by the water tank/purchased water until the 
proposed project connects to the water line along Teapot Dome Avenue. The proposed project would not 
require the construction of  new or expanded water facilities that could cause significant effects. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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Wastewater 

The proposed project includes construction of  a gymnasium/classroom building, which would require the 
installation of  a new 3,000-gallon septic tank, located on the east side of  the project site. The new septic tank 
would capture the wastewater generated by the proposed project. Existing wastewater on-campus is serviced 
by two existing on-campus septic tanks; a 2,400-gallon septic tank is beneath the northern parking lot; and a 
1,500-gallon septic tank is beneath an open-space play area at the southern portion of  the Hope ES campus. 
Although the campus would require the construction of  a new wastewater system, the septic tank would be a 
be for private use and restricted to the project site. The proposed project would comply with the State Water 
Board’s Water Quality Control Policy for Siting, Design, Operation, and Maintenance of  Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems (OWTS Policy) (SWRCB 2012). The proposed project would not use or result in the 
expansion of  public wastewater facilities. Therefore, the proposed project would not cause significant 
environmental effects related to wastewater and impacts would be less than significant.  

Stormwater Drainage 

The proposed project includes construction of  a gymnasium/classroom building, which would require the 
installation of  new storm drain inlets, and a 46,448 cubic feet (CF) stormwater retention basin on the south 
side of  the project site. Since the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces compared to existing 
conditions, the proposed stormwater retention basin would control the amount and quality of  the stormwater 
leaving the project site. The stormwater retention basin would release stormwater into the soil at a controlled 
rate. Stormwater that is not captured percolates into the soil, similar to existing conditions. The proposed 
project would not connect to a public stormwater drainage system and would not require the expansion of  
public storm drain facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

Electric Power 

Electricity is provided by Southern California Edison. The proposed project would connect to existing electric 
power infrastructure for operation. Although the proposed project would result in a higher electricity demand 
than existing conditions, the increase would be negligible in Southern California Edison capacity. Additionally, 
the campus contains its own solar panel farm at the rear of  campus, and the proposed gymnasium/classroom 
building would install solar panels, which would offset electrical demand. Furthermore, development of  the 
new gymnasium/classroom building would be required to comply with energy efficiency standards set forth by 
Title 24. Implementation of  the proposed project would not result in major construction related to electrical 
power facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.  

Gas 

The existing Hope ES campus utilizes the existing propane tanks at the southern portion of  campus. Although 
the proposed project would be an extension of  the existing Hope ES campus, the proposed project would not 
use natural gas and would not require any connections to the natural gas or propane gas system. Therefore, no 
impact would occur.  
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Telecommunications 

The proposed project would not require additional telecommunications facilities demand. The proposed project 
would not require off-site construction or relocation of  utilities, and therefore no impacts would occur.  

b) 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. As discussed in Section 3.19(a), the District would purchase water that would 
be stored on campus at the existing 53,360 gallon above ground water tank (DSA #02-109765). The proposed 
project would increase enrollment capacity at Hope ES by a total of  60 students and would increase on-campus 
staff  by four which would result in an increase of  263,5327 gallons per year or approximately 5 additional refills 
of  the 53,360 gallon above ground water tank throughout the year (CAPCOA 2022). Water for the proposed 
project would be supplied by the water tank/purchased water until the proposed project connects to the water 
line along Teapot Dome Avenue.  

In the future, the District intends to connect to the City of  Porterville water system. The City of  Porterville 
UWMP determines that there are adequate water supply to service the City through to year 2030 (Porterville 
2015). The City relies on groundwater supplies and can also purchase water from the Pioneer Water Company. 
Additionally, if  needed, the City can purchase Friant-Kern Canal company stock for water access and can 
purchase surface water from “anywhere in the State through an exchange” (Porterville 2015). The UWMP 
projects that the City to have sufficient water supplies to meet expected demands in normal years, single-dry 
years, and multiple-dry years through 2030. When the District connects with the City of  Porterville water system 
project specific analysis will occur. However, currently purchased water stores in the above ground water tank 
on site will sufficiently service the campus’s future water needs during normal, dry, and multiple dry years. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  

c) 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. Wastewater on the project site and Hope ES campus would be held and 
treated by septic tanks, and would not require the use of  a wastewater treatment provider. The existing Hope 
ES campus is serviced by two existing septic tanks including one 2,400-gallon tank and one 1,500-gallon septic 
tank. The proposed project would develop a new 3,000-gallon septic tank, located on the east side of  the project 
site. The new septic tank would have sufficient capacity to capture the wastewater generated by the proposed 
project. Septic tanks do not require connection to any wastewater treatment provider as effluent is processed 
and filtered and slowly releases the effluent into the soil. As such, the proposed project would not require 

 
7 2424 gallons per student 

2424 gallons * 60 students = 145,440 gallons 
29,523 gallons per employee  
29,523 gallons * 4 Staff = 118,092 gallons 
145,440 gallons +118,092 gallons = 263,532 gallons 
263,532 gallons  ÷ 53,360 gallon tank = 4.938 refills 
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construction of  new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. During construction, the proposed project would generate  demolition debris 
from clearance and waste debris. Construction solid waste generation would be minimal, since the construction 
would not require the demolition of  buildings. In accordance with CALGreen Section 5.408, Construction Waste 
Reduction, Disposal, and Recycling, requires that at least 65 percent of  the nonhazardous construction and 
demolition waste from nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse.  

