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The Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Model, Biological Evaluation, and Phase I Cultural Resources 
Assessment, are provided as technical Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C, respectively, at the end of 
this document. 
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Figure 2-1: Regional Location Map  
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Figure 2-2: Aerial Site Map  
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Figure 2-3: Topo Quad Map  
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Figure 2-4: General Plan Land Use Designation Map  
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Figure 2-5: Zone District Map 
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3.2 DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment; and a

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

1^ 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.

II I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

II 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.

II 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.

~2^_
f9^^-

lature ~ Date

^f\tG ^M/\:S ^ ^'-<-^<-<'.~J /^'^'/AIA^-

Printed Name/Position ;"

www.provostondprilchard.com 3-2

LowerTule River Irrigation District June 2025

Poplar Basin Project
Chapter 3: Determination

3.2 DETERMINATION

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

E]

>14

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a

NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I ýnd that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there

will not be a signiýcant 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.

| 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.

‘

/i / f /c/n
ýgýture V Date

gþ i ‘ g  AI‘M/RS . GW'  W pie.
Printed Name/Position I

vvww.provosiondprllchard.com 3-2











Lower Tule River Irrigation District June 2025 
Poplar Basin Project 
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis  

www. provost and pritchard .com     4-5  

As demonstrated in Figure 4-1
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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))? 

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

c) and d) No Impact. There are no forests or timberland lands in the Project area or vicinity.5 The proposed 
Project does not propose any rezoning; it would not convert forest land to non-forest use. There would 
be no impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. As previously mentioned, the proposed Project would convert the land from 
its existing agricultural use to a use that is considered Urban and Built-Up Land pursuant to the FMMP. 
Nonetheless, it would also benefit water resources that may be used for agricultural uses in the area. The 
proposed Project would likely result in continued farming on agricultural lands that might otherwise be 
fallowed due to lack of water. As such, impacts would be less than significant. 

4.2.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

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

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

The proposed Project is located on lands classified by the DOC as either Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance. These classifications recognize a land's suitability for 
agricultural production by considering the physical and chemical characteristics of the soil, such as soil 
temperature range, depth of the groundwater table, flooding potential, rock fragment content, and rooting 
depth. The classifications also consider location, growing season, and moisture available to sustain high-
yield crops. Together, Important Farmland and Grazing Land are defined by the DOC as "Agricultural Land." 

The proposed Project is located on lands that are classified as "Prime Farmland," which consists of lands 
suited for farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long term 
agricultural production. This type of farmland land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to produce sustained high yields. The basin would ultimately benefit water resources that may be 
used for agricultural lands in the vicinity and thereby prevent other agricultural lands from being fallowed 
due to inadequate or costly recovery of declining groundwater water or lack of surface water supplies. 
Since the Project site would continue to serve an agricultural purpose, implementation of the proposed 
Project would not result in the conversion of farmland. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict 
with the FPPA or adversely affect prime or unique farmland.  

 
5 (United States Forest Service) 
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Figure 4-1: Farmland Designation Map  
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https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm.%20Accessed%202015


https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/g4nl3p0g/gamaqi.pdf
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-8: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

4.4.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley. The San Joaquin Valley is bordered by the Sierra Nevada 
to the east, the Tehachapi Mountains to the south, the California coastal ranges to the west, and the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to the north. The topography of the Project site is relatively flat with an 
elevation of approximately 370 feet above sea level. The Project site is circumscribed by agricultural lands 
along with sparse residences. 

4.4.1.1 CLIMATE 
Like most of California, the Project area experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 95- and 105-
degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 110 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter 
temperatures are often below 70 °F during the day and rarely exceed 75 °F. On average, Porterville, CA 

D D g D
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receives approximately 5.8 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between 
October and March, and the Project site would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation. 
 
4.4.1.2 HYDROLOGY 
The nearest surface water to the proposed Project is the Casa Blanca Ditch which runs along the southern 
edge of the Project site. Stormwater or snowmelt runoff from upland areas flows into Frazier Creek, which 
flows into the Friant-Kern Canal. As the Friant-Kern Canal continues south, it crosses over with Porter 
Slough, Hubbs Miner Ditch, Wood Central Ditch, and Poplar Ditch. Further south Friant-Kern Canal gets 
diverted into irrigation canals throughout cropland south of Poplar Cotton Center, CA. Casa Blanca Ditch 
receives water from these neighboring irrigation canals. 
 
4.4.1.3 SOILS 
Two soil mapping units representing ten soil types were identified within the Project site and are listed in 
(see Appendix B for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soils are displayed with their core properties in the 
table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. All ten soils are primarily used for 
grazing, wildlife habitat, and watershed areas. 

