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Comanche Storage Station Project | Initial Study
[bookmark: _Ref82072070][bookmark: _Ref82072073][bookmark: _Toc114066981]
CITY OF ARVIN | Crawford & Bowen Planning, Inc.
[bookmark: _Toc130649056]INTRODUCTION
Crawford & Bowen Planning, Inc. has prepared this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) on behalf of City of Arvin (City) to address the environmental effects of the proposed “The  Storage Station” Project (Project) located at the northwest corner of South Comanche Drive and El Camino Real.   This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et. seq. The City of Arvin is the Lead Agency for this proposed Project. 
[bookmark: _Toc114066982]
[bookmark: _Toc130649057]Regulatory Information
An Initial Study (IS) is a document prepared by a lead agency to determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the environment. In accordance with California Code of Regulations Title 14 (Chapter 3, Section 15000, et seq.), also known as the CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064 (a)(1) states that an environmental impact report (EIR) must be prepared if there is substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the proposed Project under review may have a significant effect on the environment and should be further analyzed to determine mitigation measures or project alternatives that might avoid or reduce project impacts to less than significant levels. 
A negative declaration (ND) may be prepared instead if the lead agency finds that there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. An ND is a written statement describing the reasons why a proposed Project, not otherwise exempt from CEQA, would not have a significant effect on the environment and, therefore, why it would not require the preparation of an EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15371). According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15070, a ND or mitigated ND shall be prepared for a project subject to CEQA when either:
a. The IS shows there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the proposed Project may have a significant effect on the environment, or
b. The IS identified potentially significant effects, but:
1. Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the applicant before the proposed MND and IS is released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur is prepared, and
2. There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the agency, that the proposed Project as revised may have a significant effect on the environment

[bookmark: _Toc114066983][bookmark: _Toc130649058]Purpose of the Initial Study
[bookmark: _Toc114066984]The City of Arvin is the Lead Agency in regard to the proposed Project. The proposed Project consists of construction and operation of a self-storage facility in the western part of City of Arvin. 
 The Project is located on the northwest corner of El Camino Real and South Comanche Drive, 2505 South Comanche Drive.   The site covers approximately 3.54 net acres of the assigned Assessor’s Parcel Number 189-340-55 (Previously 189-340-50) consisting of 4.46 Acres.   Parcel Map No. 12556 Lot A was recorded on November 11, 2024, Document No. 224142479. The purpose of the Initial Study is to inform the Arvin City Planning Commission and the public about the potential environmental effects of the proposed activities and to prevent significant and avoidable environmental damage. 
OPERATIONAL STATEMENT - The Storage Station – Arvin - Site Development Permit for NWC South Comanche Drive & El Camino Real

Project Description:  This project is being submitted and developed by Apex Development & Investment Company Inc (c/o Randel Mathias) (“Applicant/Developer”) for the benefit of The Storage Station – Arvin LLC (the ultimate retail user). This property is located at the NWC South Comanche Drive & El Camino Real, in Arvin, CA on approximately 4.46 acres of land (see below for precise location). 

Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN):  APN 189-340-55-7.

Project Description: The project consists of an upscale self-storage facility with 24-hour access to fully secured self-storage units with gated ingress and egress.  Office hours are 9:00 am to 6:00 pm Monday through Saturday and 9:00 am to 3:00 pm on Sunday. The facility is staffed with a manager, as well as a maintenance person for each day the facility is open. The facility will be secured by electronic gates, ample security lighting, and state-of-the art camera/security system. In addition, the facility will offer a free move-in truck for tenants. Every storage unit has an individual sensor light within the unit. 

Location: The Project is located on the northwest corner of South Comanche Drive and El Camino Real.   The parcel is identified as Assessor Parcel No. 189-340-55-7 – Parcel Map 12556 Lot A, consisting of 4.46 Gross Acres recorded on November 18, 2024, Document Number 224142479 consisting of 4.46 Gross Acres (Previously the southern portion of APN 189-340-50). 

Description of Project: The project illustrates 10 single-story self-storage buildings and office building consisting of approximately 71,000 square feet of building coverage.  The project is proposed to be developed in phases.  The future phases of development of storage units will be dependent upon market demand. 

Phase 1:
A.      Off-site improvements include road widening of South Comanche Drive and road improvement along El Camino Real including, stripping, installation of curb, gutter, and sidewalk, underground of utilities, as well as significant landscaping along the street frontage.
B.      On-site development proposes all buildings on the exterior property boundaries as follows:
1.      Office Building, 1,180 square foot office – north property line.
2.      Building No. 1500 of approximately 3,800 Square Feet (approximately 26 climate-controlled storage units) north property line.
3.      Building No. 1400 of approximately, 3,375 square feet containing approximately 22 storage units) north property line.
4.      Building No. 1200 of approximately 3,075 square feet containing approximately 31 storage units, west property line.
5.      Storm basin 76’-0” X 80-0”: located on the northwest corner of the project site and north of El Camino Real, south property line and drive entrance.
6.      Building No. 1300 is approximately 2,650 square feet containing approximately 26 Storage units, south property line.
7.      Building No. 100 is approximately 3,600 square feet containing approximately 24 storage units, east property line.
8.      Balance of Phase 1 buildings will consist of several of the interior buildings and will round out the estimated Phase 1 square footage to approximately 40,000 square feet.
9.      Entrance improvements, east property line, to the project site located on the west side of South Comanche Drive.  Entrance improvements include entrance into the office, 4 parking spaces, trash enclosure, automatic gates which are off set approximately 75 feet from edge of the gutter to allow for stacking of autos without blocking traffic on South Comanche Drive. 
10.     On-site preparation that includes grading, paving, undergrounding and installation of utilities, sewer and water connections, on-site retention basin, fencing, landscaping, lighting, etc., per City of Arvin Standards.
11.     All perimeter and exterior buildings along South Comanche Drive and El Camino Real will have a stucco/brick decorative wall with lush landscaping.


Future phases:
Future phased development on the interior of the project site will be determined by market demand.
Installation of underground electrical, water, etc. and construction of Building No’s. 200 and 300 -6,400 square feet; 400 and 500, 10, 240 square feet; 600 and 700, 13,600 square feet; 800 and 900, 13,760 square feet, and 1000 and 1100, 10,750 square feet will be completed based upon market demand.  
The ultimate site coverage is anticipated to be approximately 71,000 square feet of building coverage and approximately 600 storage units of varying sizes.  Installation of underground electrical will be based upon phasing.
Interim usage of undeveloped site may include open storage of vehicles, boats, Recreational Vehicles, etc. 

Land Use and Zoning: The parcel is planned for Light Industrial usage.

Existing Use: The land is currently vacant; formerly agricultural.

[bookmark: _Toc130649059]Document Format
This IS/MND contains five sections plus appendices. Section 1 - Introduction provides a basis of the IS/MND’s regulatory information and an overview of the proposed Project. Section 2 - Project Information provides a detailed description of proposed Project components. Section 3 - Determination concludes that the Initial Study is a mitigated negative declaration, identifies the environmental factors potentially affected based on the analyses contained in this IS, and concludes with the Lead Agency’s determination based upon those analyses. Section 4 – Environmental Checklist presents the CEQA checklist and environmental analyses for all impact areas and the mandatory findings of significance. A brief discussion of the reasons why the Project impact is anticipated to be potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation incorporated, less than significant, or why no impacts are expected is included. Section 5 - Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program presents the mitigation measures recommended in the IS/MND for the Project. The Air Quality, Health Risk Analysis, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Technical Memorandum, and CHRIS Record Search, and Traffic Study are provided as Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C respectively, as separate documents. 
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[bookmark: _Toc130649060]PROJECT INFORMATION
This document is the Initial Study for the potential environmental effects of the City of Arvin’s (City) “The Storage Station” Project (Project). The City of Arvin will act as the Lead Agency for this project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines. Copies of all materials referred to in this report are available for review in the project file during regular business hours at 200 Campus Drive, Arvin, CA 93203.
[bookmark: _Toc130649061]Project Title 
The Storage Station – Arvin  (Comanche Storage Project)

[bookmark: _Toc130649062]Lead Agency Name and Address
City of Arvin
Community Development Department, Planning Division 
200 Campus Drive
Arvin, CA 93203

[bookmark: _Toc130649063]Contact Person and Phone Number
Jake Raper, Project Coordinator/Planning Consultant, City of Arvin, Email:  jraper@arvin.org 
Telephone: (805) 234-7908 OR Isaiah Medina, Planning, imedina@arvin.org  - Phone:  (661) 854-2822

[bookmark: _Toc130649064]Document Prepared By
Emily Bowen, Principal Planner
Crawford & Bowen Planning, Inc.
Email:  emily@candbplanning.com 
Telephone: (559) 840-4414

[bookmark: _Toc130649066][image: Map compass outline]Project Sponsor’s Name/Address	N

Apex Development
C/O Randel Mathias
5588 N. Palm Ave
Fresno, CA 93704
Email:  randel@apexdevelopmentco.com
Cell: 559-441-3055




	CITY OF ARVIN – REGIONL LOCATION:    The project site is located at the NW corner of El Camino Real and Comanche Drive.  The city of Arvin is intersected by State Route (SR) 223/ Bear Mountain Boulevard and the City is situated ten miles east of SR 99.



	


	City of Arvin – The Storage Station -2025
	
  Regional Location of the City of Arvin
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Project Location	
The City of Arvin is located in Kern County in the southern part of the San Joaquin Valley. The Project is located on the northwest corner of El Camino Real and South Comanche Drive. The site covers approximately 3.54 acres of the assigned Assessor’s Parcel Number 189-340-55.  Parcel Map No. 12556 recorded on September 24, 2024, Document No. 224115783 in Book 64 of Parcel Maps, at pages 88 and 89.   The parcel map created Parcel A (APN 189-340-55) 4.46 Gross Acres and 3.56 Net Acres and a Remainder (APN 189-340-54) 9.23 Gross Acres and 8.10 Net Acres.  (see Figures 1 and 1a)
Figure 1 – Assessor Parcel Map
	







Figure 1a. Parcel Map No. 12566 Recorded January 24, 2025. 
	

	













[bookmark: _Toc130649067]General Plan Designation
General Manufacturing
Figure 2 – General Plan Land Use Map


[bookmark: _Toc354491][bookmark: _Toc130649068]Zoning
M-2 (Light Manufacturing) 

Figure 3 – Zoning Map

[bookmark: _Toc130649069]Surrounding Land Uses/Existing Conditions
[bookmark: _Hlk70580481]The proposed Project site is currently planted with agricultural row crops (see Figure 4 – Project Vicinity). The site is in an area of agricultural and urban residential uses.
Lands surrounding the proposed Project are described as follows:
[bookmark: _Hlk3296154]North:	Agricultural and commercial land. 
South:	Vacant land. 
East:	Single-family Residential housing.
West:	Agricultural land.




















Figure 4 – Project Vicinity 

	Street View of Project Area – NW and NE Corners of South Comanche Drive and El Camino Real
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[bookmark: _Toc130649070]Project Description
[bookmark: _Hlk70580439]The Project Applicant intends to construct and operate a self-storage facility along with an office, parking spaces, and associated site improvements on an approximately 3.54-acre site (see Figures 5 and 6). 
Specific Project components include: 
10 single-story self-storage buildings with a maximum number of storage units of 600. 
One single-story building containing 26 climate-controlled storage units and an office space of 1,180 sq. ft. –
Ten (10) parking spaces.   
Site improvements such as grading, paving, utility installation, on-site retention basin, fencing, landscaping, lighting, etc., per City of Arvin Standards. The landscaping plan is provided in Figure 7. 
Off-site improvements include road widening of South Comanche Drive and road improvement along El Camino Real including, stripping, installation of curb, gutter, and sidewalk, and underground of utilities (see Figure 8).  













Figure 5 Site Plan




	Wall Elevations – The Storage Station – 2505 S. Comanche Drive

	






Figure 6 Site Elevations







Figure 7 Landscaping Plan

















	



Figure 8 Roadway Improvements
NORTHWEST CORNER OF EL CAMINO REAL AND SOUTH COMANCHE DRIVE 



Project Operations
The storage station would have 24-hour access to fully secured self-storage units, as well as boat and Recreational Vehicle (RV) parking. Proposed Project access will be provided by a driveway on South Comanche Drive with emergency ingress and egress on El Camino Real.
The development’s electrical needs will be serviced by existing Pacific Gas and Electric connections that have been assessed as sufficient for full operation of allowable uses within the zone district. Water needs, sewer, and stormwater services will be serviced by connecting to City infrastructure. 
To accommodate the proposed Project, a Site Development Permit will need to be approved by the City of Arvin. Project implementation also includes encroachment permits from the City, services from PG&E, services from Arvin Community Services District, and services from Kern County Fire Department. 

[bookmark: _Toc130649071]Environmental Justice  
Environmental justice issues are related to a vulnerable and low-income population that has or will be exposed to more than its fair share of pollution or environmental degradation. The national median household annual income was $70,784 in 2021.[footnoteRef:2] Between 2017-2021, the City of Arvin median household annual income (in 2021, in dollars) was $42,961, while approximately 27.9% of the Arvin population lived in poverty.[footnoteRef:3] [2:  United States Census Bureau. Income and Poverty in the United States: 2022. https://www.census.gov/library/visualizations/2022/comm/median-household-income.html. Accessed September 2023.]  [3:  QuickFacts, Arvin city, California. United States Census Bureau.  https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/arvincitycalifornia/PST045221. Accessed September 2023.] 

The Project includes developing a self-storage facility with 469 – 600 storage units, an office, parking spaces, and associated site improvements. This development would serve the entire community including walkable access to the residents east of the site. There are no self-storage facilities in the City of Arvin. The closest self-storage facility is approximately 11.6 miles to the northwest, in the City of Bakersfield. 
The City of Arvin’s Environmental Justice Element strives for, [A]n open and transparent public process that improves the quality of life relative to a cleaner and healthier environment.
Environmental Justice encompasses several inter-related topics. Topics of concern to the City of Arvin are addressed as follows:
1. Public Input and Capacity Building;
2. Land Use and the Environment;
3. Mobility and Active Living; and
4. Healthy and Affordable Housing
The following Policies may be applicable to the proposed Project:
EJ-1.1: Ensure that affected residents have the opportunity to participate in decisions that impact their health.
EJ-1.2: Facilitate the involvement of residents, businesses and organizations in all aspects of the planning process.
EJ-1.3: Schedule public meetings on key issues affecting the public at times and locations most convenient to community members.
EJ-1.4: Support efforts to raise the public’s awareness of the importance of a healthy environment and physical activity.
EJ-1.5: Educate decision makers and the general public on the principles of environmental justice.
EJ-1.6: Consult with Native American Tribes early in the process on issues that could affect culturally significant areas.
EJ-1.7: Collaborate with and among public agencies to leverage resources, avoid duplication of effort and enhance the effectiveness of public participation.
EJ-2.6: Give preference in approving commercial and industrial development to those projects that incorporate the latest technologies to reduce diesel emissions.
EJ-2.9: Ensure that low-income and minority populations understand the potential for adverse pollution, noise, odor, vibrations, lighting and glare when new commercial and industrial developments are proposed.
EJ-2.10: Ensure that low-income and minority populations understand the effect of projects with toxic materials or emissions.
EJ-2.11: Initiate outreach efforts as early as possible in the decision-making process before significant resources have been invested in a particular outcome.
EJ-2.17: Encourage public and private development to incorporate green building techniques such as construction waste management practices, optimization of energy efficiency measures and avoidance of toxic chemicals.
EJ-3.11: Require new commercial and industrial development to provide bicycle facilities on-site.
EJ-3.16: Ensure that emergency preparedness and disaster response programs serve all parts of the City.
After a thorough review of the impact analysis contained in this Initial Study, including a Health Risk Assessment, which analyzes construction and operational air quality health, there were no adverse environmental impacts identified in this document or in any other compliance review of this Project’s total environmental review.
[bookmark: _Toc130649072]Other Public Agencies Involved
State of California Native American Heritage Commission
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board
Kern County Fire Department 
Arvin Community Services District 
PG&E
Arvin-Edison Water Storage District (AEWSD).
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
[bookmark: _Toc114066996][bookmark: _Toc130649073]Required Project Approvals
[bookmark: _Toc82089070]In addition to the Site Development Permit, the City of Arvin requires the following review, permits, and/or approvals for future development of the Project site.
Building Permit
Grading Permit
Construction Permit and Encroachment Permit
Site Utilities Permit 
Other approvals not listed below may be required as identified through the entitlement process. In addition, other agencies may have the authority to issue permits prior to implementation.
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Kern County Public Health Services Department
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
[bookmark: _Toc114066997][bookmark: _Toc130649074]Technical Studies
The analysis of the Project throughout this Initial Study relied in part on the technical analyses listed below prepared for the Project, as well as other sources, including, but not limited to, City of Arvin General Plan updated as of 2019; Environmental Justice Element 2023, Arvin Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2020 Master Environmental Impact Report (MEIR) SCH No. 1987100504 (1988), the General Plan 2019 updated Initial Study Update Negative Declaration SCH No. 2012071044 (2012), and City of Arvin Initial Study for Sphere of Influence Amendment (2018), Municipal Services Review, and Williamson Act Ordinance Negative Declaration SCH No. 2019011017 (2019). [footnoteRef:4]  [4:  A copy of each of these documents can be obtained from the City of Arvin located at 200 Campus Drive, Arvin, CA 93203. The City’s phone number is (661) 854-3134.] 

Appendix A: Air Quality, Health Risk Analysis, Greenhouse Gas, and Technical Energy Memorandum
Appendix B: CHRIS Search Results 
Appendix C: Trip Gen Analysis  

[bookmark: _Toc130649075]Tribal Consultation
The State requires lead agencies to consider the potential effects of proposed projects and consult with California Native American tribes during the local planning process for the purpose of protecting Traditional Tribal Cultural Resources through the CEQA Guidelines. Pursuant to PRC Section 21080.3.1, the lead agency shall begin consultation with the California Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographical area of the proposed project. Such significant cultural resources are either sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a tribe which is either on or eligible for inclusion in the California Historic Register or local historic register, or, the lead agency, at its discretion, and support by substantial evidence, choose to treat the resources as a Tribal Cultural Resources (PRC Section 21074(a)(1-2)). According to the most recent census data, California is home to 109 currently recognized Indian tribes.  
Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See PRC Section 21083.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage Commission’s Sacred Lands File per PRC Section 5097.96 and the California Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic Preservation. Please also note that PRC Section 21082.3(c) contains provisions specific to confidentiality. 
A consultation list of tribes with traditional lands or cultural places located within Kern County was requested and received for a recent development project (Kooner Sycamore Development Project) at the adjacent land parcel (APN 189-340-51), just north of the proposed Project. The tribal consultation list from the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) was received on August 8, 2022. The NAHC also conducted a Sacred Lands File (SFL) check which received negative results. 
The City of Arvin notified the following California Native American Tribes pursuant to AB 52 (Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq.) on October 3, 2022.
Big Pine Paiute Tribe of the Owens Valley
Chumash Council of Bakersfield
Coastal Band of the Chumash Nation
Fernandeno Tataviam Band of Mission Indians
Kern Valley Indian Community
Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon Indians
Quechan Tribe of the Fort Yuma Reservation
San Fernando Band of Mission Indians
San Manuel Band of Mission Indians
Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
Tejon Indian Tribe
Tribes were provided 30 days, to request consultation pursuant to those statutes. None of the Tribes that were contacted requested further consultation during the 30-day notification period. 

Figure 9 – Location

Figure 10 - Arvin City Limits


[bookmark: _Toc130649076]ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a “Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigations” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

	[bookmark: Check1]|_|
	Aesthetics
	|_|
	Agriculture Resources and Forest Resources
	|X|
	Air Quality

	|X|
	Biological Resources
	|X|
	Cultural Resources
	|_|
	Energy

	|X|
	Geology / Soils
	|_|
	Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	|_|
	Hazards & Hazardous Materials

	|_|
	Hydrology / Water Quality
	|_|
	Land Use / Planning
	|_|
	Mineral Resources

	|_|
	Noise
	|_|
	Population / Housing
	|_|
	Public Services

	|_|
	Recreation
	|_|
	Transportation
	|_|
	Tribal Cultural Resources

	|_|
	Utilities / Service Systems
	|_|
	Wildfire
	|X|
	Mandatory Findings of Significance











[bookmark: _Toc130649077]DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
	|_|
	I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

	|_|
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

	|_|
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

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

	Jake Raper 
	
	April 8, 2025

	Jake Raper
City of Arvin Project Coordinator/Contract Planner
Email:  jraper@yahoo.com  Phone:  805-234-7908
	
	Date




[bookmark: _Toc130649078]ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
	[bookmark: _Toc130649079]I. AESTHETICS
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

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

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


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The City of Arvin is located within Kern County in the San Joaquin Valley in central California. The City has a generally flat topography with low-rise buildings and visual skyline features of mountain ranges east and south of the city. Visual features within the city are primarily trees, structures, and landscaping along straight roadways with farmland and grassland at the edge of built areas. 

REGULATORY SETTING
General Plan
The Arvin General Plan does not identify scenic resources.
Municipal Code 
Arvin Municipal Code (AMC) Section 17.70 – Site Development Standards contains the following enforceable requirement for all new development, including future development facilitated by implementation of the Project, intended to prevent light and glare impacts: 
Exterior Lighting. Exterior lighting shall be arranged or shielded in such a manner as to contain the direct illumination on the site and avoid glare in nearby residential areas. Exterior lighting shall be powered by passive energy, for example, solar powered. All buildings must have a lighted address panel placed at approved locations for ease of identification.
California Scenic Highway Program
The California Scenic Highway Program was established in 1963 with the purpose to protect and enhance the natural scenic beauty of California highways and adjacent corridors, through special conservation treatment. A highway may be designated scenic depending upon how much of the natural landscape can be seen by travelers, the scenic quality of the landscape, and the extent to which development intrudes upon the traveler's enjoyment of the view. There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways in the city of Arvin, inclusive of the proposed Project site. [footnoteRef:5] [5:  California State Scenic Highway System Map, Caltrans. Accessed on September 2023. https://caltrans.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=465dfd3d807c46cc8e8057116f1aacaa.] 

[bookmark: _Toc114067005]
[bookmark: _Hlk128475707]IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Except as provided in PRC Section 21099, would the project: 
a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project site currently supports agricultural row crops (see Figure 2 – Project Vicinity). The General Plan does not identify or designate scenic vistas within the city or within the city’s Sphere of Influence, inclusive of the proposed Project site. As a result, the proposed Project would not adversely affect scenic vistas and less than significant impacts would occur because of the proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock out-croppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
No Impact. According to the California State Scenic Highway Program, there are no State-designated Scenic Highways in the city of Arvin or Sphere of Influence. The nearest eligible State Scenic Highway, Route 58, is approximately 31.7 miles east of the city of Arvin on the other side of the Piute Mountain Range. As such, the proposed Project would not damage scenic resources within a state scenic highway and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

[bookmark: _Hlk41834619]c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality?
[bookmark: _Hlk117846945]Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed site is located at the western edge of the City with residential housing to the east and farmland to the north and west, and vacant land to the south. The site currently consists of agricultural row crops. The proposed Project consists of self-storage facilities intended to serve the city’s residents. The proposed Project would be subject to compliance with applicable policies and regulations that govern scenic quality including but not limited to the General Plan, Arvin Municipal Code (AMC), and the most recently adopted California Building Codes. Compliance would ensure that future development of the proposed Project site would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surrounding, nor would future development conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, a less than significant impact would occur because of the proposed Project.