The proposed project would increase student capacity from 260 to 320, an increase in capacity of  60 students, 
and four additional staff  members would be hired to accommodate the increase in capacity. The solid waste 
generated by the proposed project’s operational activities would increase the amount of  solid waste generated 
by the Hope ES campus. Solid waste is transported by Tulare County Solid Waste to regional landfills (Tulare 
County 2024d). Solid waste generated by the Hope ES campus and project site is disposed of  at the Teapot 
Dome Disposal Site (CalRecycle 2024a). The Teapot Dome Disposal Site has a remaining capacity of  432,707 
tons. During operation of  the proposed project during a normal 180-day school year would generate an 
additional 5.095 tons8 (CalRecycle 2024b). The proposed project would include additional events; however, 
such events would result in negligible increases in solid waste generation and the increase in waste generation 
would be within the remaining capacity of  area landfills. Additionally, the proposed project would install a new 
3,000-gallon septic tank which would need to be pumped every 3 to 5 years based on the amount of  solids 
accumulated; however, such increases in solid waste would be considered negligible increases and would be 
handled in accordance with Environmental Protection Agencies recommended procedures (USEPA 2024c). 
The proposed project would continue to be serviced by Tulare County Solid Waste and regional landfills. The 
proposed project would not adversely impact landfill capacity or impair attainment of  solid waste reduction 
goals, and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The District would continue to comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste, such as the California Integrated Waste Management Act and local 
recycling and waste programs. The District and its construction contractor would continue to comply with all 
applicable laws and regulations and make every effort to reuse and/or recycle the construction debris that 
would otherwise be taken to a landfill. CALGreen Section 5.408, Construction Waste Reduction, Disposal, and 
Recycling, requires that at least 65 percent of  the nonhazardous construction and demolition waste from 
nonresidential construction operations be recycled and/or salvaged for reuse. Additionally, the use and disposal 
of  waste from the new 3,000-gallon septic tank would be handled in accordance with the Environmental 

 
8 (1 lb/student/day * 60 additional students)*(180-day) = 10,800 lb/year 

(0.6 lb/person/day * 4 teaching staff) * 180-days = 432 lb/year 
10,800 lb/year + 432 lb/year = 11,232 lb/year 
11,232 lb/year * 0.000453 tons = 5.095 tons 
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Protection Agency’s recommended procedures (USEPA 2024c). The proposed project would comply with all 
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste disposal. Therefore, the impacts 
would be less than significant. 

3.20 WILDFIRE 

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

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Hope ES campus and project site are not within a State Responsibility 
Area (SRA) (CalFire 2024). As discussed in Section 3.9(g), the site is located in a LRA as a Non-VHFHSZ; 
however, Figure 7-4, Wildland Fire Hazard, of  the Porterville General Plan (2004) identifies the project site being 
within a MFHSZ with a VHFHSZ approximately 0.25 miles west of  the project site. According to the CalFire 
FHSZ Viewer (2024), the project site is not within a FHSZ; the closest moderate, high, and very high FHSZ 
within an SRA is approximately 2.2 miles northwest, 3.2 miles west, and 11 miles east of  the project site, 
respectively (CalFire 2024). Additionally, based on the U.S. Forest Service WUI the project site is not within or 
bounded by the WUI or intermix (USFS 2023). The proposed project would not intensify fire hazards as the 
proposed project would not include low-laying brush and grassland. Landscaping would be maintained by the 
District. 

The project site is within unincorporated Tulare County, and part of the CACUAB for the City of  Porterville, 
which are areas within the County of  Tulare that a city may expand to and develop in the future (Tulare County 
2015). Accordingly, the project site would be within the Tulare County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) area 
and the City of  Porterville EOP, with evacuations being carried out by the Tulare County Fire Department.  

The Tulare EOP is a guide document in the event of  a large-scale emergency or disaster, and addressed response 
activities within Tulare County. Although, the County EOP is not publicly accessible and evacuation routes are 
not identified in the County General Plan or the County Multi-Jurisdictional Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, the 
County contains AlertTC a Tulare County public mass notification system to alert residence of  emergency 
events and important information (Tulare County 2020; Tulare County 2018; Tulare County 2024e).  