Table 4-9: List of Soils Located on the APE and Their Basic Properties 

Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent of 
APE 

Hydric Soil 
Category Drainage Permeability Runoff 

Exeter Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 0.2% Predominantly 

Nonhydric 
Moderately 
well drained 

Low to 
moderately low Medium 

Flamen Loam, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 99.8% Predominantly 

Nonhydric 
Moderately 
well drained Moderate Low 

 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation 
can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived from specific soil properties as well as climate, parent 
material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of a certain location. None of the major or minor 
soil mapping units located on the Project site were identified as hydric. 
 
4.4.1.4 BIOTIC HABITATS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA 
A biological field survey of the approximately 41.7-acre site was performed on March 20, 2025. Three biotic 
habitats were observed within the Project site and included agricultural and canal. These habitats and their 
constituent plant and animal species are described in more detail in the following sections. 
 
4.4.1.4.1 NON-NATIVE GRASSLAND 
The Project site is primarily located on a fallow agricultural field used previously for almond cultivation and 
is surrounded by active cropland. The Project site was densely vegetated within this habitat type and 
dominated by common chickweed (Stellaria media), common sowthistle (Sonchus oleraceus), Musky stork's 
bill (Erodium moschatum), prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), rigid fiddleneck (Amsinckia menziesii), and 
bromes (Bromus spp.). Other plants identified within the Project site include  common groundsel (Senecio 
vulgaris), cheeseweed mallow (Malva parviflora), almond (Prunus amygdalus), common dandelion 
(Taraxacum officinale), common wheat (Triticum aestivum), foxtail barley (Hordeum jubatum), great brome 
(Bromus diandrus), henbit deadnettle (Lamium amplexicaule), miniature lupine (Lupinus bicolor), purple 
owl's clover (Castilleja exserta), redstem filaree (Erodium  cicutarium), sheperd's purse (Capsella bursa-
pastoris), and willow herb (Epilobium ciliatum). The fungus pale brittlestem (Candolleomyces candolleanus) 
was also identified. Sporadically throughout this habitat there were dense patches of decaying plant matter 
completely covering the soil and smelled strongly of fertilizer. These patches were much less vegetated 
than the rest of the grassland but included almond saplings and pale brittlestem. 
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Species Status* Habitat Occurrence within the APE 
approximately two miles east of 
the Project site during an 
unknown year. 

Bakersfield legless lizard 
(Anniella grinnelli) CSSC 

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

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas are 
frequently cultivated agricultural 
lands and non-native grassland 
that are unsuitable for this 
species. The nearest recorded 
observation of this species 
within the vicinity was 
approximately 13.7 miles 
southwest of the Project site 
during 20199. 

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard 
(Gambelia sila) FE, CE, CFP 

Occurs in the San Joaquin Valley 
region in expansive, arid areas 
with scattered vegetation. Today 
they inhabit non-native grassland 
and alkali sink scrub communities 
of the valley floor marked by 
poorly drained, alkaline, and saline 
soils. They can be found at 
elevations ranging from 
approximately 100 to 2,600 feet. 
They are absent from areas with 
steep slopes and dense 
vegetation, and areas subject to 
seasonal flooding. Adults may 
excavate shallow burrows but rely 
on deeper pre-existing rodent 
burrows for hibernation and 
reproduction. 

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas consisted of 
ruderal/ non-native grassland 
habitat and agricultural fields 
that are densely vegetated. 
Insufficient habitat for 
hibernation and reproduction as 
only one unoccupied burrow 
was observed in the entire 
Project site. The nearest 
recorded observation of this 
species within the vicinity was 
approximately nine miles west 
of the Project site in 1911. 

Buena Vista Lake ornate 
shrew (Sorex ornatus 
relictus) 

FE, CSSC 

Prefers moist soils, inhabiting 
marshes, swamps, and riparian 
shrublands in the Tulare Basin. Use 
stumps, logs, and leaf litter for 
cover. 

Absent. The Project site and 
surrounding areas consisted of 
ruderal habitat and agricultural 
fields/ non-native grassland 
which do not the aquatic and 
riparian habitat required by this 
species. 

Burrowing owl (Athene 
cunicularia) CC, CSSC 

Resides in open, dry grasslands, 
deserts, scrublands, and other 
areas with low growing vegetation. 
Nests and roosts underground in 
existing burrows created by 
mammals, most often by ground 
squirrels, and human-made 
structures. 