Mitigation Measures:
None required.
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
[bookmark: _Toc114067006]Less Than Significant Impact. Generally, lighting impacts are associated with artificial lighting in evening hours either through interior lighting from windows or exterior lighting (e.g., street lighting, parking lot lighting, landscape lighting, cars, and trucks). The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with 469 storage units, an office, parking spaces, and associated lighting, landscaping, and site improvements. The development of the proposed site would increase the amount of light from streetlights, exterior lighting, and vehicular headlights. Such sources could create adverse effects on day or nighttime views in the area. Future development would be subject to site development standards contained in AMC Section 17.70.010, specifically sub-section (I) which contains specific, enforceable requirements intended to prevent light and glare impacts. In addition, the Project development would be required to comply with Title 24, Building Energy Efficiency Standards, lighting requirements which would also reduce impacts related to nighttime light. The Title 24 lighting requirements cover outdoor spaces including regulations for mounted luminaires (i.e., high efficacy, motion sensor controlled, time clocks, energy management control systems, etc.). As such, conditions imposed on future development by the City pursuant to the AMC and Title 24 would reduce light and glare impacts to a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

	[bookmark: _Toc130649080]

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

	b.	Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

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

	d.	Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	[bookmark: Check23]|X|

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


 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed Project site is located within the Arvin city limits and is proposed planned and zoned for urban uses. The Project area is generally flat, and currently consists of agricultural row crops. The Project site does not contain any agricultural or forestry resources such as agricultural land, forest land, or timberland.
[bookmark: _Hlk60737728]REGULATORY SETTING
Farmland Monitoring and Mapping Program
The California Department of Conservation manages the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) that provides maps and data for analyzing land use impacts to farmland. The FMMP produces the Important Farmland Finder as a resource map that shows quality (soils) and land use information. Agricultural land is rated according to soil quality and irrigation status, in addition to many other physical and chemical characteristics. The highest quality land is called “Prime Farmland” which is defined by the FMMP as “farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.” [footnoteRef:6] Maps are updated every two years.  [6:  Important Farmland Categories, California Department of Conservation. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/fmmp/Pages/Important-Farmland-Categories.aspx. Accessed September 2023.] 

California Land Conservation Act 
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (i.e., the Williamson Act) allows local governments to enter contracts with private landowners to restrict parcels of land agricultural or open space uses. In return, property tax assessments of the restricted parcels are lower than full market value. The minimum length of a Williamson Act contract is 10 years and automatically renews upon its anniversary date; as such, the contract length is essentially indefinite. 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Would the project:
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is considered Prime Farmland according to the California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)[footnoteRef:7]; however, it is located in an area zoned M-2 (Light Industrial) and designated by the City of Arvin’s General Plan as Light Industrial[footnoteRef:8]. As such, potential impacts resulting from farmland conversion have been addressed in the City’s 2012 General Plan EIR. Therefore, the proposed Project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. There is no impact. [7:  California Important Farmland Finder, Department of Conservation. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/. Accessed September 2023.]  [8:  City of Arvin General Plan, Zoning Map. https://www.arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/233/2018-City-of-Arvin-Zoning-Map-PDF. Accessed September 2023. ] 

Mitigation Measures:
None required.
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?
[bookmark: _Hlk47364131]No Impact. The Project site is not zoned for agricultural use and is not subject to the Williamson Act. Therefore, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is planned and zoned for urban uses, and is not planned or zoned for forest land or timberland. Further, the proposed Project site would not cause the rezoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. As a result, the Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production and no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. The proposed Project site does not contain forest land and is not planned or zoned for forest land or forest uses. Implementation of the proposed Project would therefore not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. As a result, no impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is planned and zoned for urban uses. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with 469 storage units, an office, parking spaces, lighting, landscaping, and other associated site improvements. The proposed site is surrounded by residential housing to the east, agricultural land to the north and west, and vacant land to the south. According to the FMMP, California Important Farmland Finder, area to the east of the proposed site is classified as “Urban and Built-Up Land”, with area to the north, west, and south as “Prime Farmland”. The proposed development consists of commercial uses intended to serve the city’s residents. Therefore, development of the proposed Project site with urbanized uses would be generally compatible with the existing urban environment of the surrounding uses. As a result, the proposed Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment that could result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Therefore, no impact would occur because of the proposed Project.
[bookmark: _Toc114067010]Mitigation Measures:
None required.
	[bookmark: _Toc130649081]
III.   AIR QUALITY
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

	c.	Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|

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


The impact analyses in this section are based on an Air Quality, Health Risk Analysis, Greenhouse Gas and Energy Technical Memorandum prepared for the Project by Johnson, Johnson and Miller Air Quality Consulting Services (2023), which is included in Appendix A.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Air quality impacts are both local and regional. Regional and local air quality is impacted by topography, dominant airflows, atmospheric inversions, location, and season. The Project is located in Arvin, within Kern County. The Project site and a portion of Kern County are in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (Air Basin or SJV Air Basin), which experiences some of the most challenging environmental conditions for air quality in the nation. The following section describes these conditions as they pertain to the Air Basin. The information in this section is primarily from the SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. February 19. Website: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF. Accessed July 29, 2023.] 

Topography
The topography of a region is important for air quality because mountains can block airflow that would help disperse pollutants and can channel air from upwind areas that transports pollutants to downwind areas. The SJVAPCD covers the entirety of the SJV Air Basin. The Air Basin is generally shaped like a bowl. It is open in the north and is surrounded by mountain ranges on all other sides. The Sierra Nevada mountains are along the eastern boundary (8,000 to 14,000 feet in elevation), the Coast Ranges are along the western boundary (3,000 feet in elevation), and the Tehachapi Mountains are along the southern boundary (6,000 to 8,000 feet in elevation).
Climate
The climate is important for air quality because of differences in the atmosphere’s ability to trap pollutants close to the ground, which creates adverse air quality; inversely, the atmosphere’s ability to rapidly disperse pollutants over a wide area prevents high concentrations from accumulating under different climatic conditions. The SJV Air Basin has an “inland Mediterranean” climate and is characterized by long, hot, dry summers and short, foggy winters. Sunlight can be a catalyst in the formation of some air pollutants (such as ozone); the SJV Air Basin averages over 260 sunny days per year.
Inversion layers are significant in determining pollutant concentrations. Concentration levels can be related to the amount of mixing space below the inversion. Temperature inversions that occur on the summer days are usually encountered 2,000 to 2,500 feet above the valley floor. In winter months, overnight inversions occur 500 to 1,500 feet above the valley floor.
Dominant airflows provide the driving mechanism for transport and dispersion of air pollution. The mountains surrounding the SJV Air Basin form natural horizontal barriers to the dispersion of air contaminants. The wind generally flows south-southeast through the valley, through the Tehachapi Pass and into the Mojave Desert Air Basin portion of Kern County. As the wind moves through the SJV Air Basin, it mixes with the air pollution generated locally, generally transporting air pollutants from the north to the south in the summer and in a reverse flow in the winter.
The winds and unstable air conditions experienced during the passage of winter storms result in periods of low pollutant concentrations and excellent visibility. Between winter storms, high pressure and light winds allow cold moist air to pool on the San Joaquin Valley floor. This creates strong, low-level temperature inversions and very stable air conditions, which can lead to Tule fog. Wintertime conditions favorable to fog formation are also conditions favorable to high concentrations of PM2.5 and PM10.

REGULATORY SETTING  
Criteria Air Pollutants
The Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA) establishes the framework for modern air pollution control. The FCAA, enacted in 1970 and amended in 1990, directs the U.S. EPA to establish ambient air quality standards. These standards are divided into primary and secondary standards. The primary standards are set to protect human health, and the secondary standards are set to protect environmental values, such as plant and animal life. The FCAA requires the EPA to set National Ambient Air Quality Standards for the six criteria air pollutants. These pollutants include particulate matter (PM), ground-level ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides, nitrogen oxides, and lead.
Toxic Air Contaminants
A toxic air contaminant (TAC) is an air pollutant not included in the California Ambient Air Quality Standards, but TACs are considered hazardous to human health. Toxic air contaminants are defined by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as those pollutants that, “may cause or contribute to an increase in deaths or in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human health.”
The health effects associated with TACs are generally assessed locally rather than regionally. Toxic air contaminants can cause long-term health effects such as cancer, birth defects, neurological damage, asthma, bronchitis, or genetic damage; TACs can also cause short-term acute effects such as eye watering, respiratory irritation, running nose, throat pain, and headaches. For evaluation purposes, TACs are separated into carcinogens and noncarcinogens. Carcinogens are assumed to have no safe threshold below which health impacts would not occur, and the cancer risk is expressed as excess cancer cases per one million exposed individuals (typically over a lifetime of exposure). 
TACs of concern assessed in this analysis include asbestos and DPM.
Sensitive Receptors
Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air pollution than others due to the types of population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity may be caused by health problems, proximity to the emissions source, and/or duration of exposure to air pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement homes, convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics.


Air Quality Standards
The Clean Air Act requires states to develop a general plan to attain and maintain the standards in all areas of the country and a specific plan to attain the standards for each area designated nonattainment. These plans, known as State Implementation Plans or SIPs, are developed by state and local air quality management agencies and submitted to EPA for approval.
The SIP for the State of California is administered by the CARB, which has overall responsibility for statewide air quality maintenance and air pollution prevention. California’s SIP incorporates individual federal attainment plans for each regional air district. SIPs are prepared by the regional air district and sent to CARB to be approved and incorporated into the California SIP. Federal attainment plans include the technical foundation for understanding air quality (e.g., emission inventories and air quality monitoring), control measures and strategies, and enforcement mechanisms.
The CARB also administers the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for the 10 air pollutants designated in the California Clean Air Act. The 10 state air pollutants include the six federal criteria pollutant standards listed above as well as visibility-reducing particulates, hydrogen sulfide, sulfates, and vinyl chloride. The federal and state ambient air quality standards are summarized in Table 1.
Table 1
California and National Ambient Air Quality Standards
	Pollutant
	Averaging Time
	California Standards
	National Standards

	
	
	Concentration
	Primary
	Secondary

	Ozone
	1 Hour
	0.09 ppm
(180 μg/m3)
	—
	Same as
Primary Standard

	
	8 Hour
	0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3)
	0.070ppm
(137 μg/m3)
	

	Respirable Particulate Matter
	24 Hour
	50 μg/m3
	150 μg/m3
	Same as
Primary Standard

	
	Annual Arithmetic Mean
	20 μg/m3
	—
	

	Fine Particulate
Matter
	24 Hour
	—
	35 μg/m3
	Same as
Primary Standard

	
	Annual Arithmetic Mean
	12 μg/m3
	12 μg/m3
	

	Carbon Monoxide
	1 Hour
	20 ppm
(23 mg/m3)
	35 ppm
(40 mg/m3)
	—

	
	8 Hour
	9.0 ppm
(10 mg/m3)
	9 ppm
(10 mg/m3)
	—

	
	8 Hour
(Lake Tahoe)
	6 ppm (7 mg/m3)
	—
	—

	Nitrogen Dioxide
	1 Hour
	0.18 ppm
(339 μg/m3)
	100 ppb
(188 μg/m3)
	—

	
	Annual Arithmetic Mean
	0.030 ppm
(57 μg/m3)
	0.053 ppm
(100 μg/m3)
	Same as
Primary Standard

	Sulfur Dioxide
	1 Hour
	0.25 ppm
(655 μg/m3)
	75 ppb
(196 μg/m3)
	—

	
	3 Hour
	—
	—
	0.5 ppm
(1300 μg/m3)

	
	24 Hour
	0.04 ppm
(105 μg/m3)
	0.14 ppm
(for certain areas)
	—

	
	Annual Arithmetic Mean
	—
	0.030 ppm
(for certain areas)
	—

	Lead
	30-Day Average
	1.5 μg/m3
	—
	—

	
	Calendar Quarter
	—
	1.5 μg/m3
	Same as
Primary Standard

	
	Rolling 3-Month 
Average
	—
	0.15 μg/m3
	

	Visibility Reducing Particles
	8 Hour
	See Footnote 1
	No National Standards

	Sulfates
	24 Hour
	25 μg/m3
	

	Hydrogen Sulfide
	1 Hour
	0.03 ppm 
(42 μg/m3)
	

	Vinyl Chloride
	24 Hour
	0.01 ppm 
(26 μg/m3)
	

	Notes:
1 - In 1989, the CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to instrumental equivalents, which are "extinction of 0.23 per kilometer" and "extinction of 0.07 per kilometer" for the statewide and Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.
μg/m3 =micrograms per cubic meter
mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter
CARB = California Air Resources Board
ppm = parts per million
Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2017. Air Quality Standards. Website: https://www.baaqmd.gov/about-air-quality/research-and-data/air-quality-standards-and-attainment-status. Accessed March 23, 2022.



Federal and state air quality laws require identification of areas not meeting the ambient air quality standards. These areas must develop regional air quality plans to eventually attain the standards. The SJV Air Basin is designated nonattainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2017. Ambient Air Quality Standards & Valley Attainment Status. Website: https://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm  Accessed Jul 29, 2023.] 


THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Project-level Thresholds
The CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” To determine if a project would have a significant impact on air quality, the type, level, and impact of emissions generated by the proposed project must be evaluated.
The Technical Memo analysis uses the air quality significance thresholds contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, effective December 28, 2018. A significant impact would occur if the proposed Project would:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project	region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard.
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.
d) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.
The City of Arvin has not established specific CEQA significance thresholds. Where available guidance provided by the applicable air district can be used to make significance determinations for the CEQA questions listed above. While the final determination of whether a project is significant is within the purview of the Lead Agency pursuant to Section 15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the SJVAPCD recommends that its quantitative air pollution thresholds be used to determine the significance of project emissions in accordance with the Appendix G requirements. If a Lead Agency finds that a project has the potential to exceed these air pollution thresholds, according to the SJVAPCD, the project should be considered to have significant air quality impacts.
Air pollutant emissions have regional effects and localized effects. This analysis assesses the regional effects of the project’s criteria pollutant emissions in comparison to SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for short-term construction activities and long-term operation of the project. Localized emissions from project construction and operation are also assessed using concentration-based thresholds that determine if the project would result in a localized exceedance of any ambient air quality standards or would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing exceedance.
The primary pollutants of concern during Project construction and operation are ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. The SJVAPCD GAMAQI adopted in 2015 contains thresholds for ROG and NOX; SOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5.
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that can be formed miles away from the source of emissions through reactions of ROG and NOX emissions in the presence of sunlight. Therefore, ROG and NOx are termed ozone precursors. The SJVAB often exceeds the state and national ozone standards. Therefore, if the project emits a substantial quantity of ozone precursors, the project may contribute to an exceedance of the ozone standard. The SJVAB also exceeds air quality standards for PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, substantial project emissions may contribute to an exceedance for these pollutants. The SJVAPCD has adopted significance thresholds for construction-related and operational emissions. These thresholds will be identified and addressed in the appropriate section of the Technical Memo.
Project construction would involve the use of diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment that emit DPM, which is considered a TAC. Once operational, some diesel-fueled vehicles would access the Project site. The following project-specific health risk significance thresholds are applied in this analysis:
• Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk: >=20 in 1 million.
• Hazard Index (project increment) >=1.0.
Fugitive Dust
Construction
Fugitive dust would be generated from site grading and other earth-moving activities. Most of this fugitive dust would remain localized and would be deposited near the Project site. However, the potential for impacts from fugitive dust exists unless control measures are implemented to reduce the emissions from the Project site. Therefore, adherence to Regulation VIII would be required during construction of the proposed Project. Regulation VIII would require fugitive dust control measures that are consistent with best management practices (BMPs) established by the SJVAPCD to reduce the proposed Project’s construction-generated fugitive dust impacts to a less than significant level.
The SJVAPCD (SJVAPCD or District) adopted Regulation VIII in 1993 and its most recent amendments became effective on October 1, 2004. This is a basic summary of the regulation’s requirements as they apply to construction sites. These regulations affect all workers at a regulated construction site, including everyone from the landowner to the subcontractors. Violations of Regulation VIII are subject to enforcement action including fines.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2007. Compliance Assistance Bulletin. Website:
http://www.valleyair.org/busind/comply/pm10/forms/RegVIIICAB.pdf. Accessed July 29, 2023.] 

Visible Dust Emissions may not exceed 20 percent opacity during periods when soil is being disturbed by equipment or by wind at any time. Visible Dust Emissions opacity of 20 percent means dust that would obstruct an observer’s view of an object by 20 percent. District inspectors are state certified to evaluate visible emissions. Dust control may be achieved by applying water before/during earthwork and onto unpaved traffic areas, phasing work to limit dust, and setting up wind fences to limit windblown dust.
Soil Stabilization is required at regulated construction sites after normal working hours and on weekends and holidays. This requirement also applies to inactive construction areas such as phased projects where disturbed land is left unattended. Applying water to form a visible crust on the soil and restricting vehicle access are often effective for short-term stabilization of disturbed surface areas. Long-term methods including applying dust suppressants and establishing vegetative cover.
Carryout and Trackout occur when materials from emptied or loaded vehicles falls onto a paved surface or shoulder of a public road or when materials adhere to vehicle tires and are deposited onto a paved surface or shoulder of a public road. Should either occur, the material must be cleaned up at least daily, and immediately if it extends more than 50 feet from the exit point onto a paved road. The appropriate clean-up methods require the complete removal and cleanup of mud and dirt from the paved surface and shoulder. Using a blower device or dry sweeping with any mechanical device other than a PM10-efficient street sweeper is a violation. Larger construction sites, or sites with a high amount of traffic on one or more days, must prevent carryout and trackout from occurring by installing gravel pads, grizzlies, wheel washers, paved interior roads, or a combination thereof at each exit point from the site. In many cases, cleaning up trackout with water is also prohibited as it may lead to plugged storm drains. Prevention is the best method.
Unpaved Access and Haul Roads, as well as unpaved vehicle and equipment traffic areas at construction sites must have dust control. Speed limit signs limiting vehicle speed to 15 mph or less at construction sites must be posted every 500 feet on uncontrolled and unpaved roads.
Storage Piles and Bulk Materials have handling, storage, and transportation requirements that include applying water when handling materials, wetting or covering stored materials, and installing wind barriers to limit visible dust emissions. Also, limiting vehicle speeds, loading haul trucks with a freeboard of six inches or greater along with applying water to the top of the load, and covering the cargo compartments are effective measures for reducing visible dust emissions and carryout from vehicles transporting bulk materials.
Dust Control Plans identify the dust sources and describe the dust control measures that will be implemented before, during, and after any dust generating activity for the duration of the Project. Owners or operators are required to submit plans to the SJVAPCD at least 30 days prior to commencing the work for the following:
• Residential developments of ten or more acres of disturbed surface area.
• Non-residential developments of five or more acres of disturbed surface area.
• The relocation of more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of materials on at least three days.
Operations may not commence until the SJAVPCD has approved the Dust Control Plan. A copy of the plan must be on site and available to workers and District employees. All work on the site is subject to the requirements of the approved dust control plan. A failure to abide by the plan by anyone on site may be subject to enforcement action.
Record Keeping is required to document compliance with the rules and must be kept for each day any dust control measure is used. The SJVAPCD has developed record forms for water application, street sweeping, and “permanent” controls such as applying long term dust palliatives, vegetation, ground cover materials, paving, or other durable materials. Records must be kept for one year after the end of dust generating activities (Title V sources must keep records for five years).
Exemptions exist for several activities. Those occurring above 3,000 feet in elevation are exempt from all Regulation VIII requirements. Further, Rule 8021 – Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities exempts the following construction and earthmoving activities:
• Blasting activities permitted by California Division of Industrial Safety.
• Maintenance or remodeling of existing buildings provided the addition is less than 50% of the size	of the existing building or less than 10,000 square feet (due to asbestos concerns, contact the	SJVAPCD at least two weeks ahead of time).
• Additions to single family dwellings.
• The disking of weeds and vegetation for fire prevention on sites smaller than ½ acre.
• Spreading of daily landfill cover to preserve public health and safety and to comply with	California Integrated Waste Management Board requirements.
Nuisances are prohibited at all times because District Rule 4102 – Nuisance applies to all
construction sources of fugitive dust, whether or not they are exempt from Regulation VIII. It is
important to monitor dust-generating activities and implement appropriate dust control measures
to limit the public’s exposure to fugitive dust.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would occur if the Project conflicted with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The GAMAQI indicates that Projects that do not exceed SJVAPCD regional criteria pollutant emissions quantitative thresholds would not conflict with or obstruct the applicable air quality plan (AQP). An additional criterion regarding the Project’s implementation of control measures was assessed to provide further evidence of the Project’s consistency with current AQPs. 
Contribution to Air Quality Violations
A measure for determining if the project is consistent with the air quality plans is if the project would not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations, cause or contribute to new violations, or delay timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the air quality plans. Regional air quality impacts and attainment of standards are the result of the cumulative impacts of all emission sources within the air basin. Individual projects are generally not large enough to contribute measurably to an existing violation of air quality standards. Therefore, the cumulative impact of the project is based on its cumulative contribution.
Because of the region’s nonattainment status for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10—if project-generated emissions of either of the ozone precursor pollutants (ROG and NOX), PM10, or PM2.5 would exceed the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds—then the project would be considered to contribute to violations of the applicable standards and conflict with the attainment plans. 
As shown in Table 2 and 3 below, the Project’s construction and operational regional emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD’s regional criteria pollutant emissions quantitative thresholds. Therefore, the proposed Project would not be considered in conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan based on this criterion. 
Compliance with Applicable Control Measures 
SJVAPCD’s AQPs contain a number of control measures, which are enforceable requirements through the adoption of rules and regulations. A description of rules and regulations that apply to this Project is provided below.
SJVAPCD Rule 9510—Indirect Source Review (ISR) is a control measure in the 2006 PM10 Plan that requires NOX and PM10 emission reductions from development projects in the San Joaquin Valley. The NOX emission reductions help reduce the secondary formation of PM10 in the atmosphere (primarily ammonium nitrate and ammonium sulfate) and also reduce the formation of ozone. Reductions in directly emitted PM10 reduce particles such as dust, soot, and aerosols. Rule 9510 is also a control measure in the 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard. Developers of projects subject to Rule 9510 must reduce emissions occurring during construction and operational phases through on-site measures or pay off-site mitigation fees. The proposed Project would be subject to Rule 9510.
Regulation VIII—Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions is a control measure that is one main strategies from the 2006 PM10 for reducing the PM10 emissions that are part of fugitive dust. Residential projects over 10 acres and non‐residential projects over 5 acres are required to file a Dust Control Plan (DCP) containing dust control practices sufficient to comply with Regulation VIII. The Project will be required to comply with Regulation VIII and would implement dust control measures during the construction period.  
Rule 2201—New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule requires the review of new and modified Stationary Sources of air pollution and to provide mechanisms including emission trade-offs by which Authorities to Construct such sources may be granted, without interfering with the attainment or maintenance of Ambient Air Quality Standards. Components of the Project may be required to obtain permits and abide by associated regulations set forth by Rule 2201.
Other control measures that apply to the Project are Rule 4641—Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operation that requires reductions in VOC emissions during paving and Rule 4601—Architectural Coatings that limits the VOC content of all types of paints and coatings sold in the San Joaquin Valley. These measures apply at the point of sale of the asphalt and the coatings, so Project compliance is ensured without additional mitigation measures. 
The Project would comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality attainment plan under this criterion.
Conclusion
As described above, the proposed Project’s construction and operational regional emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD’s regional criteria pollutant emissions quantitative thresholds. Furthermore, the proposed Project would comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules and regulations. Accordingly, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plans, and, therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
Less Than Significant Impact. Air pollutant emissions have both regional and localized effects. This analysis assesses the regional effects of the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions in comparison to SJVAPCD thresholds of significance for short-term construction activities and long-term operation of the Project. Localized emissions from Project construction and operation are assessed under Impact III(c) below, using concentration-based thresholds that determine if the Project would result in a localized exceedance of any ambient air quality standards or would make a cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing exceedance.
The primary pollutants of concern during Project construction and operation are ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5. The SJVAPCD GAMAQI adopted in 2015 contains thresholds for CO, NOX, ROG, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5.
Ozone is a secondary pollutant that can be formed miles from the source of emissions, through reactions of ROG and NOX emissions in the presence of sunlight. Therefore, ROG and NOX are termed ozone precursors. The Air Basin often exceeds the state and national ozone standards. Therefore, if the Project emits a substantial quantity of ozone precursors, the Project may contribute to an exceedance of the ozone standard. The Air Basin also exceeds air quality standards for PM10, and PM2.5; therefore, substantial Project emissions may contribute to an exceedance for these pollutants. The SJVAPCD’s annual emission significance thresholds used for the Project define the substantial contribution for both operational and construction emissions as follows:
	100 tons per year CO
10 tons per year NOX
10 tons per year ROG
	27 tons per year SOX
15 tons per year PM10
15 tons per year PM2.5