Additionally, since the project site is within the CACUAB for the City of  Porterville the proposed project would 
be required to comply with applicable emergency plans such as the City EOP, adopted in 2004 (Porterville 
2008b). The City of  Porterville has designated several evacuation routes through the City and the safest route 
shall be determined based on the extent and severity of  a catastrophic emergency (Porterville 2008c). According 
to Figure 7-6, Emergency Services, of  the Porterville General Plan, SR-65 and Union Pacific Road/South Main 
street are the nearest evacuation routes. The proposed project would be designed in accordance with the CBC 
and the CFC. Project design plans would be reviewed by the DSA. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
physically impede the evacuation routes or the circulation network surrounding the project site and Hope ES 
campus. Fire suppression equipment specific to construction would be maintained on site. Additionally, project 
construction would comply with applicable existing codes and ordinances related to the maintenance of  
mechanical equipment, handling and storage of  flammable materials, and cleanup of  spills of  flammable 
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materials. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is flat. The surrounding area of  the project site is the Hope 
ES campus and agricultural uses which is relatively flat with a slight incline from west to east. The Porterville 
General plan states the City is within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin and the valley typically experiences winds 
at less than 10 miles per hour (Porterville 2008a). The proposed project would not affect prevailing winds and 
would be designed in accordance with the CBC and CFC. Project design plans would be reviewed by the DSA. 
Fire suppression equipment specific to construction would be maintained on site. Project construction would 
comply with applicable existing codes and ordinances related to the maintenance of  mechanical equipment, 
handling and storage of  flammable materials, and cleanup of  spills of  flammable materials. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of  wildfire due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The Hope ES campus is currently served by existing electricity infrastructure 
and all other utility infrastructure (i.e., water, wastewater, natural gas) is provided by the Hope ES campus. 
Development of  the proposed project would require new utility connections to the existing utilities that serve 
the Hope ES campus. All utility lines would be underground. The proposed project would be designed and 
constructed in accordance with the CBC and the CFC. These project features would not exacerbate fire risk. 
Development of  the proposed project would not require the installation of  roads or fuel breaks. Therefore, the 
proposed project does not include the installation or maintenance of  infrastructure that could exacerbate fire 
risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not within a FEMA designated 100-year flood zone and 
there are no nearby water bodies, streams, or other conditions that would result in flooding in the project site. 
According to the California Geological Survey (CGS), Reported California Landslides and CGS information warehouse: 
landslides maps there is no past evidence of  landslides at or in the vicinity of  the project site; and the proposed 
project would not be in the path of  landslides (CSG 2023a; CSG 2023b). Based on the surface hydrology and 
soil, there is a low potential for the project site to be at risk of  post-fire slope instability or drainage changes. 
Additionally, the project site is flat and would not result in drainage changes. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
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landslides, as a result of  runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. A less than significant impact 
would occur. 

3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

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

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Sections 3.4, Biological 
Resources, 3.5, Cultural Resources, 3.7, Geology and Soils, and 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, with the incorporation of  
mitigation measures the proposed project would result in a less than significant impacts to biological resources 
(including nesting birds, burrowing owls, and the San Joaquin kit fox), paleontological resources, and cultural 
and tribal cultural resources. As discussed above in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, although the burrowing owl, 
nesting birds, and San Joaquin kit fox were determined to have a potential to occur on the project site, 
construction activities may impact the species in the event they are present on-site. Impacts to nesting birds, 
burrowing owl, and the San Jacquin kit fox would be less than significant with the implementation of  Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-4. As discussed under Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, and Section 3.7, Geology and 
Soils, the project site is disturbed with an unpaved parking lot, and agricultural uses. Since the project site has 
been previously disturbed, it is unlikely buried archaeological resources and/or fossils would be encountered. 
Nevertheless, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and GEO-1 include processes in the unlikely event that 
archaeological or paleontological resources are encountered. With incorporation of  Mitigation Measures GEO-
1 and CUL-1, impacts to paleontological and archaeological resources would be less than significant. Further, 
as discussed in Section 3.18, Tribal Cultural Resources, no tribal consultation pursuant to AB 52 occurred as no 
tribe contacted the District for consultation. However, in the unlikely event TCR are discovered during ground 
disturbing activities Mitigation Measure TCR-1, provides guidelines of  how to proceed to protect TCR, 
reducing impacts to TCR to less than significant. With identified mitigation measures, the proposed project 
would not 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 nor eliminate important examples of  the major periods of  California history 
or prehistory. A less than significant impact would occur with the incorporation of  mitigation measures. 

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.) 

Less Than Significant Impact. The potential for cumulative impacts occurs when the independent impacts 
of  a given project are combined with the impacts of  related projects in proximity to the project site that would 
create impacts that are greater than those of  the project alone. As discussed previously in this IS/MND, the 
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proposed project would have no impact, a less than significant impact, or a less than significant impact with 
mitigation measures to aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, energy, geology and soils, GHG emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
transportation, tribal cultural resources, utilities and service systems, and wildfire. Therefore, all impacts are 
individually limited and would not result in any cumulatively significant impact. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. 

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 project would comply with applicable local, state, and federal laws 
governing general welfare and environmental protection. The implementation of required mitigation measures 
specified in this IS/MND would reduce impacts to less than significant. The proposed project would not, 
directly or indirectly, result in environmental effects that could cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings. A less than significant impact would occur. 
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