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas do not have 
burrows for this species to 
utilize. While the non-native 
grassland habitat could act as 
foraging habitat for this species, 
this habitat was also present 
throughout the region. The 
nearest recorded observation of 
this species within the vicinity 
was approximately 12 miles 
southwest of the Project site in 
1993. 

Coast horned lizard 
(Phrynosoma blainvilii) CSSC 

Found in grasslands, coniferous 
forests, woodlands, and chaparral, 
primarily in open areas with 
patches of loose, sandy soil and 
low-lying vegetation in valleys, 
foothills, and semi-arid mountains. 
Frequently found near ant hills and 

Unlikely. The Project site is 
highly disturbed due to 
surrounding agricultural 
cultivation. The nearest 
recorded observation of this 
species within the vicinity was 
approximately 13.7 miles 
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confirmed there has been one previous cultural resource identified within the Project area, and there has 
been one previous cultural resource studies conducted within the Project area. There were no other 
cultural resource studies or cultural resources listed within a half-mile radius of the Project area. 

4.5.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

a) and b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A CHRIS records search, from the 
SSJVIC, was conducted in March 2025. The search confirmed there has been one previous cultural 
resource identified within the Project area, and there has been one previous cultural resource studies 
conducted within the Project area. The cultural resource identified was one historic-era linear structure, 
the Casa Blanca Canal (P-54-005026), which is a part of the proposed Project. There were no other 
cultural resource studies or cultural resources listed within a half-mile radius of the Project area.  

Because the proposed Project construction would connect to the canal, Taylored Archaeology prepared 
a DPR record form documenting the presence of the canal segment within the Project boundary but did 
not prepare a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR) eligibility evaluation for the canal segment as part of this study (see Appendix C). The Casa Blanca 
Canal was already recorded in 2006 and 2016 by other archaeology companies and was evaluated for 
NRHP and CRHR eligibility in 2013 by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. The United States. Bureau of 
Reclamation found the canal ineligible for inclusion in both the NRHP and CRHR. No prehistoric cultural 
resources were encountered during the pedestrian survey.  

It is unlikely that the proposed Project has the potential to result in significant impacts or adverse effects 
to cultural or historical resources, such as archaeological remains, artifacts, or historic properties. 
However, in the event that cultural resources are encountered during Project construction, 
implementation of mitigation measure CUL-1 outlined below would reduce impacts to less than 
significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There is no evidence or record that the 
proposed Project has the potential to be an unknown burial site, or the site of buried human remains. In 
the unlikely event of such a discovery, mitigation shall be implemented. With incorporation of mitigation 
measure CUL-2 outlined below, impacts resulting from the discovery of remains interred on the Project 
site would be less than significant. 

4.5.3 MITIGATION 

CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains) Should archeological remains or artifacts be unearthed during 
any stage of project activities, work in the area of the discovery shall cease until the area 
is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist. If mitigation is warranted, the project 
proponent shall abide by recommendations of the archaeologist.  
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CUL-2 (Human Remains) In the event that human remains are discovered on the Project site, 
the Tulare County Coroner must be notified of that discovery (Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5) and all activities in the immediate area if the find or in any nearby area 
reasonably suspected of overlie adjacent human remains must cease until appropriate 
and lawful measures have been implemented. If the Coroner determines that the 
remains are not recent, but rather of Native American origin, the Coroner shall notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours to permit 
the NAHC to determine the most likely descendent of the deceased Native American. 
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erosion of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in the surrounding 
mountains have been transported into the Central Valley by streams. 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
soil survey of Tulare County, the Project site soils are almost entirely comprised of Flamen loam with a small 
portion of the site consisting of Exeter loam along the eastern margin.13 The soils present and their 
characteristics at the basin location can be found in Appendix B. 
 
4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 
The Project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no known faults cut through 
the local soil at the site. There are no known active faults in Tulare County.14 The closest known fault is an 
unnamed fault 6.5 miles southeast of the site, while the San Andreas Fault is approximately 62 miles 
southwest of the proposed Project. 
 
4.7.1.3 LIQUEFACTION 
The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil 
types and density, the groundwater table, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. No specific 
liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the County.15  
 
4.7.1.4 SOIL SUBSIDENCE 
There are two types of subsidence: land subsidence and hydrocompaction subsidence. Hydrocompaction 
subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over-saturation. These areas are typically 
composed of open-textured soils that become saturated, high in silt or clay content. Land subsidence 
occurs when an extensive amount of ground water, oil, or natural gas is withdrawn from below the ground 
surface. The San Joaquin Valley has become an area that has increasingly experienced subsidence due to 
excessive groundwater pumping activities lowering the water table. 
 