The Project does not contain sources that would produce substantial quantities of SO2 emissions during construction and operation. Modeling conducted for the Project show that SO2 emissions are well below the SJVAPCD GAMAQI thresholds, as shown in the modeling results contained in Attachment A of Appendix A. No further discussion of SO2 is required.
Construction Emissions
Construction activities associated with development of the proposed Project would include site preparation, grading, building construction, paving, and architectural coatings. Emissions from construction-related activities are generally short-term in duration but may still cause adverse air quality impacts. During construction, fugitive dust would be generated from earth-moving activities. Exhaust emissions would also be generated from off-road construction equipment and construction-related vehicle trips. Emissions associated with construction of the proposed Project are discussed below.
Table 2 provides the construction emissions estimate for the proposed Project. Please refer to the Modeling Parameters and Assumptions section of the Technical Memo for details regarding assumptions used to estimate construction emissions. The duration of construction activity and associated equipment represent a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet as required pursuant to CEQA guidelines.
[bookmark: _Ref84532480]Table 2
Construction Regional Air Pollutant Annual Emissions (Unmitigated)
	Parameter
	Air Pollutants

	
	ROG
	NOX
	CO
	PM10
	PM2.5

	Site Preparation
	0.01
	0.09
	0.08
	0.03
	0.01

	Grading
	0.01
	0.10
	0.08
	0.02
	0.01

	Building Construction
	0.15
	1.35
	1.68
	0.14
	0.07

	Paving
	0.01
	0.06
	0.09
	0.01
	< 0.01

	Architectural Coating
	0.18
	0.01
	0.01
	< 0.01
	< 0.01

	Total Project Construction Emissions (tons/year)
	0.36
	1.61
	1.94
	0.20
	0.09

	Significance Threshold (tons/year)
	10
	10
	100
	15
	15

	Exceeds Significance Threshold?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Notes:
PM10 and PM2.5 emissions are from the mitigated output to reflect compliance with Regulation VIII—Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions.
NOX = oxides of nitrogen
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns in diameter
PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns in diameter
ROG = reactive organic gases
Source: CalEEMod Output (Attachment A of Appendix A).


Operational Emissions
As previously discussed, the pollutants of concern include ROG, NOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5. Emissions were assessed for full buildout operations in the 2024 operational year. The 2024 operational year was chosen as it would be the best representation of the Project as it is year earliest year the Project could become fully operational, thus generating the full amount of expected operational activity. The SJVAPCD Criteria Air Pollutant Significance thresholds were used to determine impacts. Operational annual emissions are shown in Table 3 below.
[bookmark: _Ref84566842]Table 3
Operational Annual Emissions for Full Buildout (Unmitigated)
	Emissions Source
	Tons per Year

	
	ROG
	NOX
	CO
	PM10
	PM2.5

	Area
	0.35
	0.00
	0.29
	0.00
	0.00

	Energy Consumption
	0.00
	0.02
	0.02
	0.00
	0.00

	Mobile (On-road Vehicles)
	0.10
	0.20
	1.09
	0.27
	0.07

	Total Project Annual Emissions
	0.45
	0.22
	1.40
	0.27
	0.07

	Thresholds of Significance
	10
	10
	100
	15
	15

	Exceeds Significance Threshold?
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Notes:
NOX = oxides of nitrogen
PM2.5 = particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter
PM10 = particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter
ROG = reactive organic gases 
Source: CalEEMod Output (Attachment A of Appendix A).



As shown in Table 2, estimated emissions from construction of Project are below the SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Therefore, the regional construction emissions would be less than significant on a Project basis. As shown in Table 3, the proposed Project would not result in net operational-related air pollutants or precursors that would exceed the applicable thresholds of significance. Therefore, proposed Project operations would not be considered to have the potential to generate a significant quantity of air pollutants; long-term operational impacts associated with the Project’s criteria pollutant emissions would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.



Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation. Emissions occurring at or near the Project have the potential to create a localized impact that could expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Sensitive receptors are considered land uses or other types of population groups that are more sensitive to air pollution than others due to their exposure. Sensitive population groups include children, the elderly, the acutely and chronically ill, and those with cardio-respiratory diseases. The SJVAPCD considers a sensitive receptor to be a location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Examples of sensitive receptors include hospitals, residences, convalescent facilities, and schools.  
The closest existing sensitive receptors (to the site area) are single-family residences located: east of the Project 52.8 feet (0.01 miles).
The nearest school is El Camino Real Elementary School located 2,112 feet (0.40 miles) Southeast of the project. All other schools in Arvin are over one mile away from the Project site. The nearest Daycare Facility is Salinas Child Care 4,065.6 feet (0.77 miles) from the Project site. All other daycares in Arvin are over one (1) mile away from the Project site.  
There are no hospitals in Arvin; however, there are a few healthcare facilities, all of which are over 1.5 miles northeast of the Project. The healthcare facilities in Arvin include Clinica Sierra Vista, Arvin Medical Clinic, Valley Medical Group and Arvin Public Health.
Localized Impacts
Emissions occurring at or near the Project have the potential to create a localized impact also referred to as an air pollutant hotspot. Localized emissions are considered significant if when combined with background emissions, they would result in exceedance of any health-based air quality standard. In locations that already exceed standards for these pollutants, significance is based on a significant impact level (SIL) that represents the amount that is considered a cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing violation of an air quality standard. The pollutants of concern for localized impact in the SJVAB are NO2, SOX, and CO.
The SJVAPCD has provided guidance for screening localized impacts in the GAMAQI that establishes a screening threshold of 100 pounds per day of any criteria pollutant. If a project exceeds 100 pounds per day of any criteria pollutant, then ambient air quality modeling would be necessary. If the project does not exceed 100 pounds per day of any criteria pollutant, then it can be assumed that it would not cause a violation of an ambient air quality standard. 

Construction: Localized Concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NOX
Local construction impacts would be short-term in nature lasting only during the duration of construction. As shown in Table 4 below, on-site construction emissions would be less than 100 pounds per day for each of the criteria pollutants. To present a conservative estimate, on-site emissions for on-road construction vehicles were included in the localized analysis. Based on the SJVAPCD’s guidance, the construction emissions would not cause an ambient air quality standard violation. 
Table 4
Localized Concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NOx for Construction
	Source
	On-site Emissions (pounds per day)

	
	ROG
	NOX
	CO
	PM10
	PM2.5

	Site Preparation
	3.72
	36.19
	33.71
	9.84
	5.49

	Grading
	2.05
	25.42
	20.96
	5.72
	2.69

	Paving
	1.12
	7.12
	9.78
	0.92
	0.39

	Building Construction
	1.34
	11.77
	14.53
	1.23
	0.58

	Building Construction, Architectural Coating
	21.67
	12.87
	16.00
	1.75
	0.67

	Entire Project Construction Duration

	Maximum Daily
On-site Emissions
	21.67
	36.19
	33.71
	9.84
	5.49

	Significance Thresholds
	—
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Exceed Significance Thresholds?
	—
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Notes:
Overlap of construction activities is based on the construction schedule shown in Table 1 of Appendix A. 
Source of Emissions: CalEEMod Output and Additional Supporting Information (Attachment A of Appendix A). 
Source of Thresholds: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. February 19. Website: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF. Accessed July 29, 2023.


Operation: Localized Concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NOX
Localized impacts could occur in areas with a single large source of emissions—such as a power plant—or at locations with multiple sources concentrated in a small area, such as a distribution center. Although Storage Unit development projects are typically less likely to cause a localized air quality impact compared to land uses with large sources of emissions or multiple concentrated sources of emissions, the proposed Project would emit air pollutants that have the potential to create a localized impact. The maximum daily operational emissions would occur at Project buildout, which was assumed to occur in 2024 for the purposes of providing a conservative estimate of emissions. Operational emissions include those generated on-site by area sources such as consumer products, and landscape maintenance, energy use from natural gas combustion, and motor vehicles operation at the Project site. To assess localized air impacts, motor vehicle emissions were estimated for on-site and localized operations using an adjusted trip length of 0.5 mile.  
As shown in Table 5 below, operational modeling of on-site emissions for the Project indicate that the Project would not exceed 100 pounds per day for each of the criteria pollutants. Therefore, based on the SJVAPCD’s guidance, the operational emissions would not cause an ambient air quality standard violation. As such, impacts would be less than significant.
Table 5
[bookmark: _Hlk74562735]Localized Concentrations of PM10, PM2.5, CO, and NOx for Operations
	Source
	On-site Emissions (pounds per day)

	
	ROG
	NOX
	CO
	PM10
	PM2.5

	Area
	2.20
	< 0.01
	3.19
	0.01
	< 0.01

	Energy Consumption
	0.01
	0.12
	0.10
	0.01
	0.01

	Mobile (On-road Vehicles)
	0.60
	1.16
	7.48
	1.48
	0.39

	Daily Total
	2.81
	1.28
	10.77
	1.50
	0.40

	Significance Thresholds
	—
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Exceed Significance Thresholds?
	—
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Source of Emissions: CalEEMod Output (Attachment A of Appendix A). 
Source of Thresholds: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. February 19. Website: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF. Accessed July 29, 2023.


[bookmark: _Hlk93569123][bookmark: _Hlk93569130]Toxic Air Contaminants
Construction
Project construction would involve the use of diesel-fueled vehicles and equipment that emit DPM, which is considered a TAC. The SJVAPCD’s current threshold of significance for TAC emissions is an increase in cancer risk for the maximally exposed individual of 20 in a million (formerly 10 in a million). 
A project-level assessment was conducted of the potential community health risk and health hazard impacts on surrounding sensitive receptors resulting from the emissions of TACs during construction. A summary of the assessment is provided below, while the detailed assessment is provided in Attachment B of Appendix A.
Construction activity using diesel-powered equipment emits DPM, a known carcinogen. Diesel particulate matter includes exhaust PM10 and exhaust PM2.5. A 10-year research program demonstrated that DPM from diesel-fueled engines is a human carcinogen and that chronic (long-term) inhalation exposure to DPM poses a chronic health risk.[footnoteRef:12] Health risks from TACs are a function of both concentration and duration of exposure. Construction diesel emissions are temporary, affecting an area for a period of weeks or months. Additionally, construction-related sources are mobile and transient in nature.  [12:  California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2015. The Report on Diesel Exhaust. Website: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/classic/toxics/dieseltac/de-fnds.htm. Accessed July 29, 2023.] 

The health risk assessment evaluated DPM (represented as exhaust PM10) emissions generated during construction of the proposed Project and the related health risk impacts for sensitive receptors located within approximately 1,000 feet of the Project boundary. 
The Project site is located within 1,000 feet of existing sensitive receptors that could be exposed to diesel emission exhaust during the construction period. To estimate the potential cancer risk associated with construction of the proposed Project from equipment exhaust (including DPM), a dispersion model was used to translate an emission rate from the source location to concentrations at the receptor locations of interest (i.e., receptors at nearby residences). A maximally exposed receptor (MER) was determined for construction and through the use of the dispersion modeling. A graphical representation of the inputs used in the dispersion modeling, including the locations of modeled receptor locations, is included as part of Attachment B of Appendix A. 
Table 6 presents a summary of the proposed Project’s construction cancer risk and chronic non-cancer hazard impacts at the MER from Project construction prior to the application of any equipment mitigation.   
Table 6
Health Risks from Unmitigated Project Construction 
	Scenario
	Health Impact Metric
	Carcinogenic
Inhalation Health Risk in One Million
	Chronic Inhalation
Hazard Index

	Risks and Hazards from Project Construction to the Off-site MER1

	Unmitigated Project Construction
	Risks and Hazards at the MER
	46.6
	0.052

	Applicable Threshold of Significance
	20
	1

	Exceeds Individual Source Threshold?
	Yes
	No

	Notes:
MER = Maximally Exposed Receptor 
1	The MER was determined to be an existing residence located east of the project site at 35°11'15.5"N 118°50'30.1"W (Receptor # 4). 
Source: Attachment B of Appendix A.


As demonstrated in Table 6, estimated health risks from elevated DPM concentrations during construction of the proposed Project would exceed the applicable cancer risk significance threshold in at least one scenario. This represents a potentially significant construction TAC exposure impact. Therefore, mitigation is required to reduce the impact during the construction period. 
MM AIR-1 requires the Project applicant, Project sponsor, or construction contractor to provide documentation to the City of Arvin that the construction fleet meet one of the following two requirements (1) all off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 75 horsepower meet EPA or CARB Tier 4 Interim off-road emissions standards, or (2) off-road diesel-powered construction equipment greater than 75 horsepower be equipped with Level 3 diesel particulate filters or meet Tier 4 Interim emissions standards. Table 7 shows the health risks and non-cancer hazard index for construction with implementation MM AIR-1.
Table 7
Mitigated Health Risks from Project Construction 
	Scenario
	Health Impact Metric
	Carcinogenic
Inhalation Health Risk in One Million
	Chronic Inhalation
Hazard Index

	Risks and Hazards from Mitigated Project Construction at the MER1—Tier 4 Scenario

	Construction with Tier 4 Equipment
	Risks and Hazards at the MER
	10.43
	0.012

	Risks and Hazards from Mitigated Project Construction at the MER1—Level 3 Filters Scenario

	Construction with Level 3 Filters
	Risks and Hazards at the MER
	13.14
	0.015

	Maximum Risks and Hazards at the MER1 After the Incorporation of Mitigation Measure AIR-3a

	Mitigated Construction
	Risks and Hazards at the MER
	13.14
	0.015

	Applicable Threshold of Significance
	20
	1

	Exceeds Individual Source Threshold?
	No
	No

	Notes:
MER = Maximally Exposed Receptor
1	The MER was determined to be an existing residence located east of the project site at 35°11'15.5"N 118°50'30.1"W (Receptor # 4).
Source: Attachment B of Appendix A.


As noted in Table 7, calculated health metrics from the proposed Project’s construction DPM emissions would not exceed the cancer risk significance threshold or non-cancer hazard index significance threshold at the MER with incorporation of MM AIR-1. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a significant impact on nearby sensitive receptors from TACs during construction with incorporation of mitigation.
Operations
As described in the traffic study prepared for the proposed Project, the Project is expected to generate 105 average daily trips for the storage building.[footnoteRef:13] Additional trips were included for the office space based on the highest CalEEMod-default values. The proposed Project would primarily generate trips associated with employees, customers, and visitors traveling to and from the Project site.  [13:  Ruettgers & Schuler Civil Engineers. 2023. Trip Generation Analysis for The Storage Station Project at the Northwest Corner of El Camino Real & South Comanche Drive in Arvin, CA. August 15.] 

Unlike warehouses or distribution centers, the daily vehicle trips generated by the proposed storage Project would be primarily generated by passenger vehicles. Passenger vehicles typically use gasoline engines rather than the diesel engines that are found in heavy-duty trucks. Gasoline-powered vehicles do emit TACs in the form of toxic organic gases, some of which are carcinogenic. Compared to the combustion of diesel, the combustion of gasoline has relatively low emissions of TACs. Thus, storage projects typically produce limited amounts of TAC emissions during operation from passenger vehicle trips. Nonetheless, DPM emissions were estimated for the Project-generated truck trips using EMFAC2021 to assess the Project’s potential to generate elevated levels of TACs from Project trips.  Health risk impacts were compared to the prioritization screening threshold to determine if a more refined health risk assessment conducted using dispersion modeling would be required. Detailed assumptions are provided in Attachment B of Appendix A.  The results of the operational screening HRA from project-generated sources of DPM during operations are summarized below, while the complete assessment is included as part of Attachment B of Appendix A.  




Table 8
Summary of the Health Impacts Risk Impacts (Operational DPM Emissions)
	Exposure Scenario
	Maximum Cancer Risk
(Risk per Million)
	Chronic
Non-Cancer Hazard Index

	70-Year Exposure at the MER
	6.37
	0.0012

	Applicable Threshold of Significance
	20
	1

	Exceeds Individual Source Threshold in Any Scenario?
	No
	No

	Notes:
MER = Maximally Exposed Receptor 
Source: Attachment B of Appendix A.


As shown in Table 8, the Project would not exceed the applicable cancer risk or chronic risk prioritization screening threshold levels. The primary source of the DPM emissions responsible for chronic risk are from diesel trucks. DPM does not have an acute risk factor. Since the Project does not exceed the applicable SJVAPCD screening thresholds for cancer risk, acute risk, or chronic risk, the impact related to the Project’s potential to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations from non-permitted sources would be less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in a significant impact on nearby sensitive receptors from Project-generated TACs during operations.
Valley Fever
Valley fever, or coccidioidomycosis, is an infection caused by inhalation of the spores of the fungus, Coccidioides immitis (C. immitis). The spores live in soil and can live for an extended time in harsh environmental conditions. Activities or conditions that increase the amount of fugitive dust contribute to greater exposure, and they include dust storms, grading, and recreational off-road activities.
The San Joaquin Valley is considered an endemic area for Valley fever. The San Joaquin Valley is considered an endemic area for Valley fever. During 2000–2018, a total of 65,438 coccidioidomycosis cases were reported in California; median statewide annual incidence was 7.9 per 100,000 population and varied by region from 1.1 in Northern and Eastern California to 90.6 in the Southern San Joaquin Valley, with the largest increase (15‐fold) occurring in the Northern San Joaquin Valley. Incidence has been consistently high in six counties in the Southern San Joaquin Valley (Fresno, Kern, Kings, Madera, Tulare, and Merced counties) and Central Coast (San Luis Obispo County) regions.[footnoteRef:14] California experienced 7,546 new probable or confirmed cases of Valley fever in 2022. A total of 2,408 Valley fever cases were reported in Kern County in 2022.[footnoteRef:15] [14:  Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). 2020. Regional Analysis of Coccidioidomycosis Incidence—California, 2000–2018. Website: https://www.cdc.gov/mmwr/volumes/69/wr/mm6948a4.htm?s_cid=mm6948a4_e. Accessed July 29, 2023.]  [15:  California Department of Public Health (CDPH). 2023. Coccidioidomycosis in California Provisional Monthly Report: January – July 2023 (as of July 31, 2023). Website: https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CID/DCDC/CDPH%20Document%20Library/CocciinCA
ProvisionalMonthlyReport.pdf. Accessed September 14, 2023.] 

The distribution of C. immitis within endemic areas is not uniform and growth sites are commonly small (a few tens of meters) and widely scattered. Known sites appear to have some ecological factors in common suggesting that certain physical, chemical, and biological conditions are more favorable for C. immitis growth. Avoidance, when possible, of sites favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis is a prudent risk management strategy. Listed below are ecologic factors and sites favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis:
	1)	Rodent burrows (often a favorable site for C. immitis, perhaps because temperatures are more moderate and humidity higher than on the ground surface)
	2)	Old (prehistoric) Indian campsites near fire pits
	3)	Areas with sparse vegetation and alkaline soils
	4)	Areas with high salinity soils
	5)	Areas adjacent to arroyos (where residual moisture may be available)
	6)	Packrat middens
	7)	Upper 30 centimeters of the soil horizon, especially in virgin undisturbed soils
	8)	Sandy, well-aerated soil with relatively high water-holding capacities
Sites within endemic areas less favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis include:
	1)	Cultivated fields
	2)	Heavily vegetated areas (e.g., grassy lawns) 
	3)	Higher elevations (above 7,000 feet)
	4)	Areas where commercial fertilizers (e.g., ammonium sulfate) have been applied
	5)	Areas that are continually wet
	6)	Paved (asphalt or concrete) or oiled areas
	7)	Soils containing abundant microorganisms
	8)	Heavily urbanized areas where there is little undisturbed virgin soil.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  United States Geological Survey (USGS). 2000. Operational Guidelines (Version 1.0) for Geological Fieldwork in Areas Endemic for Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever), 2000, Open-File Report 2000-348. Website: https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2000/0348/pdf/of00-348.pdf. Accessed July 29, 2023. ] 

The Project is situated on a site previously disturbed that does not provide a suitable habitat for spores. Specifically, the Project site has been previously disturbed and has previously been tilled. Therefore, development of the proposed Project would have a lower probability of the site having C. immitis growth sites than if the site had been previously undisturbed.  
Although conditions are not favorable, construction activities could generate fugitive dust that contain C. immitis spores. The Project will minimize the generation of fugitive dust during construction activities by complying with SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII. Therefore, this regulation, combined with the relatively low probability of the presence of C. immitis spores would reduce Valley fever impacts to less than significant.
During operations, dust emissions are anticipated to be relatively small because most of the Project area where operational activities would occur would be occupied by the proposed buildings, landscaping, and pavement associated with the proposed Storage Unit development; it is anticipated that all internal travel areas would be paved. This condition would lessen the possibility of the Project from providing habitat suitable for C. immitis spores and for generating fugitive dust that may contribute to Valley fever exposure. Impacts would be less than significant.
Naturally Occurring Asbestos
Review of the map of areas where naturally occurring asbestos in California are likely to occur found no such areas in the immediate Project area. Therefore, development of the Project is not anticipated to expose receptors to naturally occurring asbestos.[footnoteRef:17] Impacts would be less than significant. [17:  U.S. Geological Survey. 2011. Van Gosen, B.S., and Clinkenbeard, J.P. California Geological Survey Map Sheet 59. Reported Historic Asbestos Mines, Historic Asbestos Prospects, and Other Natural Occurrences of Asbestos in California. Open-File Report 2011-1188 Website: https://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2011/1188/. Accessed July 29, 2023. ] 

Impact Analysis Summary
[bookmark: _Hlk5630194]In summary, the proposed Project would not exceed SJVAPCD localized emission daily screening levels for any criteria pollutant. The proposed Project is not a significant source of TAC emissions during operation from non-permitted or permitted sources. The proposed Project would not be significant source of TAC emissions during construction after incorporation of MM AIR-1. The Project is not in an area with suitable habitat for Valley fever spores and is not in area known to have naturally occurring asbestos. Therefore, potential impacts to sensitive receptors would be less than significant with mitigation incorporation. 
Mitigation Measures:
MM AIR-1	Before a construction permit is issued for the proposed Project, the Project applicant, Project sponsor, or construction contractor shall submit provide reasonably detailed compliance with one of the following requirements to the City of Arvin: 
Option 1) Where portable diesel engines are used during construction, all off-road equipment with engines greater than 75 horsepower shall have engines that meet either United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards except as otherwise specified herein. If engines that comply with Tier 4 Interim or Tier 4 Final off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the construction contractor shall use the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment (e.g., Tier 3) that is commercially available. For purposes of this Project design feature, “commercially available” shall mean the equipment at issue is available taking into consideration factors such as (i) critical-path timing of construction; and (ii) geographic proximity to the project site of equipment. If the relevant equipment is determined by the Project applicant to not be commercially available, the contractor can confirm this conclusion by providing letters from at least two rental companies for each piece of off-road equipment that is at issue.
Option 2) Prior to the issuance of any demolition, grading, or building permits (whichever occurs earliest), the Project applicant and/or construction contractor shall prepare a construction operations plan that, during construction activities, requires all off-road equipment with engines greater than 75 horsepower to meet either the particulate matter emissions standards for Tier 4 Interim engines or be equipped with Level 3 diesel particulate filters. Tier 4 Interim engines shall, at a minimum, meet EPA or CARB particulate matter emissions standards for Tier 4 Interim engines. Alternatively, use of CARB-certified Level 3 diesel particulate filters on off-road equipment with engines greater than 75 horsepower can be used in lieu of Tier 4 Interim engines or in combination with Tier 4 Interim engines. The construction contractor shall maintain records documenting its efforts to comply with this requirement, including equipment lists. Off-road equipment descriptions and information shall include, but are not limited to, equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, and engine serial number. The Project applicant and/or construction contractor shall submit the construction operations plan and records of compliance to the City of Arvin.

Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
Less Than Significant Impact. Two situations create a potential for odor impact. The first occurs when a new odor source is located near an existing sensitive receptor. The second occurs when a new sensitive receptor locates near an existing source of odor. According to the CBIA v. BAAQMD ruling, impacts of existing sources of odors on the project are not subject to CEQA review. Therefore, the analysis to determine if the Project would locate new sensitive receptors near an existing source of odor is not used to determine significance for this impact. In addition, gasoline stations are not considered a sensitive receptor land use. Odor impacts on residential areas and other sensitive receptors, such as hospitals, day-care centers, schools, etc. warrant the closest scrutiny, but consideration should also be given to other land uses where people may congregate, such as recreational facilities, worksites, and commercial areas.
Although the project site is approximately 50 feet from the nearest sensitive receptor, the project is not expected to be a significant source of odors. The screening levels for these land use types are shown in Table 9.
Table 9
Screening Levels for Potential Odor Sources
	Odor Generator
	Screening Distance

	Wastewater Treatment Facilities
	2 miles

	Sanitary Landfill
	1 mile

	Transfer Station
	1 mile

	Composting Facility
	1 mile

	Petroleum Refinery
	2 miles

	Asphalt Batch Plant
	1 mile

	Chemical Manufacturing
	1 mile

	Fiberglass Manufacturing
	1 mile

	Painting/Coating Operations (e.g., auto body shop)
	1 mile

	Food Processing Facility
	1 mile

	Feed Lot/Dairy
	1 mile

	Rendering Plant
	1 mile

	Wastewater Treatment Facilities
	2 miles

	Source of Thresholds: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating
Air Quality Impacts. February 19. Website: https://www.valleyair.org/transportation/GAMAQI-2015/FINAL-DRAFT-GAMAQI.PDF.
Accessed July 29, 2023.


Project Construction and Project Operation
The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the presence of sensitive receptors. Although offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they still can be very unpleasant, leading to considerable distress and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and regulatory agencies. Project operations would not be anticipated to produce odorous emissions, as the Project would not be considered an odor generator based on the land uses shown in Table 9.  Construction activities associated with the proposed Project could result in short-term odorous emissions from diesel exhaust associated with construction equipment. However, these emissions would be intermittent and would dissipate rapidly from the source. In addition, this diesel-powered equipment would only be present onsite temporarily during construction activities. The temporary and intermittent nature of construction activities would decrease the likelihood of the odors concentrating in a single area or lingering for any notable period of time. As such, these odors would likely not be noticeable for extended periods of time beyond the Project’s site boundaries. Therefore, construction would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people from use of diesel-powered equipment. As there would not be conditions under which the Project would have the potential to expose a substantial number of people to odors emitted from construction or operations of the Project, and the impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

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

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

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

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

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


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed Project site is located in a portion of the southern San Joaquin Valley that has, for decades, experienced intensive agricultural and urban disturbances. Current agricultural endeavors in the region include dairies, groves, and row crops.
Like most of California, the southern San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm dry summers are followed by cool moist winters. Summer temperatures usually exceed 90 degrees Fahrenheit, and the relative humidity is generally very low. Winter temperatures rarely raise much above 70 degrees Fahrenheit, with daytime highs often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit. Annual precipitation within the proposed Project site is between 7-10 inches, almost 85% of which falls between the months of October and March. Nearly all precipitation falls in the form of rain and storm-water readily infiltrates the soils of the surrounding the sites.
Native plant and animal species once abundant in the region have become locally extirpated or have experienced large reductions in their populations due to conversion of upland, riparian, and aquatic habitats to agricultural and urban uses. Remaining native habitats are particularly valuable to native wildlife species including special status species that still persist in the region. According to the Arvin General Plan, the City Limits are surrounded by farmland and the City is economically dependent on agricultural activities. Grapes, citrus, potatoes, carrots and almonds are the dominant crops.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project site currently consists of agricultural row crops and is located in an area of agricultural, residential, and roadway uses. Agricultural uses occur to the north and west of the site, with barren, vacant land to the south and single-family residences and roadway to the east. Active disturbance in the immediate surrounding areas indicates that the Project site is unlikely to support native wildlife. No special status species are expected to occur in this area. Any impacts would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
No Impact. There are no natural waterways, sensitive natural communities, natural vegetation, or protected wetlands on the proposed site, therefore, jurisdictional waters are considered absent from the site. As such, there is no impact. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Migratory birds are expected to nest on and near the Project site. The Project has the potential to impede the use of nursery sites for native birds protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code. Disturbance associated with construction during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestlings or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Disturbance that causes nest abandonment or loss of reproductive effort is considered ‘take’ by the CDFW. Loss of fertile eggs or nestlings, or any activities resulting in nest abandonment, could constitute a significant impact if the species is particularly rare in the region. Construction activities that disturb a rare nesting bird on the site or immediately adjacent to the construction zone could constitute a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure that potential impacts remain less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
BIO-1	Within 30 days prior to ground disturbance activities associated with construction or grading that would occur during the nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the site (typically March through August in the project region, or as determined by a qualified biologist), the applicant shall have weekly surveys conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and Game Code are present in the disturbance zone or within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors and special-status species) of the disturbance zone. The surveys shall continue on a weekly basis with the last survey being conducted no more than seven days prior to initiation of disturbance work. If ground disturbance activities are delayed, then additional pre-disturbance surveys shall be conducted such that no more than seven days will have elapsed between the survey and ground disturbance activities. If active nests are found, clearing and construction within 300 feet of the nest (500 feet for raptors and special-status species) shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of the biologist, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting. Limits of construction to avoid an active nest shall be established in the field with flagging, fencing, or other appropriate barriers and construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of nest areas. The biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when construction activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests occur. Results of the surveys shall be provided to CDFG in the Annual Mitigation Status Report.
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City of Arvin’s General Plan includes policies for the protection of biological resources. The proposed Project would not conflict with any of the adopted policies and any impacts would be considered less than significant.  
Mitigation Measures: None are required.  

f.	Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is not within an area set aside for the conservation of habitat or sensitive plant or animal species pursuant to a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. As such, there is no impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
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V.  CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|

	b.	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|

	c.	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Archaeological resources are places where human activity has measurably altered the earth or left deposits of physical remains. Archaeological resources may be either prehistoric (before the introduction of writing in a particular area) or historic (after the introduction of writing). The majority of such places in this region are associated with either Native American or Euroamerican occupation of the area. The most frequently encountered prehistoric and early historic Native American archaeological sites are village settlements with residential areas and sometimes cemeteries; temporary camps where food and raw materials were collected; smaller, briefly occupied sites where tools were manufactured or repaired; and special-use areas like caves, rock shelters, and sites of rock art. Historic archaeological sites may include foundations or features such as privies, corrals, and trash dumps.
[bookmark: _Hlk67921196]A prehistoric and historic site records and literature search was completed by the California Historical Resources Information System, Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (CHRIS/SSJVIC), California State University Bakersfield for a recent development project (Kooner Sycamore Development Project) at the adjacent land parcel (APN 189-340-51), just north of the proposed Project site (October 4, 2022, see Appendix B). Specialized listings for cultural resources consulted by the SSJVIC include the Historic Properties Directory for Kern County with the most recent updates of the National Register of Historic Places, California Historical Landmarks, and California Points of Historical Interest as well as other evaluations of properties reviewed by the State of California Office of Historic Preservation. Other sources consulted by the SSJVIC include California Inventory of Historic Resources, California Points of Historical Interest, and California Register. 
REGULATORY SETTING
Federal
Cultural resources are protected by several federal regulations, none of which are relevant to this proposed Project because it will not be located on lands administered by a federal agency and the Project applicant is not requesting federal funding.
State
The proposed Project is subject to CEQA which requires public or private projects financed or approved by public agencies to assess their effects on historical resources. CEQA uses the term “historical resources” to include buildings, sites, structures, objects or districts, each of which may have historical, prehistoric, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance. CEQA states that if implementation of a project results in significant effects on historical resources, then alternative plans or mitigation measures must be considered; however, only significant historical resources need to be addressed (CCR 15064.5, 15126.4). For the purposes of this CEQA document, a significant impact would occur if project implementation:
Causes a substantial change in the significance of a historical resource
Causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
Disturbs any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries

Therefore, before impacts and mitigation measures can be identified, the significance of historical resources must be determined. CEQA guidelines define three ways that a property may qualify as a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA review:
If the resource is listed in or determined eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR)
If the resource is included in a local register of historical resources, as defined in Section 5020.1(k) of the PRC or identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Section 5024.1(g) of the PRC unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant
The lead agency determines the resource to be significant as supported by substantial evidence in light of the whole record (CCR, Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Section 15064.5(a))
Each of these ways of qualifying as a historical resource for the purpose of CEQA is related to the eligibility criteria for inclusion in the CRHR (PRC 5020.1(k), 5024.1, 5024.1(g)).
A historical resource may be eligible for inclusion in the CRHR if it:
Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage
Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past 
Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses high artistic values
Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history Properties that area listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places are considered eligible for listing in the CRHR, and thus are significant historical resources for the purpose of CEQA (PRC Section 5024.1(d)(1)).
Public Resources Code §5097.5
California Public Resources Code §5097.5 prohibits excavation or removal of any “vertebrate paleontological site...or any other archaeological, paleontological or historical feature, situated on public lands, except with express permission of the public agency having jurisdiction over such lands.” Public lands are defined to include lands owned by or under the jurisdiction of the state or any city, county, district, authority or public corporation, or any agency thereof. Section 5097.5 states that any unauthorized disturbance or removal of archaeological, historical, or paleontological materials or sites located on public lands is a misdemeanor.
Human Remains
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code states that in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the coroner of the county in which the remains are discovered has determined whether or not the remains are subject to the coroner’s authority. If the human remains are of Native American origin, the coroner must notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours of this identification. The Native American Heritage Commission will identify a Native American Most Likely Descendant (MLD) to inspect the site and provide recommendations for the proper and dignified treatment of the remains and associated grave artifacts.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As noted earlier, the record search conducted in October 4, 2022 (RS 22-380) for an adjacent project site will also be applicable to the current proposed Project. The records search conducted at the SSJVIC (Appendix B) indicated that there are no recorded cultural resources within the Project area or radius that are listed in the National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, the California Points of Historical Interest, California Inventory of Historic Resources, for the California State Historic Landmarks. There have been no recorded cultural resource studies conducted within the Project area. There have been ten cultural resource studies conducted within the one-half mile radius: KE-01072, 01817, 01973, 02022, 03687, 04104, 04646, 04793, 04959, and 05040. There are no recorded resources within the Project area, and one recorded resource within the one-half mile, P-15-020586, an historic era road. 
Subsurface construction activities associated with the proposed Project could potentially damage or destroy previously undiscovered historic resources. This is considered a potentially significant impact; however, implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 will ensure that significant impacts remain less than significant with mitigation incorporation.
Mitigation Measure:
        CUL-1	Should evidence of prehistoric archeological resources be discovered during construction, the contractor shall halt all work within 25 feet of the find and the resource shall be evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If evidence of any archaeological, cultural, and/or historical deposits is found, hand excavation and/or mechanical excavation shall proceed to evaluate the deposits for determination of significance as defined by the CEQA guidelines. The archaeologist shall submit reports, to the satisfaction of the City of Arvin, describing the testing program and subsequent results. These reports shall identify any program mitigation that the project proponent shall complete in order to mitigate archaeological impacts (including resource recovery and/or avoidance testing and analysis, removal, reburial, and curation of archaeological resources).

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The possibility exists that subsurface construction activities may encounter undiscovered archaeological resources. This would be a potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would require inadvertent discovery practices to be implemented should previously undiscovered archeological resources be located.  As such, impacts to undiscovered archeological resources would be less than significant with mitigation incorporation.
Mitigation Measure:
CUL-2
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The Project area consists of agricultural row crops. There are no known or visible cultural or archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains that exist on the surface of the Project area. Therefore, it is determined that the Project has low potential to impact any sensitive resources and no further cultural resources work is required unless Project plans change to include work not currently identified in the Project description. 
Although no cultural or archaeological resources, paleontological resources or human remains have been identified in the Project area (see Appendix B), the possibility exists that such resources or remains may be discovered during Project site preparation, excavation and/or grading activities. Mitigation Measures CUL – 1 and CUL – 2 will be implemented to ensure that Project will result in less than significant impacts with mitigation.
Mitigation Measures: 
[bookmark: _Hlk536629025]CUL – 2	In order to ensure that the proposed Project does not impact buried human remains during project construction, the Project proponent shall be responsible for on-going monitoring of project construction. Prior to the issuance of any grading permit, the Project proponent shall provide the City of Arvin with documentation identifying construction personnel that will be responsible for on-site monitoring. If buried human remains are encountered during construction, further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains shall be halted until the Kern County Coroner is contacted and the coroner has made the determinations and notifications required pursuant to Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5.
If the coroner determines that Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(c) require that he give notice to the Native American Heritage Commission, then such notice shall be given within 24 hours, as required by Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5(c). In that event, the NAHC will conduct the notifications required by Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. Until the consultations described below have been completed, the landowner shall further ensure that the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological standards or practices where Native American human remains are located, is not disturbed by further development activity until the landowner has discussed and conferred with the Most Likely Descendants on all reasonable options regarding the descendants' preferences and treatments, as prescribed by Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(b). The NAHC will mediate any disputes regarding treatment of remains in accordance with Public Resources Code Section 5097.94(k). The landowner shall be entitled to exercise rights established by Public Resources Code Section 5097.98(e) if any of the circumstances established by that provision become applicable.
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VI.  ENERGY
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

	b.	Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|



The impact analyses in this section are based on an Air Quality Health Risk Analysis Greenhouse Gas and Energy Technical Memorandum prepared for the Project by Johnson, Johnson and Miller Air Quality Consulting Services (2023), which is included in Appendix A.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
California’s total energy consumption was second-highest in the nation in 2020, but the per capita energy consumption was less than in all but three other states, due in part to the energy efficiency programs. In 2022, California was the fourth-largest electricity producer in the nation. Renewable resources, including hydroelectric power and small-scale, customer-sited solar power, accounted for 49% of California's in-state electricity generation, natural gas fueled another 42%, while nuclear power supplied almost all the rest. The state was also the nation’s third-largest electricity consumer.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  California Profile Overview. U.S. Energy Information Administration. https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=CA. Accessed September 2023.] 

Energy usage is typically quantified using the British thermal unit (BTU). As a point of reference, the approximately amounts of energy contained in common energy sources are as follows[footnoteRef:19]:  [19:  U.S. Energy Information Administration. Energy Units and Calculators Explained.https://www.eia.gov/energyexplained/units-and-calculators/british-thermal-units.php. Accessed September 2023.] 

	Energy Source
	Conversion

	Motor Gasoline
	120,238 BTUs per gallon

	Natural Gas
	1,039 BTUs per cubic foot

	Electricity
	3,412 BTUs per kilowatt-hour


California energy consumption in 2021 was 7359.4 trillion BTUs, with end-use sector consumption as shown in Table 10 as follows [footnoteRef:20]:  [20:  California Profile Overview. U.S. Energy Information Administration. https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=CA#tabs-2. Accessed September 2023.] 

Table 10
2021 Energy Consumption Estimates by End-Use Sector
	End User
	Energy consumed (in trillions of BTUs)
	Percentage of total consumption

	Residential
	1473.2
	20

	Commercial
	1396.7
	19

	Industrial
	1704.4
	23.2

	Transportation
	2785.1
	37.8

	Total
	7359.4
	--



Total electrical consumption by Kern County in 2021 was approximately 15009.5 GWh[footnoteRef:21], while total Gas consumption was approximately 1866.2 million Therms[footnoteRef:22]. [21:  California Energy Commission. Electricity Consumption by County. http://www.ecdms.energy.ca.gov/elecbycounty.aspx. Accessed September 2023.]  [22:  California Energy Commission. Gas Consumption by County. https://ecdms.energy.ca.gov/gasbycounty.aspx. Accessed September 2023.] 

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) reports that approximately 36.3 million vehicles were registered in the state in 2021, while in 2020 a total estimated 398.9 billion vehicle miles were traveled (VMT).[footnoteRef:23] [23:  Caltrans Facts. 2022. California Transportation Fact Booklet. https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/research-innovation-system-information/documents/caltrans-fact-booklets/2022-caltrans-factsv2-a11y.pdf. Accessed September 2023.] 

The proposed Project would be served with electricity provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). In 2020, approximately 85 percent of the electricity PG&E supplied was from GHG-free sources including nuclear, large hydroelectric, and eligible renewable sources of energy.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E). 2021. Corporate Sustainability Report 2021. Website: https://www.pgecorp.com/corp_responsibility/reports/2021/pf04_renewable_energy.html. Accessed September, 2023.] 



REGULATORY SETTING
California Energy Code (Title 24, Part 6, Building Energy Efficiency Standards)
California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6 comprises the California Energy Code, which was adopted to ensure that building construction, system design and installation achieve energy efficiency. The California Energy Code was first established in 1978 by the CEC in response to a legislative mandate to reduce California’s energy consumption, and apply to energy consumed for heating, cooling, ventilation, water heating, and lighting in new residential and non-residential buildings. The standards are updated periodically to increase the baseline energy efficiency requirements. The 2013 Building Energy Efficiency Standards focus on several key areas to improve the energy efficiency of newly constructed buildings and additions and alterations to existing buildings and include requirements to enable both demand reductions during critical peak periods and future solar electric and thermal system installations. Although it was not originally intended to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, electricity production by fossil fuels results in GHG emissions and energy efficient buildings require less electricity. Therefore, increased energy efficiency results in decreased GHG emissions. 
California Green Building Standards Code (Title 24, Part II, CALGreen)
The California Building Standards Commission adopted the California Green Buildings Standards Code (CALGreen in Part 11 of the Title 24 Building Standards Code) for all new construction statewide on July 17, 2008. Originally a volunteer measure, the code became mandatory in 2010 and the most recent update (2019) will go into effect on January 1, 2020. CALGreen sets targets for energy efficiency, water consumption, dual plumbing systems for potable and recyclable water, diversion of construction waste from landfills, and use of environmentally sensitive materials in construction and design, including eco-friendly flooring, carpeting, paint, coatings, thermal insulation, and acoustical wall and ceiling panels. The 2019 CALGreen Code includes mandatory measures for non-residential development related to site development; water use; weather resistance and moisture management; construction waste reduction, disposal, and recycling; building maintenance and operation; pollutant control; indoor air quality; environmental comfort; and outdoor air quality. Mandatory measures for residential development pertain to green building; planning and design; energy efficiency; water efficiency and conservation; material conservation and resource efficiency; environmental quality; and installer and special inspector qualifications. 
Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act (SB 350)
The Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act (SB 350) was passed by California Governor Brown on October 7, 2015, and establishes new clean energy, clean air, and greenhouse gas reduction goals for the year 2030 and beyond. SB 350 establishes a greenhouse gas reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels for the State of California, further enhancing the ability for the state to meet the goal of reducing greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050. 
Renewable Portfolio Standard (SB 1078 and SB 107)
Established in 2002 under SB 1078, the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) was amended under SB 107 to require accelerated energy reduction goals by requiring that by the year 2010, 20 percent of electricity sales in the state be served by renewable energy resources. In years following its adoption, Executive Order S-14-08 was signed, requiring electricity retail sellers to provide 33 percent of their service loads with renewable energy by the year 2020. In 2011, SB X1-2 was signed, aligning the RPS target with the 33 percent requirement by the year 2020. This new RPS applied to all state electricity retailers, including publicly owned utilities, investor-owned utilities, electrical service providers, and community choice aggregators. All entities included under the RPS were required to adopt the RPS 20 percent by year 2020 reduction goal by the end of 2013, adopt a reduction goal of 25 percent by the end of 2016, and meet the 33 percent reduction goal by the end of 2020. In addition, the Air Resources Board, under Executive Order S-21-09, was required to adopt regulations consistent with these 33 percent renewable energy targets.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
Less Than Significant Impact. This impact addresses the energy consumption from both the short-term construction and long-term operations are discussed separately below.
Construction Energy Demand
Short-Term Construction
Off-Road Equipment
The proposed Project is anticipated to begin construction in the first quarter of 2024 and last approximately 9 to 12 months. For the purposes of estimating emissions and energy consumption, construction was assumed to begin in January 2024 and last for 12 months. Table 11 provides estimates of the Project’s construction fuel consumption from off-road construction equipment for the entire Project, categorized by construction activity.