4.7.1.5 DAM AND LEVEE FAILURE 
According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the closest 100-year flood zone is 
approximately two miles southeast of the Project site.16 The Project site is within the Success dam 
inundation zone.17 

4.7.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

a-i) and a-ii) Less than Significant Impact. The Project site and the broader area are in an area traditionally 
characterized by relatively low seismic activity. Ground shaking intensity is largely a function of distance 

 
13 (United States Department of Agriculture) 
14 (Tulare County 2030 General Plan Update, 2010) 
15 (Department of Conservation, 2025) 
16 (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2025) 
17 (California Department of Water Resources, 2015) 
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from the earthquake epicenter and underlying geology. The most common impact associated with strong 
ground shaking is damage to structures, and no habitable structures are associated with the proposed 
Project. The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as established by the Alquist-
Priolo Fault Zoning Act (Section 2622 of Chapter 7.5, Division 2 of the California Public Resource Code). 
No known faults cut through the local soil at the site. There are no known active faults in Tulare County.18 
The closest known fault is an unnamed fault 6.5 miles southeast of the site, while the San Andrea Fault is 
approximately 62 miles southwest of the proposed Project. Due to the geology of the Project area and 
its distance from active faults, the potential for loss of life, property damage, ground settlement, or 
liquefaction to occur in the Project area is considered minimal. Impacts would be less than significant. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction occurs when loose, water-saturated sediments lose strength 
and fail during strong ground shaking. In general, liquefiable areas are confined to the Central Valley floor 
covered by Quaternary-age alluvial deposits, Holocene soil deposits, current river channels, and active 
wash deposits and their historic floodplains, marshes, and dry lakes. Specific liquefaction hazard areas in 
the County have not been identified. Additionally, the proposed Project would be in compliance with the 
relevant land use plans and the goals and policies set forth in the Tulare County General Plan that would 
avoid or reduce the effects of these hazards. As such, this impact would be less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

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

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

Less than Significant Impact. Earthmoving activities associated with the proposed Project would include 
excavation, trenching, and infrastructure and embankment construction. These activities could expose 
soils to erosion processes and the extent of erosion would vary depending on slope steepness/stability, 
vegetation/cover, concentration of runoff, and weather conditions. Dischargers whose projects disturb 
one (1) or more acres of soil are required to obtain coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ. 
Construction activity subject to this permit includes clearing, grading, and disturbances to the ground 
such as stockpiling, or excavation, but does not include regular maintenance activities performed to 
restore the original line, grade, or capacity of the facility. The Construction General Permit requires the 
development of SWPPP by a qualified sediment practitioner or a qualified sediment developer. Since the 
Project site has a relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion and would comply with the 
SWRCB requirements, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project site and the immediate surrounding area do not have any 
substantial grade changes in the topography to the point where the Project components would expose 
people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects on, or offsite, such as landslides, lateral 
spreading, or collapse. Earthquake-induced ground failures, such as ruptures, lateral spreading, ground 

 
18 (Tulare County 2030 General Plan Update, 2010) 

http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
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Table 4-16: Short Term Construction Related GHG Emissions 
 Emissions (MT CO2e) in TPY 
Maximum Annual Construction CO2e Emissions  268 
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Land-Use Development Projects*  1,100 
AB 32 Consistency Threshold for Stationary Source Projects*  10,000 
Threshold Exceeded? No 

 
Construction related generation of GHGs would be a maximum of 268 metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (MTCO2e) per year, while operational are expected to be negligible due to the passive nature of 
the proposed use. The proposed Project would not exceed the AB 32 consistency threshold for land use 
projects for both short-term construction emissions and long-term operational emissions as a result. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, 
that may have a significant impact on the environment. As shown in Table 4-16, the proposed Project is 
not expected to result in the generation of GHG emissions that would exceed the AB 32 consistency 
threshold of 1,100 MTCO2e annually during construction activities. Due to the passive nature of the 
proposed Project, it is expected to result in the generation of negligible quantities of emissions during 
operational activities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The proposed Project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. The proposed Project would be in compliance with 
all SJVAPCD policies and regulations and would not exceed an applicable threshold for GHG emissions. 
Therefore, there would be no impact.   
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-18: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

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

    

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

    

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 
risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

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

    

 
4.10.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The proposed Project is located in Tulare County, in the Central San Joaquin Valley. Like most of California, 
the San Joaquin Valley experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are followed by cool, 
moist winters. Summer temperatures often reach above 90 degrees Fahrenheit, and the humidity is 
generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60 degrees Fahrenheit during the day and rarely 
exceed 70 degrees. The Central Valley receives an average of 12 inches of precipitation in the form of 
rainfall yearly, most of which occurs between October and March. 