Table 11
Construction Off-Road Fuel Consumption
	Project Component
	Construction Activity
	Fuel Consumption (gallons)

	Arvin Storage Station
Project Construction
	Site Preparation
	455

	
	Grading
	405

	
	Building Construction
	9,091

	
	Paving
	413

	
	Architectural Coating
	53

	Total from Project Construction
	10,417

	Note:
Source: Energy Consumption Calculations (Attachment C of Appendix A).


As shown in Table 11, off-road construction equipment usage associated with the proposed Project would be estimated to consume approximately 10,417 gallons of diesel fuel over the entire construction period. There are no unusual Project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the state. 
On-Road Vehicles
On-road vehicles for construction workers, vendors, and haulers would require fuel for travel to and from the site during construction. Table 12 provides an estimate of the total on-road vehicle fuel usage during construction.
Table 12
Construction On-Road Fuel Consumption
	Project Component
	Construction Activity
	Fuel Consumption (gallons)

	Arvin Storage Station
Project Construction
	Site Preparation
	57

	
	Grading
	2,133

	
	Building Construction
	5,688

	
	Paving
	223

	
	Architectural Coating
	117

	Total from Project Construction
	8,218

	Note:
Energy Consumption Calculations (Attachment C of Appendix A). 


As shown in Table 12, construction trips are estimated to consume approximately 8,218 gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel combined. There are no unusual project characteristics that would necessitate the use of construction equipment that would be less energy efficient than at comparable construction sites in other parts of the City of Arvin or the larger Kern County area. 
Therefore, it is expected that construction fuel consumption associated with the proposed Project would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than at other construction sites in the region, and as such, impacts would be less than significant.
Long-Term Energy Demand
Building Energy Demand
[bookmark: _Toc255703]As shown in Table 13 and Table 14, the proposed Project is estimated to demand 873,620 kilowatt-hours (kWh) of electricity and 430,338 kilo-British Thermal Units (kBTU) of natural gas, respectively, on an annual basis. The proposed Project would be built according to code and would be subject to the latest building standards in effect at the time that building permits are issued. Solar is anticipated to be added at a later date.
Table 13
Long-Term Electricity Usage
	Land Use
	Total Electricity Demand
(kWh/year)

	Storage Space
	776,703

	Office Building
	26,166

	Parking Lot
	70,751

	Total Project
	873,620

	Notes:
kWh = kilowatt hour
The estimates above represent total estimated electricity consumption on an annual basis from operations of the proposed Project.
Source: Energy Consumption Calculations (Attachment C of Appendix A).


[bookmark: _Ref84560853][bookmark: _Toc255704][bookmark: _Toc36537498]
[bookmark: _Ref85093825]Table 14
Long-Term Natural Gas Usage
	Land Use
	Total Natural Gas Demand
(kBTU/year)

	Storage Space
	385,766

	Office Building
	44,572

	Parking Lot
	0

	Total Project
	430,338

	Notes:
DU = Dwelling Units
kBTU = 1,000 British Thermal Units
Source: Energy Consumption Calculations (Attachment C of Appendix A).


Buildings and infrastructure constructed pursuant to the proposed Project would comply with the versions of CCR Titles 20 and 24, including California Green Building Standards (CALGreen), that are applicable at the time that building permits are issued. The proposed Project would only utilize natural gas in the office building. The proposed Project is estimated to demand 873,620 kWh of electricity per year and 430,338 kBTU of natural gas per year (see Table 13 and Table 14). This would represent an increase in demand for electricity and natural gas. It should be noted that the electricity consumption estimate was prepared assuming compliance with existing rules and regulations and may not fully reflect Project design features that could further reduce the proposed Project energy demand. 
It would be expected that building energy consumption associated with the proposed Project would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than for any other similar buildings in the region. Current state regulatory requirements for new building construction contained in the CALGreen and Title 24 standards would increase energy efficiency and reduce energy demand in comparison to existing commercial and residential structures, and therefore would reduce actual environmental effects associated with energy use from the proposed Project. Additionally, the CALGreen and Title 24 standards have increased efficiency standards through each update. The proposed Project would be built in accordance with regulations in effect at the time building permits are issues and would generate on-site renewable energy from inclusion of solar panels at a later date.  
Therefore, while the proposed Project would result in increased electricity demand, the electricity would be consumed more efficiently and would be typical of other storage projects. If buildout of the Project is delayed, compliance with future building code standards would result in increased energy efficiency.
Based on the above information, the proposed Project would not result in the inefficient or wasteful consumption of electricity or natural gas, and impacts would be less than significant.
Transportation Energy Demand
The daily vehicular fuel consumption is estimated to be 97.7 gallons of gasoline and diesel fuel combined. Annual consumption is estimated at 35,638 gallons (see Table 15 and Appendix A). 


Table 15
Long-Term Operational Vehicle Fuel Consumption
	Vehicle Type
	Percent of Vehicle Trips
	Daily VMT
	Annual VMT
	Average Fuel Economy
(miles/ gallon)1
	Total Daily Fuel Consumption (gallons)
	Total Annual Fuel Consumption (gallons)

	Passenger Cars (LDA)
	43.48
	892
	325,729
	29.51
	30.2
	11,036

	Light Trucks and Medium Duty Vehicles (LDT1, LDT2, MDV)
	43.79
	899
	328,051
	22.11
	40.7
	14,841

	Light-Heavy to Medium-Heavy Diesel Trucks (LHD1, LHD2, and MHDT)
	6.39
	131
	47,893
	11.16
	11.8
	4,293

	Heavy-Heavy Diesel Trucks (HHDT)
	3.55
	73
	26,622
	6.09
	12.0
	4,368

	Motorcycles (MCY)
	2.08
	43
	15,591
	41.40
	1.0
	377

	Other (OBUS, UBUS, SBUS, MH)
	0.69
	14
	5,201
	7.19
	2.0
	723

	Total
	100.0
	2,052
	749,087
	—
	97.7
	35,638

	Notes:
Percent of Vehicle Trips and VMT based on values in the Project-specific CalEEMod output files.
“Other” consists of buses and motor homes.
VMT = vehicle miles traveled
Source: Energy Consumption Calculations (Attachment C of Appendix A).


The proposed Project would constitute development within an established community and would not be opening a new geographical area for development such that it would draw mostly new trips or substantially lengthen existing trips. The proposed Project would be well-positioned to accommodate an existing population and anticipated growth in the City of Arvin. The Project is located adjacent to existing residential development to the east. In addition, vehicles accessing the Project site would be typical of other business uses in the region. For these reasons, it would be expected that vehicular fuel consumption associated with the proposed Project would not be any more inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary than for any other similar land use activities in the region, and impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
Less Than Significant Impact. The City’s General Plan includes strategies to promote energy efficiency in development in the City of Arvin. These General Plan policies require City action and are not applicable at the individual project level. However, the proposed Project would not impede or conflict with any of the energy strategies outlined in the General Plan due to compliance with all local rules and regulations. The proposed Project would comply with the versions of CCR Titles 20 and 24, including CALGreen, that are applicable at the time that building permits are issued and with all applicable City measures Part 11, Chapter 4 and 5, of the State’s Title 24 energy efficiency standards establishes mandatory measures for residential and nonresidential buildings. Examples of these mandatory measure include solar, electric vehicle (EV) charging infrastructure, bicycle parking, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, and material conservation and resource efficiency. The proposed Project would be required to comply with mandatory measures; specifically, the project would comply with mandatory measures for non-residential development. Where applicable, the Project would comply with more stringent local regulations. 
In addition, the proposed Project would constitute development within an established community and would not be opening a new geographical area for development such that it would draw mostly new trips, or substantially lengthen existing trips. The proposed Project would be well positioned to accommodate existing population. The Project is located at the southwestern edge of the City of Arvin.  The area to the east, southeast and northeast of the Project site are primarily residences, with most of the City of Arvin over one (1) mile to the northeast. The rest of the Project is surrounded by farmland with a few scattered rural residences. The Project would provide connectivity within the Project site and to adjacent uses.  Compliance with these aforementioned mandatory measures and Project design features would ensure that the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing energy use or increasing the use of renewable energy. Therefore, operational energy efficiency and renewable energy standards consistency impacts would be less than significant.
For the above reasons, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency, and impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

	[bookmark: _Toc130649085]VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
	i.	Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		ii.	Strong seismic ground shaking?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		iii.	Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		iv.	Landslides?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	b.	Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

	d.	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the most recently adopted Uniform Building Code creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	e.	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?  
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	f.	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is in the San Joaquin Valley which is one of the two large valleys comprising the Great Valley Geomorphic Province. The sediment layer in the Arvin area is approximately 4,800 ft. thick and consists of stratified sandstone, conglomerates, and shale. [footnoteRef:25] A search of the Web Soil Survey by the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service indicates that the Project site is 100% categorized as 201 – Hesperia sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, well drained, and very low runoff. The depth to water table is more than 80 inches.[footnoteRef:26] A brief discussion of the likelihood of seismic activities to occur in or affect Arvin is provided below.  [25:  City of Arvin. (2019) City of Arvin General Plan Update Safety Element. Accessed on September, 2023. https://arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/180/February-2019-General-Plan-Part-1-of-3-PDF ]  [26:  United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service. Web Soil Survey. Accessed on September, 2023, https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx ] 

Faulting
According to the General Plan, there are no known active faults within or near city limits and seismic hazard mapping indicates that the city, inclusive of the Project site, has low seismic hazard potential. The City of Arvin and surrounding areas are located in an Earthquake Fault Zone, while the nearest Alquist-Priolo Faults to the city of Arvin include the White Wolf Fault and Edison Fault, which are respectively located three miles south and eight miles north of Arvin (Figure 11). [footnoteRef:27] With the proximity to these faults, the city is likely to experience hazards associated with faulting such as ground shaking.  [27:  California Department of Conservation. Alquist-Priolo Site Investigation Reports. Accessed on September 2023, https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/index.html ] 

Figure 11



Ground Shaking
The 2020 Kern County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) assessed a possible probability and critical impact for earthquake hazards, listing earthquake as a high priority hazard category in the city of Arvin.[footnoteRef:28] The HMP identified that the city has exposure to strong, very strong, and severe Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) classes. The Project site is located in an area categorized with exposure to strong ground shaking. Ground shaking can induce secondary seismic hazards such as liquefaction, lateral spreading, subsidence, ground fissuring, and landslides.  [28:  Kern County Fire Department Office of Emergency Services. (2020). County of Kern Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. Accessed on September 2023. https://mitigatehazards.com/county-of-kern/kern-hmp-docs/.] 

Secondary Seismic Hazards
According to the Arvin General Plan Safety Element, liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslide, slope failure, and seismic seiches are unlikely to occur in Arvin. The limited occurrences are confirmed by the MJHP as well as the California Geological Survey.[footnoteRef:29]  [29:  California Geological Survey. Earthquake Hazards Zone Application. Accessed on September 2023. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/.] 

California Building Code 
The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 is assigned to the California Building Standards Commission, which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building standards. The California Building Code incorporates by reference the International Building Code with necessary California amendments. About one-third of the text within the California Building Standards Code has been tailored for California earthquake conditions. Construction within the city of Arvin is governed by the seismic safety standards of Chapter 16 of the Code. These standards are applicable to all new buildings and are required to provide the necessary safety from earthquake related effected emanating from fault activity.  
General Plan
The Arvin General Plan Safety Element identifies several goals and policies to reduce the risk of geologic and seismic hazards. Some applicable policies are as follows:
Goal SAF-2. A community protected from loss of life or injury and damage to property due to geologic and seismic hazards. 
Policy SAF-2.1: Continue to incorporate geotechnical hazard data in future land use decision-making, site design, and construction standards.
Policy SAF-2.2: Adopt the latest version of the building codes adopted by the State of California and ensure implementation in all new construction and renovations.
Policy SAF-2.3: Require site-specific soils and/or geologic reports for development in areas where potentially serious geologic risk exist.
Policy SAF-2.4: Monitor and enforce mitigation measures to reduce risks for projects where seismic and geologic hazards can be mitigated and prohibit development in areas where seismic and geologic hazards cannot be mitigated.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a-i.  Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.
Less Than Significant Impact. There are no known active earthquake faults within Arvin (inclusive of the Project site). The proposed development will be required to adhere to the Arvin General Plan Safety Element which identifies several goals and policies to reduce the risk of geologic and seismic hazards. Thus, the Project would not cause rupture of a known earthquake fault and therefore, would have less than significant impact.
a-ii. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located in an area categorized with exposure to strong ground shaking per the Modified Mercalli Intensity (MMI) scale, which could cause slight damage in buildings such as fallen plaster.[footnoteRef:30] Future development of the Project site would be required to comply with current seismic protection standards in the California Building Code which would significantly limit potential damage to structures and thereby reduce potential impacts including the risk of loss, injury, or death. Compliance with the California Building Code would ensure a less than significant impact. [30:  U.S. Geological Survey. The Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale. Accessed on September 2023. https://www.usgs.gov/programs/earthquake-hazards/modified-mercalli-intensity-scale ] 

a-iii. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
Less Than Significant Impact. Ground shaking can induce secondary seismic hazards such as liquefaction. According to the Arvin General Plan Safety Element, liquefaction is unlikely to occur in Arvin. The Project site is not within or near a liquefaction zone identified by the California Geological Survey. There are also no geologic hazards or unstable soil conditions known to exist on the Project site. The site is relatively flat with stable soils and no apparent unique or significant landforms. For this reason, liquefaction or seismically induced settlement or bearing loss is considered unlikely, even if there should be a substantial increase in ground water level. Lastly, site development would be required to comply with the City’s grading and drainage standards which would further reduce the likelihood of settlement or bearing loss. For these reasons, the Project does not have any aspect that could result in seismic-related ground failure including liquefaction and a less than significant impact would occur because of the Project.  
a-iv. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving landslides?
No Impact. The topography of the Project site is relatively flat with stable, native soils, and the site is not in the immediate vicinity of rivers or creeks that would be more susceptible to landslides. In addition, the Project does not have any aspect that could result in landslides. Therefore, no impact would occur because of the Project. 
Mitigation Measures:
None Required. 
b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with up to 600 storage units, an office, parking spaces, and associated lighting, landscaping, and improvements on an approximately 3.54-acre site. The proposed Project site has a generally flat topography. During construction, nuisance flow caused by minor rain could flow off-site. The likelihood of erosion occurring during construction would be reduced through site grading and surfacing, which would be subject to review and approval by the City for compliance with applicable standards. The likelihood of erosion would be further reduced through compliance with regulations set by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). Namely, the SWRCB requires sites larger than one (1) acre to comply with the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (i.e., General Permit Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ). The General Permit requires the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD). The SWPPP estimates the sediment risk associated with construction activities and includes best management practices (BMP) to control erosion. BMPs specific to erosion control cover erosion, sediment, tracking, and waste management controls. Implementation of the SWPPP minimizes the potential for the Project to result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. With these provisions in place, impacts to soil and topsoil by the Project would be considered less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None Required. 
c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the	project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or	collapse?
Less Than Significant Impact. Ground subsidence is the settling or sinking of surface soil deposits with little or no horizontal motion. Soils with high silt or clay content are subject to subsidence. Subsidence typically occurs in areas with groundwater withdrawal or oil or natural gas extraction. 
The Project site is within the Oil and Gas Field Boundary as identified by the California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM). According to CalGEM Well Finder, there are no oil/gas wells on the site.[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Well Finder, Geologic Energy Management Division, California Department of Conservation. Accessed on September 2023. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/doggr/wellfinder/ ] 

Further, the topography of the site is relatively flat with stable, native soils and no apparent unique or significant landforms. Site development would be required to comply with current seismic protection standards in the California Building Code which would significantly limit potential seismic-related hazards such as landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Compliance with the California Building Code would ensure a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None Required. 

d.	Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the most recently adopted Uniform Building Code creating substantial risks to life or property?
Less Than Significant Impact. As described in Responses (a.iii) and (a.iv) above, the proposed Project would not require a substantial grade change or change in topography. See Responses (c) and (a-ii). The site is not located on expansive soil. The impact is less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None Required. 
e.	Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water? 
No Impact. The proposed Project is within the City limits and will be required to connect to City wastewater services and does not include the installation of a new septic tank system. There is no impact. 
Mitigation Measures:
None Required. 
f.	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As discussed in the Cultural Resources section above, there are no known paleontological resources or unique geological features known to the City on this site. In addition, the Project site is previously disturbed with construction. Nevertheless, there is some possibility that a non-visible, buried site may exist and may be uncovered during ground disturbing construction activities which would constitute a significant impact. To further assure future development does not result in significant impacts to any potential resources, the Project shall incorporate Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 as described in Section V. Therefore, if any paleontological resources or geologic features were discovered, implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would reduce the Project’s impact to less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
CUL-1 and CUL-2.


	[bookmark: _Toc130649086]VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	b.	Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|



The impact analyses in this section are based on an Air Quality Health Risk Analysis Greenhouse Gas and Energy Technical Memorandum prepared for the Project by Johnson, Johnson and Miller Air Quality Consulting Services (2023), which is included in Appendix A.
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING  
Greenhouse Gases
Greenhouse gases and climate change are cumulative global issues. The CARB and EPA regulate GHG emissions within the State of California and the U.S., respectively. Meanwhile, the CARB has the primary regulatory responsibility within California for GHG emissions. Local agencies can also adopt policies for GHG emission reduction.
Many chemical compounds in the Earth’s atmosphere act as GHGs as they absorb and emit radiation within the thermal infrared range. When radiation from the sun reaches the Earth’s surface, some of it is reflected into the atmosphere as infrared radiation (heat). Greenhouse gases absorb this infrared radiation and trap the heat in the atmosphere. Over time, the amount of energy from the sun to the Earth’s surface should be approximately equal to the amount of energy radiated back into space, leaving the temperature of the earth’s surface roughly constant. Many gases exhibit these “greenhouse” properties. Some of them occur in nature (water vapor, carbon dioxide [CO2], methane [CH4], and nitrous oxide [N2O]), while others are exclusively human made (like gases used for aerosols).
The principal climate change gases resulting from human activity that enter and accumulate in the atmosphere are listed below.
Carbon Dioxide. Carbon dioxide enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and chemical reactions (e.g., the manufacture of cement). Carbon dioxide is also removed from the atmosphere (or “sequestered”) when it is absorbed by plants as part of the biological carbon cycle.
Methane. Methane is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane emissions also result from livestock and agricultural practices and the decay of organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills.
Nitrous Oxide. Nitrous oxide is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste.
Fluorinated Gases. Hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorinated chemicals, and sulfur hexafluoride are synthetic, powerful climate-change gases that are emitted from a variety of industrial processes. Fluorinated gases are often used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances (i.e., chlorofluorocarbons, hydrochlorofluorocarbons, and halons). These gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they are potent climate-change gases, they are sometimes referred to as high global warming potential gases.
Emissions Inventories and Trends
According to the CARB’s recent GHG inventory for the State, released 2021, California produced 418.2 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e) in 2019. The major source of GHGs in California is transportation, contributing approximately 39.7 percent of the state’s total GHG emissions in 2019.[footnoteRef:32] This puts total emissions at 12.8 MMTCO2e below the 2020 target of 431 million metric tons. California statewide GHG emissions dropped below the 2020 GHG limit in 2016 and have remained below the 2020 GHG limit since then. [32:  California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2021. California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2019. Website: https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/pubs/reports/2000_2019/ghg_inventory_trends_00-19.pdf.  Accessed. July 29, 2023.] 

Potential Environmental Impacts
For California, climate change in the form of warming has the potential to incur and exacerbate environmental impacts, including but not limited to changes to precipitation and runoff patterns, increased agricultural demand for water, inundation of low-lying coastal areas by sea-level rise, and increased incidents and severity of wildfire events. Cooling of the climate may have the opposite effects. Although certain environmental effects are widely accepted to be a potential hazard to certain locations, such as rising sea level for low-lying coastal areas, it is currently infeasible to predict all environmental effects of climate change on any one location.
Emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change are attributable in large part to human activities associated with the industrial and manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural sectors. Therefore, the cumulative global emissions of GHGs contributing to global climate change can be attributed to every nation, region, and city, and virtually every individual on Earth. A project’s GHG emissions are at a micro-scale relative to global emissions but could result in a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to a significant cumulative macroscale impact.
Regulatory Requirements
California has adopted statewide legislation addressing various aspects of climate change and GHG emissions mitigation. Much of this legislation establishes a broad framework for the state’s long-term GHG reduction and climate change adaptation program. The governor has also issued several executive orders (EOs) related to the state’s evolving climate change policy. Of particular importance are AB 32 and SB 32, which outline the state’s GHG reduction goals of achieving 1990 emissions levels by 2020 and a 40 percent reduction below 1990 emissions levels by 2030.
In the absence of federal regulations, control of GHGs is generally regulated at the state level and is typically approached by setting emission reduction targets for existing sources of GHGs, setting policies to promote renewable energy and increase energy efficiency, and developing statewide action plans.
CEQA Guidelines
The CEQA Guidelines define a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in the environment.” To determine if a project would have a significant impact on GHGs, the type, level, and impact of emissions generated by the project must be evaluated.
The following GHG significance thresholds are contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, which were amendments adopted into the Guidelines on March 18, 2010, pursuant to SB 97. A significant impact would occur if the project would:
• Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the	environment; or
• Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of	reducing the emissions of GHGs.

THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
The SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA presents a tiered approach to analyzing project significance with respect to GHG emissions. Project GHG emissions are considered less than significant if they can meet any of the following conditions, evaluated in the order presented:
• Project is exempt from CEQA requirements;
• Project complies with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program;
• Project implements Best Performance Standards (BPS); or
• Project demonstrates that specific GHG emissions would be reduced or mitigated by at least 29 percent compared to Business-as-Usual (BAU), including GHG emission reductions achieved	since the 2002-2004 baseline period.
Project-level Thresholds
Section 15064.4(b) of the CEQA Guidelines’ amendments for GHG emissions states that a lead agency may take into account the following three considerations in assessing the significance of impacts from GHG emissions.
• Consideration #1: The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting.
• Consideration #2: Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to the project.
• Consideration #3: The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. Such regulations or requirements must be adopted by the relevant public agency through a public review process and must include specific requirements that reduce or mitigate the project’s incremental contribution of GHG emissions. If there is substantial evidence that the possible effects of a particular project are still cumulatively considerable notwithstanding compliance with the adopted regulations or requirements, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared for the project.


Newhall Ranch
In the California Supreme Court decision in the Center for Biological Diversity et al. vs. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, the Newhall Land and Farming Company (62 Cal.4th 204 [2015], and known as the Newhall Ranch decision), the Supreme Court was concerned that new development may need to reduce GHG emissions more than existing development to demonstrate it is meeting its fair share of reductions. New development does more than its fair share through compliance with enhanced regulations, particularly with respect to motor vehicles, energy efficiency, and electricity generation. If no additional reductions are required from an individual project beyond that achieved by regulations, then the amount needed to reach the 2020 target is the amount of GHG emissions a project must reduce to comply with Statewide goals.
The State’s regulatory program implementing the 2008 Scoping Plan is now fully mature. All regulations envisioned in the Scoping Plan have been adopted by the responsible agencies and the effectiveness of those regulations have been estimated by the agencies during the adoption process and then are tracked to verify their effectiveness after implementation. The Governor Brown, in the introduction to Executive Order B-30-15, states “California is on track to meet or exceed the current target of reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as established in the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32).” The progress was evident in emission inventories prepared by CARB, which showed that the State inventory dropped below 1990 levels for the first time in 2016.[footnoteRef:33] The State projects that it will meet the 2020 target and achieve continued progress towards meeting the 2017 Scoping Plan target for 2030.[footnoteRef:34] CARB adopted the 2022 Scoping Plan on December 16, 2022 that addresses long-term GHG goals set forth by AB 1279.[footnoteRef:35]  The 2022 Scoping Plan outlines the State’s pathway to achieve carbon neutrality and an 85 percent reduction in 1990 emissions goal by 2045. In the 2022 Scoping Plan, CARB advocates for compliance with a local GHG reduction strategy consistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15183.5. [33:  California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2018. Climate Pollutants Fall Below 1990 Levels for the First Time. Website:
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/news/climate‐pollutants‐fall‐below‐1990‐levelsfirst‐time. Accessed July 29, 2023.]  [34:   California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2017. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update, the Proposed Strategy for Achieving California’s 2030 Greenhouse Gas Target. January 17, 2017. Website: https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2030sp_pp_final.pdf.  Accessed July 23, 2023.]  [35:   The Final 2022 Scoping Plan was released on November 16, 2022 and adopted by CARB on December 16, 2022.  ] 

 GHG Threshold Applied in the Analysis
The City of Arvin has not adopted a GHG reduction plan. In addition, the City has not completed the GHG inventory, benchmarking, or goal‐setting process required to identify a reduction target and take advantage of the streamlining provisions contained in the CEQA Guidelines amendments adopted for SB 97 and clarifications provided in the CEQA Guidelines amendments adopted on December 28, 2018. In the absence of an adopted numeric GHG emissions threshold consistent with the State’s 2030 target, the project’s GHG emissions impact determination is based on the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. The Project’s GHG emissions are provided for informational
purposes only.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project may contribute to climate change impacts through its contribution of GHGs. The proposed Project would generate a variety of GHGs during construction and operations, including several defined by AB 32, such as CO2, CH4, and N2O from the exhaust of equipment during construction and on-road vehicle trips during construction and operations.
In the absence of an adopted numeric GHG emissions threshold consistent with the State’s 2030 target, the GHG emissions impact determination is based on the extent to which the proposed Project complies with regulations or requirements adopted to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. The Project’s GHG emissions are provided for informational purposes only.
Quantification of Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Informational Purposes
Construction Emissions
Construction emissions would be generated from the exhaust of construction equipment, material delivery trips, haul truck trips, and worker commuter trips. Detailed construction assumptions are provided in Modeling Parameters and Assumptions section of this technical memorandum. Construction-generated GHGs were quantified and are disclosed in Attachment A of Appendix A. MTCO2e emissions during construction of the Project are summarized below in Table 16.
Table 16
Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	Project Construction (2024-2026)
	MTCO2e per year

	Site Preparation
	13

	Grading
	33

	Building Construction 
	309

	Paving
	13

	Architectural Coating
	2

	Total Construction MTCO2e
	370

	Emissions Amortized Over 30 Years1
	12.3

	Notes:
MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent
1 Construction GHG emissions are amortized over the 30-year lifetime of the project.
Source: CalEEMod Output (Attachment A of Appendix A)



During the construction of the proposed Project, approximately 370 MTCO2e would be emitted. Neither the City of Arvin nor the SJVAPCD have an adopted threshold of significance for construction related GHG emissions. Because impacts from construction activities occur over a relatively short-term period, they contribute a relatively small portion of the overall lifetime project GHG emissions. In addition, GHG emission reduction measures for construction equipment are relatively limited. Therefore, a standard practice is to amortize construction emissions over the anticipated lifetime of a project so that GHG reduction measures will address construction GHG emissions as part of the operational GHG reduction strategies. However, emissions were quantified for informational purposes only. The total emissions generated during construction were amortized based on the life of the development (30 years) and added to the operational emissions to determine the total emissions from the Project, as shown below.
Operational Emissions
Operational or long‐term emissions occur over the life of a project. The operational emissions for the proposed Project are shown in Table 17. Sources for operational emissions include the following:
• Motor Vehicles: These emissions refer to GHG emissions contained in the exhaust from the cars and trucks that would travel to and from the Project site. As described in the traffic study prepared for the proposed Project, the storage project is expected to generate 105 average daily trips.[footnoteRef:36] Additional office trips were included in the modeling used to estimate emissions.  [36:  Ruettgers & Schuler Civil Engineers. 2023. Trip Generation Analysis for The Storage Station Project at the Northwest Corner of El Camino Real & South Comanche Drive in Arvin, CA. August 15. Appendix C] 

• Natural Gas: These emissions refer to the GHG emissions that occur when natural gas is burned on the Project site. Natural gas uses could include heating water, space heating, dryers, stoves, or other uses.
• Indirect Electricity: These emissions refer to those generated by offsite power plants to supply electricity required for the Project.
• Water Transport: These emissions refer to those generated by the electricity required to transport and treat the water to be used on the Project site.
• Waste: These emissions refer to the GHG emissions produced by decomposing waste generated by the Project.
Detailed modeling results and more information regarding assumptions used to estimate emissions are provided in Attachment A of Appendix A. Operational emissions are shown in Table 17.
Table 17
Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Project Buildout 
	Source Category
	Project Total Buildout Year (MTCO2e/year)

	Area 
	1.1

	Energy Consumption 
	105

	Mobile (On-road Vehicles) 
	319

	Solid Waste Generation 
	22

	Water Usage 
	29

	Refrigerant
	< 0.1

	Amortized Construction Emissions 
	12.3

	Total 
	488.4


As previously noted, the Project’s estimated emissions were estimated for disclosure purposes. However, significance for GHG emissions is analyzed by assessing the Project’s compliance with Consideration No. 3 regarding consistency with adopted plans to reduce GHG emissions. As discussed in detail below, the Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted to reduce the emissions of GHGs. As such, the proposed Project’s generation of GHG emissions would not result in a significant impact on the environment.
Impact Analysis (Project’s Compliance with Consideration No. 3 Regarding Consistency with Adopted Plans to Reduce GHG Emissions)
The following analysis assesses the Project’s compliance with Consideration No. 3 regarding consistency with adopted plans to reduce GHG emissions. As discussed above, the City of Arvin has not adopted a GHG reduction plan. In addition, the City has not completed the GHG inventory, benchmarking, or goal‐setting process required to identify a reduction target and take advantage of the streamlining provisions contained in the CEQA Guidelines amendments adopted for SB 97 and clarifications provided in the CEQA Guidelines amendments adopted on December 28, 2018. The SJVAPCD has adopted a Climate Action Plan, but it does not contain measures that are applicable to the Project. Therefore, the SJVAPCD Climate Action Plan cannot be applied to the Project. Since no other local or regional Climate Action Plan is in place, the Project is assessed for its consistency with CARB’s adopted 2008, 2017 and 2022 Scoping Plans.
This would be achieved with an assessment of the proposed Project’s compliance with Scoping Plan measures contained in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update and addressing the Project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan.
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Estimation Summary and Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis
Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis
The following analysis assesses the proposed project’s compliance with Consideration No. 3 regarding consistency with adopted plans to reduce GHG emissions. The proposed Project is assessed for its consistency with CARB’s adopted Scoping Plans. This would be achieved with an assessment of the proposed project’s compliance with Scoping Plan measures contained in the 2017 Scoping Plan Update and addressing the Project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan.
Consistency with SB 32
The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update (2017 Scoping Plan) includes the strategy that the State intends to pursue to achieve the 2030 targets of Executive Order S‐3‐05 and SB 32. The 2017 Scoping Plan includes the following summary of its overall strategy for reaching the 2030 target:
• SB 350
o Achieve 50 percent Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) by 2030.
o Doubling of energy efficiency savings by 2030.
• Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS)
o Increased stringency (reducing carbon intensity 18 percent by 2030, up from 10 percent in 2020).
• Mobile Source Strategy (Cleaner Technology and Fuels Scenario)
o Maintaining existing GHG standards for light‐ and heavy‐duty vehicles.
o Put 4.2 million zero‐emission vehicles (ZEVs) on the roads.
o Increase ZEV buses, delivery and other trucks.
• Sustainable Freight Action Plan
o Improve freight system efficiency.
o Maximize use of near‐zero emission vehicles and equipment powered by renewable energy.
o Deploy over 100,000 zero‐emission trucks and equipment by 2030.
• Short‐Lived Climate Pollutant (SLCP) Reduction Strategy
o Reduce emissions of methane and hydrofluorocarbons 40 percent below 2013 levels by 2030.
o Reduce emissions of black carbon 50 percent below 2013 levels by 2030.
• SB 375 Sustainable Communities Strategies
o Increased stringency of 2035 targets.
• Post‐2020 Cap‐and‐Trade Program
o Declining caps, continued linkage with Québec, and linkage to Ontario, Canada.
o CARB will look for opportunities to strengthen the program to support more air quality co-benefits, including specific program design elements. In Fall 2016, CARB staff described potential future amendments including reducing the offset usage limit, redesigning the allocation strategy to reduce free allocation to support increased technology and energy investment at covered entities and reducing allocation if the covered entity increases criteria or toxics emissions over some baseline.
• By 2018, develop Integrated Natural and Working Lands Action Plan to secure California’s land base as a net carbon sink.
Table 18 provides an analysis of the proposed Project’s consistency with the 2017 Scoping Plan Update measures.
Table 18
Consistency with SB 32 2017 Scoping Plan Update
	Scoping Plan Measure
	Project Consistency

	SB 350 50% Renewable Mandate. Utilities subject to the legislation will be required to increase their renewable energy mix from 33% in 2020 to 50% in 2030. This has been increased to 60%.  
	Consistent: The project will purchase electricity from a utility subject to the SB 350 Renewable Mandate SB 100 Renewable Mandate. SB 100 revised the Renewable Portfolio Standard goals to achieve the 50 percent renewable resources target by December 31, 2026, and to achieve a 60 percent target by December 31, 2030. The specific provider for the City of Arvin and the proposed project is Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E). 

	SB 350 Double Building Energy Efficiency by 2030. This is equivalent to a 20 percent reduction from 2014 building energy usage compared to current projected 2030 levels.
	Not Applicable. This measure applies to existing buildings. New structures are required to comply with Title 24 Energy Efficiency Standards that are expected to increase in stringency over time.  

	Low Carbon Fuel Standard. This measure requires fuel providers to meet an 18 percent reduction in carbon content by 2030.
	Consistent. Vehicles accessing the project site will use fuel containing lower carbon content as the fuel standard is implemented.

	Mobile Source Strategy (Cleaner Technology and Fuels Scenario). Vehicle manufacturers will be required to meet existing regulations mandated by the LEV III and Heavy‐Duty Vehicle programs. The strategy includes a goal of having 4.2 million ZEVs on the road by 2030 and increasing numbers of ZEV trucks and buses.
	Consistent. The project consists of Storage Unit development and would not engage in vehicle manufacturing; however, vehicles would access the project site during project operations.  Future project customers and other visitors can be expected to purchase increasing numbers of more fuel efficient and zero emission cars and trucks each year. Storage Unit deliveries will be made by increasing numbers of ZEV delivery trucks.

	Sustainable Freight Action Plan. The plan’s target is to improve freight system efficiency 25 percent by increasing the value of goods and services produced from the freight sector, relative to the amount of carbon that it produces by 2030. This would be achieved by deploying over 100,000 freight vehicles and equipment capable of zero emission operation and maximize near‐zero emission freight vehicles and equipment powered by renewable energy by 2030.
	Not Applicable. The measure applies to owners and operators of trucks and freight operations. However, deliveries that would be made to the future Storage Unit development are expected to be made by increasing number of ZEV delivery trucks.

	Short‐Lived Climate Pollutant (SLCP) Reduction Strategy. The strategy requires the reduction of SLCPs by 40 percent from 2013 levels by 2030 and the reduction of black carbon by 50 percent from 2013 levels by 2030.
	Consistent.  Sources of black carbon are already regulated by the CARB and air district criteria pollutant and toxic regulations that control fine particulate emissions from diesel engines and other combustion sources.

	SB 375 Sustainable Communities Strategies. Requires Regional Transportation Plans to include a sustainable communities strategy for reduction of per capita vehicle miles traveled.
	Not Applicable. The project does not consist of a proposed regional transportation plan; therefore, this measure is not applicable to the proposed project.  

	Post‐2020 Cap‐and‐Trade Program. The Post 2020 Cap‐and‐Trade Program continues the existing program for another 10 years. The Cap‐and‐Trade Program applies to large industrial sources such as power plants, refineries, and cement manufacturers.
	Consistent. The post‐2020 Cap‐and‐Trade Program indirectly affects people who use the products and services produced by the regulated industrial sources when increased cost of products or services (such as electricity and fuel) are transferred to the consumers. The Cap‐and‐Trade Program covers the GHG emissions associated with electricity consumed in California, whether generated in‐state or imported. Accordingly, GHG emissions associated with CEQA projects’ electricity usage are covered by the Cap-and‐Trade Program. The Cap‐and‐Trade Program also covers fuel suppliers (natural gas and propane fuel providers and transportation fuel providers) to address emissions from such fuels and from combustion of other fossil fuels not directly covered at large sources in the program’s first compliance period.

	Natural and Working Lands Action Plan. The CARB is working in coordination with several other agencies at the federal, state, and local levels, stakeholders, and with the public, to develop measures as outlined in the Scoping Plan Update and the governor’s Executive Order B‐30‐15 to reduce GHG emissions and to cultivate net carbon sequestration potential for California’s natural and working land.
	Not Applicable. The project consists of a storage unit facility development and will not be considered natural or working lands.

	Source: California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2017. The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan Update. January 20. Website: https://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/2030sp_pp_final.pdf.  Accessed August 2023.



Regarding goals for 2050 under Executive Order S‐3‐05, at this time it is not possible to quantify the emissions savings from future regulatory measures with any level of certainty, as they have not yet been developed; nevertheless, it can be anticipated that operation of the proposed Project would comply with any measures enacted that state lawmakers decide would lead to an 80 percent reduction below 1990 levels by 2050. In its 2008 Scoping Plan, CARB acknowledged that the “measures needed to meet the 2050 are too far in the future to define in detail.”
In the First Scoping Plan Update; however, CARB generally described the type of activities required to achieve the 2050 target: “energy demand reduction through efficiency and activity changes; large scale electrification of on‐road vehicles, buildings, and industrial machinery; decarbonizing electricity and fuel supplies; and rapid market penetration of efficiency and clean energy technologies that requires significant efforts to deploy and scale markets for the cleanest technologies immediately.” The 2017 Scoping Plan provides an intermediate target that is intended to achieve reasonable progress toward the 2050 target. In addition, the 2022 Scoping Plan outlines objectives, regulations, planning efforts, and investments in clean technologies and infrastructure that outlines how the State can achieve carbon-neutrality by 2045.
Accordingly, taking into account the proposed Project’s emissions, project design features, and the progress being made by the State towards reducing emissions in key sectors such as transportation, industry, and electricity, the project would be consistent with State GHG Plans and would further the State’s goals of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, carbon neutral by 2045, and 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, and does not obstruct their attainment. Impacts would be less than significant.
Conclusion
Taking into account the proposed Project’s design features and the progress being made by the State towards reducing emissions in key sectors such as transportation, industry, and electricity, the proposed Project would be consistent with State and local GHG Plans would not obstruct their attainment.[footnoteRef:37] The proposed Project’s GHG impacts would be less than significant.   [37:  JJM Air Quality Consulting. Air Quality, Health Risk Analysis, Greenhouse Gas, and Energy Technical Memorandum. September 18, 2023. Appendix A.] 


b.	Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis contained above under Impact VIII(a) above evaluates whether the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted to reduce the emissions of GHGs. As discussed under Impact VIII(a) above, the proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of agency to reduce.[footnoteRef:38] As such, impacts in this regard would be less than significant.  [38:  Ibid.] 

Mitigation Measures:
None required.

	[bookmark: _Toc130649087]IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

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

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

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

	f.	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

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


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
For the purposes of this section, the term “hazardous materials” refers to "injurious substances," which include flammable liquids and gases, poisons, corrosives, explosives, oxidizers, radioactive materials, and medical supplies and waste. These materials are either generated or used by various commercial and industrial activities. Hazardous waste is injurious substances that have been or will be disposed. Potential hazards arise from the transport of hazardous materials, including leakage and accidents involving transporting vehicles. There also are hazards associated with the use and storage of these materials and wastes. Hazardous materials are grouped into the following four categories based on their properties:
Toxic: causes human health effect
Ignitable: has the ability to burn
Corrosive: causes severe burns or damage to materials
Reactive: causes explosions or generates toxic gases
“Hazardous wastes” are defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 25141(b) as wastes that: “…because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, [may either] cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness or pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed”. Hazardous waste is any hazardous material that is discarded, abandoned, or slated to be recycled. If improperly handled, hazardous materials and hazardous waste can result in public health hazards if released into the soil or groundwater or through airborne releases in vapors, fumes, or dust. Soil and groundwater having concentrations of hazardous constituents higher than specific regulatory levels must be handled and disposed of as hazardous waste when excavated or pumped from an aquifer. The California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Sections 66261.20‐24 contains technical descriptions of toxic characteristics that could cause soil or groundwater to be classified as hazardous waste.
Hazardous waste generators may include industries, businesses, public and private institutions, and households. Federal, state, and local agencies maintain comprehensive databases that identify the location of facilities using large quantities of hazardous materials, as well as facilities generating hazardous waste. Some of these facilities use certain classes of hazardous materials that require risk management plans to protect surrounding land uses. The release of hazardous materials would be subject to existing federal, State, and local regulations and is similar to the transport, use, and disposal of hazard materials.
Kern County Emergency Operations Plan
The Kern County Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) provides planned response to emergency situations associated with potential human-caused or natural disasters affecting the County, one or more cities, and/or one or more special districts.[footnoteRef:39] The County serves as the lead agency for coordination among jurisdictions.  [39:  Kern County. (2022). County of Kern Emergency Operations Plan. https://www.kerncounty.com/community/emergency/emergency-operations-plan. Accessed September 2023.] 

General Plan
The Arvin General Plan Safety Element includes goals and policies relevant to hazards and hazardous materials in its Safety Element:
Goal SAF-4: A community protected from the harmful effects of hazardous materials, hazardous waste, and environmental contamination.
Policy SAF-4.1: Ensure that land uses involved in the production, storage, transportation, handling, or disposal of hazardous materials are located and operated to reduce risk to other land uses.
Policy SAF-4.2: When approving new development, ensure that the site:
Is sufficiently surveyed for contamination and remediation, particularly for sensitive uses near existing or former toxic or industrial sites.
Is adequately remediated to meet all applicable laws and regulations, if necessary.
Is suitable for human habitation.
Is protected from known hazardous and toxic materials.
Does not pose higher than average health risks from exposure to hazardous materials.
Policy SAF-4.5: Ensure the safe transport of hazardous materials through the City by:
Restricting transport of hazardous materials within Arvin to designated routes.
Prohibiting the parking vehicles transporting hazardous materials on City streets.
Requiring new pipelines or other channels carrying hazardous materials avoid residential areas to the greatest extent possible.
Policy SAF-4.9: Prior to the development of lands where abandoned or activity wells exist, the City will contact the Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) for assistance in the development review process. The Department of Conservation’s Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (Division) is charged with implementing Section 3208.1 of the Public Resources Code (PRC). As a result, the Division developed the Construction Site Well Review Program to assist local permitting agencies in identifying and reviewing the status of oil or gas wells located near or beneath proposed structures.
Before issuing building or grading permits, local permitting agencies review and implement the Division’s preconstruction well requirements. Interaction between local permitting agencies and the Division helps resolve land-use issues and allows for responsible development in oil and gas fields. 
California Public Resources Code Section 3208.1 intent is to prevent, as far as possible, damage to life, health, and property. The operator responsible for plugging and abandoning deserted wells under Section 3237 shall be responsible for the reabandonment as provided in Section 3208.1(a).
The General Plan Safety Element also includes policies that protect the community from geologic, flooding, and fire-related hazards. According to the Safety Element, the City of Arvin has no defined emergency routes; however, Bear Mountain Boulevard, SR-223, would serve as the primary emergency route since it bisects the City and provides east-west regional access to SR-99, I-5, and SR-58.

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
Less Than Significant Impact. This impact is associated with hazards caused by the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The proposed Project construction activities may involve the use and transport of hazardous materials. These materials may include fuels, oils, mechanical fluids, and other chemicals used during construction. Transportation, storage, use, and disposal of hazardous materials during construction activities would be required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. Compliance would ensure that human health and the environment are not exposed to hazardous materials. In addition, the proposed Project would be required to comply with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program through the submission and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan during construction activities to prevent contaminated runoff from leaving the Project site. Therefore, no significant impacts would occur during construction activities.
The operational phase of the proposed Project would occur after construction is completed and employees move in to occupy the expanded space on a day-to-day basis. The proposed Project includes land uses that are considered compatible with the surrounding uses, with the approval of a Site Development Permit. The proposed Project is the development of a self-storage facility, the operation of which typically does not involve the use of hazardous materials. The use of hazardous materials would mostly be confined to the Project construction period. Therefore, the proposed Project will not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and any impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
No Impact. No schools are located within 0.25 mile of the Project site. This condition precludes the possibility of activities associated with the proposed Project exposing schools within a 0.25‐mile radius of the project site to hazardous materials. The closest school is El Camino Real Elementary School, approximately 0.4 miles east of the site. No impact would occur.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
d. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 
No Impact. The proposed Project site is not located on a list of hazardous materials sites complied pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (State Water Resources Control Board’s GeoTracker database[footnoteRef:40] and Department of Toxic Substance Control’s EnviroStor database[footnoteRef:41] – accessed in September 2023). The searches identified no hazardous material release sites on the proposed Project site. The closest hazardous sites are as shown in Table 19.  [40:  California State Water Resources Control Board. GeoTracker. https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/. Accessed September 2023.]  [41:  California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Envirostor. https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/. Accessed September 2023.] 

[bookmark: _Ref112149878][bookmark: _Toc114495216]Table 19 
Hazardous Sites
	Site Name
	Site Type
	Cleanup Status
	Approximate distance from proposed site

	Watts Trucking (T0602993713)
	LUST Cleanup Site
	Completed – case closed as of 09/27/2005
	0.75 miles north


There are no hazardous materials sites that impact the proposed Project. As such, no impacts would occur that would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
e.  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area?
Less Than Significant Impact. J and J Crop Dusters Incorporated Airport is a small, private airstrip in the Project vicinity, located approximately 0.9 miles to the southwest. The airstrip is used for agricultural purposes only. The nearest public airport is Creekside Airport, approximately 4.5 miles southwest. The nearest major airport is the Bakersfield Municipal Airport, located approximately 14 miles northwest. The proposed site is not located in any safety zones associated with airport traffic. As such, the proposed Project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the Project area. Any impacts are less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
f.	Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
No Impact. Construction activities may require temporary lane closures. However, construction would be short-term and access through both roadways would be maintained through standard traffic control as required by an encroachment permit. Furthermore, development of the proposed Project site would be subject to compliance with applicable standards for on-site emergency access including turn radii and fire access as well as applicable measures identified in the EOP. The proposed Project will not interfere with any adopted emergency response or evacuation plan. There is no impact. 
g.	Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is within an “area of local responsibility” and is not identified by Cal Fire to be in a Moderate, High, or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). As such, surrounding sites are served by existing infrastructure such as roads and utilities. As Project implementation results in site development, the construction of structures and installation of new infrastructure would be reviewed and conditioned by the City for compliance with applicable standards, specifications, and code. In addition, construction of structures that would be occupied by humans would be required to be constructed in adherence to the Wildland Urban Interface Codes and Standards of the California Building Code Chapter 7A. Compliance with such regulations would ensure that the Project meets standards to help prevent loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. For these reasons, the Project would have a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.


	X.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

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

	Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off- site;
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		ii.	  substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;			
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

		iv.   impede or redirect flood flows?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	d.	In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	e.	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is within city limits and thus, will be required to connect to the city’s water and stormwater services. The city’s water and stormwater services are described as follows.
Water 
Water is provided by the Arvin Community Service District (ACSD). The ACSD manages the water source for domestic, agriculture, recreational, and industrial uses from the Tulare Lake groundwater basin as a retailer. ACSD relies wholly on groundwater. Groundwater recharge and replenishment is managed by the Arvin-Edison Water Storage District (AEWSD). According to the ACSD, water quality in the Arvin area continues to be suitable for domestic use due to the management of the groundwater recharge basin. 
The City’s long-term water resource planning for existing and future demand is addressed in the Arvin Community Services Districts  2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP).[footnoteRef:42] According to the UWMP, groundwater storage has been relatively stable since 1966 due to the effectiveness of AEWSD’s groundwater recharge program. In addition, all wells within the ACSD are new and depths are well below the groundwater levels. To ensure that wells are sufficiently deep, the ACSD and AEWSD entered into a Memorandum of Understanding in 2019 to address groundwater allocations and to ensure groundwater supply availability. Projections in the UWMP indicate that water supply would remain relatively constant for current and projected population, especially with implementation of various water conservation measures identified.  [42:  A copy of the 2020 UWMP can be obtained from the ACSD office located at 309 Campus Drive, Arvin, CA 93203. The ACSD’s phone number is (661) 854-2127.] 

Stormwater 
The City of Arvin manages stormwater runoff in Arvin. The proposed Project includes development of two stormwater retention basins in the northwest and the southwest portion of the site. Other existing drainage facilities in the area include curb and gutter, cross gutters, drainage inlets, siphons, storm drain pipelines, and drainage basins. Storm drainage facilities and management are discussed in the City’s Storm Drainage Master Plan (2009 Update).[footnoteRef:43] The Storm Drainage Master Plan ensures that proper drainage infrastructure is in place to accommodate atypical storm periods. The Storm Drainage Master Plan finds the existing storm drainage collection and retention systems to be adequate with the exception of three (3) potential problem areas including: 1) siphon crossings along Bear Mountain Boulevard, 2) the lack of basin capacity in Smotherman Park, and 3) periodic flooding along Derby Street. In addition, the Master Plan provides recommended master planned facilities for future development whereby developers would be responsible to provide all necessary collection improvements as required by the City’s Grading and Storm Drainage Standards to connect to regional retention basin and collection facilities.  [43:  A copy of the Storm Drainage Master Plan (2009 Update) can be obtained from the City of Arvin located at 200 Campus Drive, Arvin, CA 93203. The City’s phone number is (661) 854-3134. ] 

General Plan
The Arvin General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element includes the following goals and policies related to hydrology and water quality.  
Goal 3. Maintain and enhance groundwater levels in order to assure an adequate supply for future City water need. 
Policy CO-3.1. Encourage continued groundwater recharge efforts of the Arvin-Edison Water Storage District. 
Policy CO-3.2. Embark on a public education program regarding water conservation practices in residential, commercial, industrial, and public facility development. 
Policy CO-3.3. Encourage the use of reclaimed wastewater for appropriate uses such as agricultural irrigation or frost protection. 
Policy CO-3.4. Require thorough information in all environmental assessments for projects which may have a substantial effect on groundwater levels. 
Goal 4. Continue to provide high quality water for domestic use within the City of Arvin. 
Policy CO-4.1. Monitor water quality regularly in all wells in the Arvin Community Services District.
Policy CO-4.2. Investigate means of protecting the groundwater supply from contamination by agricultural chemicals. 
Policy CO-4.3. Ensure that all components of the City’s infrastructure related to water delivery and consumption, including those on private property, are functioning properly to protect water quality.
Goal 5. Protect life and property from damage and destruction due to flooding.
Policy CO-5.2 Implement the measures for drainage improvements as specified in the Master Drainage Plan for Arvin.
Policy CO-5.3 Direct the City Engineer and Flood Control District to review all development proposals and ensure adequate protection from flood damage.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?  
Less Than Significant Impact. Although the proposed Project site is relatively small in scale, grading, excavation and loading activities associated with construction activities could temporarily increase runoff, erosion, and sedimentation. Construction activities also could result in soil compaction and wind erosion effects that could adversely affect soils and reduce the revegetation potential at construction sites and staging areas. 
Three general sources of potential short-term construction-related stormwater pollution associated with the proposed Project are: 1) the handling, storage, and disposal of construction materials containing pollutants; 2) the maintenance and operation of construction equipment; and 3) earth moving activities which, when not controlled, may generate soil erosion and transportation, via storm runoff or mechanical equipment. Generally, routine safety precautions for handling and storing construction materials may effectively mitigate the potential pollution of stormwater by these materials. These same types of common sense, “good housekeeping” procedures can be extended to non-hazardous stormwater pollutants such as sawdust and other solid wastes.
Poorly maintained vehicles and heavy equipment leaking fuel, oil, antifreeze, or other fluids on the construction site are also common sources of stormwater pollution and soil contamination. In addition, grading activities can greatly increase erosion processes. Two general strategies are recommended to prevent construction silt from entering local storm drains. First, erosion control procedures should be implemented for those areas that must be exposed. Secondly, the area should be secured to control offsite migration of pollutants. These Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be required in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be prepared prior to commencement of Project construction. When properly designed and implemented, these “good-housekeeping” practices are expected to reduce short-term construction-related impacts to less than significant.
In accordance with the National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Program, the proposed Project will be required to comply with existing regulatory requirements to prepare a SWPPP in compliance with the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (i.e., General Permit Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ), designed to control erosion and the loss of topsoil to the extent practicable using BMPs that the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has deemed effective in controlling erosion, sedimentation, runoff during construction activities. The specific controls are subject to review and approval by the RWQCB and are an existing regulatory requirement. Therefore, any impacts are less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
[bookmark: _Hlk509576415]b.	Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed site has been designated by the General Plan for urban development. Project implementation will not create a change in water demand as site development was accounted for in the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Based on the information collected from the UWMP, it can be presumed that the existing and planned water distribution system and supplies should be adequate to serve the proposed development because there will not be an increase in water from what was planned.  In addition, adherence to connection requirements and recommendations pursuant to the City’s and ACSD’s water conservation efforts (e.g., compliance with California Plumbing Code, efficient appliances, efficient landscaping, etc.) should not negatively impact water supply or impede water management. For these reasons, it can be concluded that the Project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. Any impacts would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
c.	Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
i.	result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or offsite?
ii.   substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;
	iii.	create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater	drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
	iv.  impede or redirect flood flows?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes changes to the existing stormwater drainage pattern of the area through the installation of self-storage facility buildings, pavements, and parking spaces. The proposed Project will be required to comply with existing regulatory requirements to prepare a SWPPP which will limit on or offsite erosion or siltation. The Project would not otherwise degrade water quality.
As described under criterion c) i, the City would review proposed developments through the entitlement review process. The proposed development would be reviewed and conditioned for compliance with the Drainage Master Plan.  The Project site proposes on-site retention of all on-site surface runoff.  The facility size and capacity are designed to retain all on-site runoff which will prevent surface runoff off the Project site (refer to site plan for location). Therefore, approval and conditioning by the City will ensure that surface runoff is controlled in a manner which would not result in flooding on- or off-site. Although the proposed Project would increase impervious surfaces, review and approval of grading and drainage plans by the City would ensure compliance with the Drainage Master Plan as to not impede or redirect flood flows. The Project will have a less than significant impact. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
d.	In flood hazard, tsunami or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the Project is located in Zone X, identified as areas with 0.2% annual chance of flood hazard (Figure 12) (Map #06029C2775E, effective 09/26/08)[footnoteRef:44].  The Project will comply with the City’s adopted Chapter 15.32 Flood Management Plan, which requires all new development to follow development standards as established. There are no large bodies of water in the Arvin planning area; as such, the event of a seiche poses no risk the proposed Project.  [44:  Arvin General Plan Update. Adopted August 21, 2012. Figure CO-2 – FEMA Flooding Map. https://arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/437/General-Plan-Update-PDF. Accessed September 2023.] 

Figure 12 Flood Zone Map
[image: ]
The Arvin General Plan states that several dams exist in Kern County, with the ability to affect many communities in the rare event of dam failure. However, significant flooding in the City of Arvin as a result of dam inundation in not expected. Lake Isabella is the largest reservoir in Kern County. Dam inundation maps for the areas surrounding Lake Isabella indicate that flooding from dam failure would not extend into Arvin City Limits. Therefore, any impacts are less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
e.	Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Arvin Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) and Arvin Community Services District are a part of the South of Kern River (SOKR) Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) for the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin – Kern County Subbasin (collectively, the “SOKR GSAs”). The SOKR GSP represents a reorganization of the management area plans (MAPs) previously adopted by the SOKR GSAs and incorporated into the Kern Groundwater Authority (KGA) GSP submitted to DWR in January 2020, into a separate GSP. The latest GSP for the Kern County Subbasin was adopted in July 2022.[footnoteRef:45] [45:  South of Kern River Groundwater Sustainability Plan for the Kern County Subbasin, July 2022. https://wrmwsd.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/SOKR-GSP_FINAL.pdf. Accessed September 2023.] 

The GSP includes various sustainability measures for water resource planning applicable to developments in the City of Arvin. The City of Arvin would be required to comply with the identified measures. Future development that would result from Project implementation would be subject to the adopted and applicable management plan during entitlement review. For these reasons, a less than significant impact would occur because of the Project.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

	XI.  LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Physically divide an established community?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	b.	Cause a significant environmental impa  ct due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed Project site is in the western portion of the City of Arvin. The Project is located on the northwest corner of El Camino Real and South Comanche Drive. The site covers approximately 3.54 acres of the assigned Assessor’s Parcel Number 189-340-55. .  The city of Arvin is located approximately nine miles southeast of the City of Bakersfield, within Kern County in the San Joaquin Valley in central California. The City has a generally flat topography with low-rise buildings and visual skyline features of mountain ranges east and south of the city. 
[image: ]


IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Physically divide an established community?
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the General Plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
No Impact. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with 469 storage units, an office, parking spaces, and associated lighting, landscaping, and improvements on an approximately 3.54-acre site.
Typically, physical division of an established community would occur if a project introduced new incompatible uses inconsistent with the planned or existing land uses or created a physical barrier that impeded access within the community. Typical examples of physical barriers include the introduction of new, intersecting roadways, roadway closures, and construction of new major utility infrastructure (e.g., transmission lines, storm channels, etc.).
The site is currently zoned M-2 Light Manufacturing (Figure 3 – Arvin Zoning Map), and the General Plan Land Use designation (Figure 2 – Project Vicinity) is Light Industrial. The areas to the north and west of the site consist of agricultural uses, with vacant land to the south and single-family residences to the east.  The construction and operation of the proposed Project would not cause any land use changes in the surrounding vicinity nor would it divide an established community. The Project’s proposed uses are allowable under the current zoning and land use designation, with the approval of a Site Development Permit. No impacts would occur as a result of Project implementation.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.



	[bookmark: _Toc130649088]XII. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	b.	Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
For the purposes of CEQA, mineral resources are land areas or deposits deemed significant by the California Department of Conservation (DOC). Mineral resources include oil, natural gas, and metallic and nonmetallic deposits, including aggregate resources. The California Geological Survey (CGS) classifies and designates areas within California that contain or potentially contain significant mineral resources. Lands are classified into Aggregate and Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs), which identify known or inferred significant mineral resources. The potential for mineral resources in the Arvin planning area are also recognized by the City’s General Plan.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b.	Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project site is not located in an area designated for mineral resource preservation or recovery, or a California Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Well Finder site.[footnoteRef:46] Development of the proposed site would not result in the loss of availability of known oil and gas resources.  [46:  Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM). Well Finder. https://www.conservation.ca.gov/calgem/Pages/WellFinder.aspx. Accessed September 2023.] 

According to the California Department of Conservation, CGS’s Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) Mineral Lands Classification (MLC) data portal, the City of Arvin and surrounding areas have no mapped mineral resources.[footnoteRef:47] Further, the site is not delineated on the General Plan or other land use plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site, thus it would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource. Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region. [47:  Mineral Lands Classification, California Department of Conservation. https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/index.html?map=mlc. Accessed September 2023.] 

Mitigation Measures:
None required.
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XIII. NOISE
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

	b.	Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
In general, there are two (2) types of noise sources: 1) mobile source and 2) stationary sounds. Mobile source noises are typically associated with transportation including automobiles, trains, and aircraft. Stationary sounds are sources that do not move such as machinery or construction sites. Two (2) noise generating activities of the Project would include construction (short-term, temporary) and operational (long-term) noise.




REGULATORY SETTING
The General Plan Noise Element and Arvin Municipal Code (AMC) outline policies and regulations to mitigate health effects of noise in the community and prevent exposures to excessive noise levels. In particular, policies in the General Plan regarding new development include:
Policy 1.2.2 Utilize a variety of buffering techniques (trees, hedges, block walls) to protect noise sensitive uses from the hazards of noise pollution.
Policy 1.3.4 Restrict commercial trucks to designated high-use corridors, excepting those necessary to carry out local construction and deliveries.
Policy 1.4.2 Require landscaping/brick walls and other buffering techniques within the setback areas of industrial and commercial building perimeters.
Policy 1.4.3 Encourage the use of landscaping in commercial areas to act as a noise inhibitor and as an aesthetic attractor.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.  Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?
b.  Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project site is located within the City of Arvin in an agricultural and residential area, see Figure 2 – Project Vicinity, and close to existing residential development. 
Short-term (Construction) Noise Impacts
Proposed Project construction related activities will involve temporary noise sources and are anticipated to begin in late 2023-early 2024. Typical construction related equipment includes graders, trenchers, small tractors and excavators. During the proposed Project construction, noise from construction related activities will contribute to the noise environment in the immediate vicinity. Table 20 indicates the anticipated noise levels of the typical construction-related equipment (i.e., graders, trenchers, tractors) based on a distance of 50-feet between the equipment and the sensitive noise receptor.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  The Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, Federal Transit Administration, U.S. Department of Transportation. September 2018. https://www.transit.dot.gov/sites/fta.dot.gov/files/docs/research-innovation/118131/transit-noise-and-vibration-impact-assessment-manual-fta-report-no-0123_0.pdf. Table 7-1. Accessed August 2023.] 

Table 20
Typical Construction Noise Levels
	Equipment
	Typical Noise Level (dBA) 50 ft from Source

	Air Compressor
	80

	Backhoe
	80

	Compactor
	82

	Concrete Mixer
	85

	Dozer
	85

	Generator
	82

	Grader
	85

	Jack Hammer
	88

	Loader
	85

	Paver
	85

	Truck
	84


The distinction between short-term construction noise impacts and long-term operational noise impacts is a typical one in both CEQA documents and local noise ordinances, which generally recognize the reality that short-term noise from construction is inevitable and cannot be mitigated beyond a certain level. Thus, local agencies frequently tolerate short-term noise at levels that they would not accept for permanent noise sources. A more severe approach would be impractical and might preclude the kind of construction activities that are to be expected from time to time in urban environments. Most residents of urban areas recognize this reality and expect to hear construction activities on occasion.
In addition, construction activities are not permitted after 9:00 PM and before 6:00 AM, or during Saturdays, Sundays or legal holidays, in accordance with AMC Section 9.08 – Noise Disturbance Ordinance. Further restrictions on construction noise may be placed on the proposed Project as determined through the Site Development Review process.
Long-term (Operational) Noise Impacts
The primary source of on-going noise from the proposed Project will be from vehicles traveling to and from the storage units; however, the low number of new trips associated with the Project is not likely to increase the ambient noise levels by a significant amount. In accordance with the AMC, commercial operations shall be subject to the City’s noise and nuisance ordinances. As such, any impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:
None required.
c.	For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan, or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
No Impact. The proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan. The nearest public airport is Creekside Airport, approximately 4.5 miles southwest. The proposed site is within two miles of a private agricultural airstrip; however, the airstrip is extremely small and would only be active during a portion of the agricultural growing season. The airstrip is not expected to expose employees on the proposed Project to excessive noise levels. Therefore, there is no impact. 
Mitigation Measures: 
None required.


	[bookmark: _Toc130649090]XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Induce substantial 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)?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	b.	Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The City of Arvin’s population as of January 2023 was 19,505[footnoteRef:49], down from 19,850 at the time of the City of Arvin 2012 General Plan.[footnoteRef:50] [49:  Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State — January 1, 2020-2023. Department of Finance, State of California. https://dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Estimates/. Accessed September 2023.]  [50:  City of Arvin General Plan. https://www.arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/437/General-Plan-Update-PDF. Pg I-1. Accessed September 2023.] 

The proposed Project is located in an area dominated by agricultural uses to the north and west, vacant land to the south, and residential subdivisions to the east of the site.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Induce substantial 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 housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
No Impact. There are no new homes associated with the proposed Project and there are no occupied residential structures currently on-site. The proposed Project includes commercial operations that would provide new jobs in the Arvin area, which could be readily filled by the existing employment base, given the City’s existing unemployment rates. The proposed Project will not affect any regional population, housing, or employment projections anticipated by City policy documents. There is no impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.



	[bookmark: _Toc130649091]XV. PUBLIC SERVICES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		Police protection?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

		Schools?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

		Parks?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

		Other public facilities?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project is located within Arvin city limits and thus, would be subject to fees to for the construction, acquisition, and improvements for such services. These services and fees include: 
Fire Protection Services 
Fire Protection Services in the city are provided by the Kern County Fire Department (KCFD). One fire station, Station 54, is located within the city of Arvin at 301 Campus Drive and as of 2012, has nine (9) staff members and two (2) fire engines. However, the carrying capacity at buildout of the General Plan would result in the increase in demand for fire protection services.   The City of Arvin has will require  developers to pay the “fair share” of increased demand for Fire Protection services and facilities. A Maintenance Assessment District is to be established, and fees would be assessed for development of the Project site. 
The General Plan Safety Element includes the following goals and policies to ensure reductions in the potential for fire hazards and fire demand:
The Fire Marshall and the City Building Inspector shall ensure that all buildings are designed and equipped for an adequate level of fire protection. 
The City should construct and develop new water wells, wherever feasible, to increase water supply and water pressure, thus insuring adequate fire protection in existing and future developments. 
The City of Arvin should introduce and support community programs that train the general public to assist the police, fire, and civil defense personnel during periods of fire or flood. 
The City of Arvin shall continue coordination and cooperation with the Arvin Community Services District and Arvin-Edison Water Storage District to assure wise management of the natural resources and to discourage unnecessary ground water withdrawal. 
Police Protection Services
Police Protection Services in the city are provided by the Arvin Police Department (APD). The APD headquarters is located at 200 Campus Drive. According to the General Plan Update IS/MND, staffing levels, facilities, and level of service are considered adequate for the current population. However, the carrying capacity at buildout of the General Plan would result in the increase in demand for police protection services. The General Plan Update IS/MND indicates that mutual aid agreements with the Kern County Sheriff’s Department and California Highway Patrol could supplement police protection services, in addition to demand reductions through Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) policies. These policies are included in the General Plan Update. Lastly, the City of Arvin has imposed Development Impact Fee for law enforcement which requires developers to pay the “fair share” of police protection services and facilities. A Police Facilities Fee would be assessed for development of the Project site. 
Schools
Educational services within the city of Arvin are primarily provided by Arvin Union School District and Kern High School District. Schools under the Arvin Union School District includes Bear Mountain Elementary School, El Camino Real Elementary School, Haven Drive Middle School, and Sierra Vista Elementary School. There is one high school, Arvin High School in the city of Arvin. Funding for schools and school facilities impacts is outlined in Education Code Section 17620 and Government Code Section 65995 et. seq., which governs the amount of fees that can be levied against new development. These fees are used to construct new or expanded school facilities. Payment of fees authorized by the statute is deemed “full and complete mitigation.” In addition, the Arvin General Plan Land Use Element includes the following goal and policies for educational facilities. 
Goal 17. Develop and expand facilities for a range of educational institutions in Arvin, especially those for higher education and vocational training. 
Policy LU-17.1. Ensure the provision of adequate land for school campuses, according to the level of need identified by the appropriate school districts and private institutions. 
Policy LU-17.2. Accommodate institutions of higher learning, such as community colleges and trade schools, to the greatest extent feasible by removing regulatory barriers. 
Parks and Recreation
Park and Recreation Facilities are overseen by the Arvin Parks and Recreation Division. There are four (4) parks within the city, totaling 42 acres. The current land-to-resident ratio is 2.7 acres per 1,000 residents, which designates Arvin as a “critically underserved community” per the Statewide Park Development and Community Revitalization Act (AB 31). The Act considers any community with a ratio of three (3) acres per 1,000 residents to be underserved. The City Municipal Code Section 16.22 establishes a fee on new development as a method to finance the development, improvement, and enhancement of public parks. A Parks Impact Fee may be assessed for future development of the Project site based on the number of residential units proposed. 
In addition, the Arvin General Plan Land Use Element and Conservation and Open Space Element includes the following goals and policies related to park and recreation facilities.  
Land Use Goal 16. Coordinate the location and development of open spaces with other land uses in order to enhance the quality of life in the City and promote a cohesive urban form. 
Policy LU-16.1. Encourage open space development within the City’s existing built-up areas.
Conservation and Open Space Goal 2. Develop and expand public open spaces and facilities for the enjoyment, health, and well-being of community residents. 
Policy CO-2.1. Determine and continually monitor existing demand for recreational open space within t he various sectors of the community, as well as the community as a whole. 
Policy CO-2.2. Pursue a variety of creative financial mechanisms that will ensure adequate recreational open space that meets public demand. 
Policy CO-2.3. Maintain parks and public facilities in a way that enhances the appearance of City’s public spaces and contributes to the City’s identity. 
Policy CO-2.4. Ensure existing facilities are maintained in good working order to address the passive and active recreational needs of Arvin residents. 
Policy CO-2.5. Encourage the use of areas prone to flooding as open space or limited recreational use, and discourage property improvements that would be subject to damage during floods. 
Policy CO-2.6. Identify and pursue opportunities to open up school playgrounds and playfields to public recreational use outside of school hours through joint-use agreements with the appropriate school districts. 
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:
Fire protection?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is within the city limits and therefore would be served by the KCFD. The Fire Department is approximately 1.4 miles northeast of the proposed Project site. The Project’s proximity to the existing station would support adequate service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives for fire protection services. In addition, the development would be reviewed by the KCFD for requirements related to water supply, fire hydrants, and fire apparatus access. For these reasons, it can be determined that the Project would not result in the need for new or altered facilities and as a result, a less than significant impact would occur. 
Police Protection?
Less than Significant Impact. The Project site is within the city limits and therefore would be served by the APD. The Arvin Police Department is also located approximately 0.6 miles northeast of the proposed Project site. The Project’s proximity to the existing station would support adequate service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives for police protection services. In addition, Project site development would be reviewed by the APD for requirements related to crime protection in addition to adherence to the City’s CPTED policies. Lastly, the development would be subject to the Development Impact Fee for construction and acquisition costs for improvements to police protection services and facilities. For these reasons, it can be determined that the Project would not result in the need for new or altered facilities and as a result, a less than significant impact would occur.
Schools – No Impact
Parks – No Impact
Other public facilities – None Identified
No Impact. The proposed Project does not include any residential uses. The direct increase in demand for schools is normally associated with new residential projects that bring new families with school-aged children to a region. The proposed Project, therefore, would not result in an influx of new students in the Project area and is not expected to result in an increased demand upon District resources and would not require the construction of new facilities. 
The Project would not result in an increase in demand for parks and recreation facilities because it would not result in an increase in population. 
Project implementation is not anticipated to increase the demand for other public services, such as libraries, hospitals, etc as no residential units are proposed. Accordingly, the proposed Project would have no impact on schools, parks, or other public facilities.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
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XVI. RECREATION
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The City of Arvin’s Parks and Recreation Division maintains the City’s public parks and Community Center. The following five public parks are located in the City; DiGiorgio Park, Felecita Park, Garden in the Sun Park, Kovacevich Park and Smothermon Park. In addition to the City's parks, the athletic fields on the campuses of Arvin’s multiple schools provide recreational opportunities after school hours.











Figure 13 City of Arvin Parks location
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IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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?
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?
No Impact. The proposed Project does not include the development of residential uses and would not directly or indirectly induce population growth. Therefore, the proposed Project would not cause physical deterioration of existing recreational facilities from increased usage or result in the need for new or expanded recreational facilities. The Project would have no impact to existing parks.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
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Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

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

	b.	Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

	d.	Result in inadequate emergency access?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|



A Traffic Study was prepared for this project by Ruettgers & Schuler Civil Engineers, and the analysis provided herein is based off of the information in that study. The study is provided in its entirety in Appendix C. 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed site is located at the western edge of the City with residential housing to the east and farmland to the north and west, and vacant land to the south. The site currently consists of agricultural row crops.  The proposed Project consists of self-storage facilities intended to serve the city’s residents.
CEQA Guidelines
Under Senate Bill 743 (SB743), traffic impacts are related to Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). The VMT metric became mandatory on July 1, 2020. Senate Bill (SB) 743 requires that relevant CEQA analysis of transportation impacts be conducted using a metric known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of Level of Service (LOS). VMT measures how much actual automobile travel (additional miles driven) a proposed Project would create on California roads. If the project adds excessive automobile travel onto roads, then the project may cause a significant transportation impact. Therefore, LOS measures of impacts on traffic facilities are no longer a relevant CEQA criteria for transportation impacts.
To implement SB 743, the CEQA Guidelines were amended by adding Section 15064.3. According to Section 15064.3, VMT measures the automobile travel generated from a proposed project (i.e., the additional miles driven). Here, ‘automobile’ refers to on-road passenger vehicles such as cars and light-duty trucks. If a proposed project adds excessive automobile travel on California roads thereby exceeding an applicable threshold of significance, then the project may cause a significant transportation impact.  
Among its provisions, Section 15064.3(b) establishes criteria for analyzing transportation impacts. Specifically, Section 15064.3(b) (1) establishes a less than significant presumption for certain land use projects that are proposed within ½-mile of an existing major transit stop or along a high-quality transit corridor. If this presumption does not apply to a land use project, then the VMT can be qualitatively or quantitatively analyzed. 
In the case that quantitative models or methods are not available to the lead agency to estimate the VMT for the project being considered, provisions of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(3) permits the lead agency to conduct a qualitative analysis. The qualitative analysis may evaluate factors including but not limited to the availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, and construction traffic.
Lastly, Section 15064.3(b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines states that “[a] lead agency has discretion to evaluate a project’s vehicle miles traveled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead agency may use models to estimate a project’s vehicle miles traveled and may revise those estimates to reflect professional judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles traveled and any revision to model outputs should be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of adequacy in Section 15151 shall apply to the analysis described in this section.” 
SB 743 Technical Advisory 
In April 2018, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) issued the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory) (revised December 2018) to provide technical recommendations regarding VMT, thresholds of significance, and mitigation measures for a variety of land use project types. 
The Technical Advisory includes screening thresholds for agencies to use in order to identify when a project should be expected to cause a less-than-significant impact without conducting a detailed study. 
Screening Thresholds for Small Project. Absent substantial evidence indicating that a project would generate a potentially significant level of VMT, or inconsistency with a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) or general plan, projects that generate or attract fewer than 110 trips per day generally may be assumed to cause a less-than significant transportation impact. This threshold is based on a CEQA categorical exemption for existing facilities, including additions to existing structures of up to 10,00 square feet, so long as the project is in an area where public infrastructure is available to allow for maximum planned development and the project is not in an environmentally sensitive area.
Map-Based Screening Threshold for Residential and Office Projects. Residential and office projects that locate in areas with low VMT, and that incorporate similar features (i.e., density, mix of uses, transit accessibility), will tend to exhibit similarly low VMT. Maps created with VMT data, for example from a travel survey or a travel demand model, can illustrate areas that are currently below threshold VMT. Because new development in such locations would likely result in a similar level of VMT, such maps can be used to screen out residential and office projects from needing to prepare a detailed VMT analysis.
Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact Near Transit Thresholds. Proposed CEQA Guideline Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)(1), states that lead agencies generally should presume that certain projects (including residential, retail, and office projects, as well as projects that are a mix of these uses) proposed within ½ mile of an existing major transit stop20 or an existing stop along a high quality transit corridor will have a less-than-significant impact on VMT. This presumption would not apply, however, if project-specific or location-specific information indicates that the project will still generate significant levels of VMT.
Presumption of Less Than Significant Impact for Affordable Residential Development. Adding affordable housing to infill locations generally improves jobs-housing match, in turn shortening commutes and reducing VMT. Therefore, a project consisting of a high percentage of affordable housing may be a basis for the lead agency to find a less-than-significant impact on VMT. 
According to the Technical Advisory, lead agencies, using more location-specific information, may develop their own more specific thresholds, which may include other land use types.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
a.	Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with up to 600 storage units, an office, parking spaces, lighting, landscaping, and other associated site improvements. The proposed Project site is located at northwest corner of South Comanche Drive and El Camino Real and currently consists of agricultural row crops. The property is zoned M-2 (Medium Industrial) and has a General Plan Land Use designation of Light Industrial. The proposed site is surrounded by residential housing to the east, agricultural land to the north and west, and vacant land to the south.
Project Trip Generation
The trip generation and design hour volumes shown in Table 21 were calculated using the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation, 11th Edition. ITE Land Use Codes 151 (MiniWarehouse) was used to estimate trip generation for daily and weekday peak hour of adjacent street traffic.

Table 21
Trip Generation
	General Information
	Daily Trips
	AM Peak Hour Trips
	PM Peak Hour Trips

	ITE 
Code
	Development 
Type
	Variable
	ADT 
RATE
	ADT
	Rate
	In 
% Split/ 
Trips
	Out 
% Split/ 
Trips
	Rate
	In 
% Split/ 
Trips
	Out
% Split/
Trips

	151
	Mini-Warehouse
	72.32 
1000 sq ft GFA
	1.45
	105
	0.09
	59%
4
	41% 
3
	0.15
	47% 
5
	53%
6

	Total
	7
	
	11



The Project will generate approximately 105 daily trips, 11 trips during the PM peak hour and 7 trips during the AM peak hour of a typical weekday.
Based on thresholds established by the Caltrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies¸ a project must generate 50 or more trips at an intersection in the peak hour to warrant the analysis of a roadway facility. It is not anticipated that the proposed Project will generate 50 or more trips at any intersection and therefore no further level of service analysis is required. Additionally, the Project applicant will be subject to the City of Arvin traffic impact fees. As such, impacts are less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.



b.	Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
Less Than Significant Impacts. 
Guidelines for assessing project Vehicle Miles Travelled (VMT) as part of a transportation impact analysis under CEQA are contained in the Technical Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA, dated December 2018, from the State of California, Office of Planning and Research (OPR). The advisory contains recommendations regarding VMT assessment, significance thresholds, and mitigation measures. Under CEQA, lead agencies have the authority to establish their own VMT significance thresholds and analysis methodologies or rely on thresholds and methodologies recommended by other agencies, provided such guidelines are supported by substantial evidence. At the time of preparation of this report, the City of Arvin has not adopted official VMT guidelines, therefore, OPR methods were used for VMT analysis.
The OPR advisory provides “screening thresholds” for identifying whether a land use project should be expected to result in a less-than-significant transportation impact under CEQA. Projects meeting one or more of these criteria would not be required to undergo detailed VMT analysis. One of these criteria pertains to small projects, and whether a proposed project will generate 110 or more daily vehicle trips. The proposed Project is anticipated to generate 105 daily vehicle trips, therefore, this Project “screens out” or further VMT analysis and is expected to result in less than significant transportation impacts.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
c.	Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
d.	Result in inadequate emergency access?
Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with up to 600 storage units, an office, parking spaces, lighting, landscaping, and other associated site improvements. The proposed Project has been designed for ease of access, adequate circulation/movement, and is typical of commercial developments in the City of Arvin. On-site circulation patterns do not involve high speeds, sharp curves or dangerous intersections. Although there will be an increase in the volume of vehicles accessing the site and surrounding areas, the proposed Project will not present a substantial increase in hazards. The proposed Project does not involve a change to any emergency response plan. The proposed Project will gain access via Comanche Drive, with emergency access via El Camino Real.  The site will remain accessible to emergency vehicles of all sizes. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
	[bookmark: _Toc130649094]XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 
i.	Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	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 the Public Resources Code section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. 
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|


IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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
	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. A Tribal Cultural Resource (TCR) is defined under Public Resources Code section 21074 as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of size and scope, sacred place, and object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that are either included and that is listed or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources or in a local register of historical resources, or if the City of Arvin, acting as the Lead Agency, supported by substantial evidence, chooses at its discretion to treat the resource as a TCR. As discussed above, under Section V, Cultural Resources, a Cultural Search was performed for a recent development project (Kooner Sycamore Development Project) at the adjacent land parcel (APN 189-340-51), just north of the proposed Project site (October 4, 2022, see Appendix B). The search results remain applicable to the current proposed Project.
As noted in impact section V criteria (b) and (d), no known archeological resources, ethnographic sites or Native American remains are located on the proposed Project site. As discussed under criterion (b) implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce impacts to unknown archaeological deposits, including TCRs, to a less than significant level. As discussed under criterion (d), compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 would reduce the likelihood of disturbing or discovering human remains, including those of Native Americans. 
The Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) had performed a Sacred Lands File search for a recent development project (Kooner Sycamore Development Project) at the adjacent land parcel (APN 189-340-51), just north of the proposed Project site. The search came up with negative results. The NAHC also provided a consultation list of tribal governments with traditional lands or cultural places located within the project area. As part of the recent adjacent development project, an opportunity had been provided to Native American tribes listed by the Native American Heritage Commission during the CEQA process as required by AB 52. No responses were received by the City in response to the consultation request within the mandatory response timeframes; therefore, this Initial Study has been completed consistent and compliant with AB 52. Any impacts to TCR would be considered less than significant.  
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.

	[bookmark: _Toc130649095]XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

	e.	Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|




ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The proposed Project site is within city limits and thus, will be required to connect to water, wastewater, and stormwater services. Natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications are provided by private companies. Each utility system is described below.
Water 
Water supply, usage, and services are described in Section X – Hydrology.
Wastewater
The City of Arvin sanitary sewer system (i.e., wastewater) is overseen by the City and managed by the Veolia North America/Veolia West Operating Services (VWOS). According to the Arvin General Plan Update IS/MND, the City’s wastewater collection system currently consists of approximately 38 miles of pipeline ranging in diameter from six (6) inches to 18 inches, 763 manholes, and one (1) small pump station serving a small area southeast of the intersection of Sycamore Road and A Street. The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) is located in the southwest portion of the city on El Camino Real. Most of the treated wastewater is used for irrigation purposes. The wastewater generated by buildout of the proposed General Plan is estimated at approximately 1.7 million gallons per day (mgpd). The General Plan indicates that the existing system is adequate to meet the needs of its residents and businesses as most of the city has sewer lines that connect to the municipal sewer system. The City of Atwater Sewer System Master Plan (SSMP) (2019 Update) outlines the practices, systems, procedures, and data for effective management of the City’s wastewater collection system. [footnoteRef:51]  [51:  City of Arvin. (2019). Arvin 2019 Sewer Master Plan. https://www.arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/467/Arvin-Sewer-Master-Plan---Volume-1-PDF. Accessed September 2023.] 

The City currently has been issued a Cease and Decease notice for new sewer connections. The City of Arvin and the State Water Board have agreed to submit individual requests for new sewer connections. The general process is to provide an estimated sewer generation from the proposed Project and estimated date of occupancy. Once the information is provided to the City, the City Planning Division and the wastewater engineers will complete a request for connection from the state. It is not anticipated that the proposed Project will create significant service impact to the existing system and it is anticipated that the State Water Board will approve the connection.   The anticipated completion of all improvements to the City’s wastewater system is latter part of 2025 or the early part of 2026. 
ALTERNATIVE WASTE DISPOSAL.  
In the event should a request for new sewer connection not be available, the Developer and City may enter into an agreement to permit either of the following: 
Interim septic system, design to be approved by the Kern County Health Service, and to be demolished upon connection to the City’s sewer system, OR 
Commercial portable restrooms with ADA accessibility.  
The two alternatives are to be interim use and subject to the approval of City Council. 
Solid Waste
Mountainside Disposal, a private solid waste disposal company, provides solid waste services for the city of Arvin including curbside refuse, green waste, and recycling. Solid waste is collected and transported to the Metropolitan Recycling Corporation facility located at 2601 South Mount Vernon Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 93307. The facility disposes of non-recyclable waste at Bakersfield Metropolitan Landfill, or Bena Landfill, located at 2951 Neumarkel Road, Bakersfield, CA 933707 owned and operated by the County of Kern Waste Management Department. According to the General Plan Update IS/MND, the Bena Landfill receives an average of 1,194 tons per day (TPD) of solid waste, compared to the 4,500 TPD maximum permitted disposal. There is currently a remaining capacity of 20.7 million tons (75.9%). 
The Arvin General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element contains the following goal and objectives for solid waste collection and disposal. 
Goal 8. Maintain solid waste collection and disposal services in accordance with California state standards.
Policy CO-8.1 Implement diversion programs related to business collection including commercial onsite recycling and commercial onsite green waste pick up.
Policy CO-8.2 Promote public education and outreach regarding municipal waste programs, how they work and their benefits.
Policy CO-8.3 Continue waste management practices that meet or exceed requirements stipulated by the California Integrated Waste Management Act.
Specific, enforceable requirements for garbage and solid waste are outlined in AMC Section 8.08 – Garbage and Solid Waste. 


Stormwater 
Stormwater services are described in Section X – Hydrology.
Natural Gas and Electricity 
PG&E, the natural gas and electric service provider for the area, incrementally expands and updates its service system as needed to serve its users. PG&E has existing overhead electric distribution facilities currently servicing the proposed Project area. All overhead utilities on site would be underground. 
Telecommunications 
Accordingly, telecommunications providers in the area incrementally expand and update their service systems in response to usage and demand. Upon request, the site would be connected to existing broadband infrastructure and subject to applicable connection and service fees.
IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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. The proposed Project includes development of a self-storage facility with up to 600 storage units, an office, parking spaces, lighting, landscaping, and other associated site improvements. The proposed site is within city limits and thus, the proposed development would be required to connect to water, stormwater, solid waste, and wastewater services. Natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications would be provided by private companies. In general, the proposed Project site is a predominately developed area of the city with residential and agricultural uses. Because the surrounding area is developed with urban uses, there is existing utility infrastructure available to serve the site and would not 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. Through the entitlement review process, the City and responsible agencies would review the Project to ensure compliance with applicable connection requirements. Compliance would ensure that the proposed development would not cause significant environmental effects related to utilities and service systems. For these reasons, a less than significant impact would occur because of the proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.
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. The proposed site has been designated by the General Plan for urban development. Project implementation will not create a change in water demand as site development was accounted for in the 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). Based on the information collected from the UWMP, it can be presumed that the existing and planned water distribution system and supplies should be adequate to serve the proposed development because there will not be an increase in water from what was planned.  In addition, adherence to connection requirements and recommendations pursuant to the City’s and ACSD’s water conservation efforts (e.g., compliance with California Plumbing Code, efficient appliances, efficient landscaping, etc.) should not negatively impact water supply or impede water management. For these reasons, it can be concluded that the Project would have sufficient water supplies for the proposed Project. Any impacts would be less than significant. 
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.
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. Project implementation would generate minimal wastewater. The site is designated and zoned for urban uses. As stated in the General Plan, the City’s existing wastewater system has adequate capacity for built out of the General Plan, and the city is largely developed with sewer lines that connect to the wastewater system. The General Plan further indicates that development could be adequately connected to the existing wastewater system using funds collected through development fees currently established by the City. As such, the City has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the city’s existing commitments, and a less than significant impact would occur because of the Project.  
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.


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. Site development would generate minimal wastewater. As stated in the General Plan, the City’s existing wastewater system has adequate capacity for built out of the General Plan, and the city is largely developed with sewer lines that connect to the wastewater system. The General Plan further indicates that all development could be adequately connected to the existing wastewater system using funds collected through development fees currently established by the City. As such, future development that results from the implementation of the Project would be reviewed and conditioned by the City during the entitlement review process to ensure adequate connections. For these reasons, it can be determined that the City has adequate capacity to serve the Project’s projected demand in addition to the city’s existing commitments, and a less than significant impact would occur because of the Project.  
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.
Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
Less Than Significant Impact. Project implementation would generate solid waste and recycling. The development would be served by Mountainside Disposal. Waste would be disposed at the Bakersfield Metropolitan Landfill, or Bena Landfill, which has a current capacity of 20.7 million tons. Through the entitlement review process, future development would be required to comply with requirements outlined in AMC Section 8.08 – Garbage and Solid Waste. Compliance with these requirements would ensure regular collection and recycling of materials based on the capacity of local infrastructure. Through compliance, development would not 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. For these reasons, the Project would have a less than significant impact.
Mitigation Measures:
None required.
	[bookmark: _Toc130649096]XX. WILDFIRE
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

	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?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|

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


ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
In general, Arvin is categorized as having little or moderate threat or moderate fire hazard. As the city has developed, wildfire hazards have decreased due to increased impervious surface areas. The city of Arvin, inclusive of the Project site, is not identified by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) as a Moderate, High, or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ). Rather, the city, inclusive of the Project site, is within an “area of local responsibility” that is an area of low fire risk.[footnoteRef:52]  According to the Kern County Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) map, no Fire Hazard Severity Zones are found within the City of Arvin.[footnoteRef:53] [52:  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. FHSZ Viewer. https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/. Accessed September 2023.]  [53:  City of Arvin General Plan, Safety Element, page 17. https://www.arvin.org/DocumentCenter/View/180/February-2019-General-Plan-Part-1-of-3-PDF. Accessed September 2023.] 

IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
No Impact. To determine adequate vehicular and pedestrian circulation and emergency vehicle access, the proposed Project development would be reviewed and conditioned by the City of Arvin for compliance with applicable code and regulations. Review and approval by the City would ensure that the proposed development does not substantially impair the adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the proposed Project would not substantially impair any emergency response plan and no impact would occur as a result of the proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.
Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is located on a relatively flat property with minimal slope and is not in an area that is subject to strong prevailing winds or other factors that would exacerbate wildfire risks. Further, the proposed Project site is within an “area of local responsibility” and is not identified by Cal Fire to be in a Moderate, High, or Very High FHSZ. In addition, development of the proposed Project site would reduce fire risk due to increase paved area. For these reasons, no impact would occur as a result of this proposed Project.
Mitigation Measures: 
None Required.
Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is located within city limits. As such, surrounding sites are served by existing infrastructure such as roads and utilities. The installation and maintenance of new infrastructure as part of the proposed development would be reviewed and/or conditioned by the City of Arvin for compliance with applicable standards, specifications, and code. Such infrastructure would be typical for urban commercial uses within urbanized areas and would thereby not exacerbate fire risks or result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment. Therefore, no impact would occur.
i.	Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?
No Impact. The proposed Project site is located on a relatively flat property with minimal slope and is not subject to downslope, downstream flooding, or landslides. Further, as described above, the site is not located within or near wildlands or within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Therefore, the proposed Project would not expose people or structures to significant risks and no impact would occur as a result of the proposed Project. 
Mitigation Measures:
None required.

	[bookmark: _Toc130649097]XXI.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Would the project:
	
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation
	Less than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	a.	Does the project have the potential to 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, 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?
	
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|
	|_|

	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)?
	
	|_|
	|_|
	|X|
	|_|

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


IMPACT ASSESSMENT
Does the project have the potential to 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, 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. The analyses of environmental issues contained in this Initial Study indicate that the proposed Project is not expected to have substantial impact on the environment or on any resources identified in the Initial Study. Mitigation measures have been incorporated in the Project to reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant.
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. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) states that a Lead Agency shall consider whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of the project are cumulatively considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative effects of a project must, therefore, be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future projects. Due to the nature of the Project and consistency with environmental policies, incremental contributions to impacts are considered less than cumulatively considerable. The proposed Project would not contribute substantially to adverse cumulative conditions, or create any substantial indirect impacts (i.e., increase in population could lead to an increase need for housing, increase in traffic, air pollutants, etc.). The impact is less than significant.
Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
Less than Significant Impact With Mitigation. The analyses of environmental issues contained in this Initial Study indicate that the Project is not expected to have substantial impact on human beings, either directly or indirectly.  Mitigation measures have been incorporated in the Project to reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant.
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Traffic Study – Ruettgers & Schuler Civil Engineers

[bookmark: _Toc130649099]Persons and Agencies Consulted

City of Arvin
Jake Raper, City of Arvin Contract Planner
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