The Project site is located within the Lower Deer Creek watershed, Hydrologic Unit Code 1803000509. The 
proposed Project lies entirely within the Tule Groundwater Subbasin of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater 
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4.10.3.2 RIVERS AND HARBORS ACT 

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway over or in 
navigable waterways of the U.S., without Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of the Act, the building 
of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and 
excavation or fill within navigable waters requires the approval of the Chief of Engineers. The United States 
Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for the discharge of refuse matter into or 
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of the act.  
 
The proposed Project would not be constructed in a location that would affect a navigable waterway, 
requiring permit or approval by USACE. 
 
4.10.3.3 SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, SOLE SOURCE AQUIFER PROTECTION 
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) required USEPA to establish criteria through which an aquifer may be 
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent 
contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source 
aquifers." EPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SDWA. 
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region. 

SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed 
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states 
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for 
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that 
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no 
commitment for federal financial aid may be applied for any project that the Administrator determines may 
contaminate the aquifer through a recharge zone, so as to create a significant hazard to public health.25 

Pursuant to Section 1424(e), the USEPA has designated six (6) aquifers in Region IX which are the sole or 
principal source of drinking water for all municipal and private water systems in that watershed, and that 
if contaminated, would create a significant hazard to public health. 

The proposed Project is not located in an SSA. 

  

 
25 (United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2024) 
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Figure 4-2: FEMA Flood Map 
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4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Table 4-22: Population and Housing Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

4.14.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS  

The Project site is located within unincorporated Tulare County south of the community of Poplar. The site 
is entirely circumscribed by existing farmland in addition to sparse residences. There are no nearby 
neighborhoods, and the closest community or city is more than one mile away.   

4.14.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

a) and b) Less than Significant Impact. The goal of the proposed Project is not to induce population 
growth. The proposed Project would construct a new basin in an effort to capture and utilize stormwater 
and flood flows. The proposed Project would not encourage population growth directly or indirectly. No 
residential structures would be built, and the proposed Project would not displace any number of people. 
Project activities would not alter housing or the existing community in a way that would result in the need 
for new housing to be constructed elsewhere. The impacts would be less than significant.  
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acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

i. Fire Protection:  

ii. Police Protection:  

iii. Schools:  

iv. Parks:  

v. Other public facilities:  

a. i-v) No Impact. The proposed Project would not result in an increase of population; no residential or 
office construction is proposed for this proposed Project. There are no recreational lands or public 
facilities within the proposed Project area. No additional public services would be needed because of the 
proposed Project. There would be no impact. 
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4.16 RECREATION 
Table 4-24: Recreation Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) 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? 

    

4.16.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site and surrounding area are characterized by land in agricultural use as well as sparse 
residences. There are no parks or recreational facilities within one-half mile of the Project site. The closest 
park to the Project site is the Nagi Dhaifallah Unity Park, which is situated approximately 1.25 miles north 
of the site. 

4.16.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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? 

No Impact. The proposed basin would not increase the use or demand of any existing neighborhood, 
regional parks, or other recreational facilities of any kind. No population growth is anticipated or 
associated with the proposed Project. There would be no impact. 

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 would not include recreational facilities as part of the proposed Project 
components, nor does it propose the expansion of any existing recreational facilities. The proposed 
Project would construct a basin to provide recharge through the sustainable management of 
groundwater. There would be no impact. 
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c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact. The proposed Project does not involve geometric roadway features or propose incompatible 
uses. No additional public roads would be constructed as a result of the proposed Project. Therefore, 
there would be no impact. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project does not propose new roadway design features or 
permanent alterations to public roadways at the basin site. All potential disturbances to roadways during 
construction would be temporary. Road closures and detours are not anticipated as part of the 
construction phase of the proposed Project. The operational phase of the proposed Project would have 
no effect on public roadways or emergency access. Therefore, overall potential Project-related impacts 
to emergency access on local roadways would be considered less than significant. 
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-26: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

4.18.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is in the Southern Valley Yokuts ethnographic territory of the San Joaquin Valley. The Yokuts 
were generally divided into three major groups, the Northern Valley Yokuts, the Southern Valley Yokuts, 
and the Foothill Yokuts. The Yokuts are a sub-group of the Penutian language that covers much of coastal 
and central California and Oregon. Most local tribe populations ranged from 150 to 500 people. Prior to 
Euro-American contact, there was abundance of natural resources within the greater Tulare Lake area. Due 
to these resources, Yokuts maintained some of the largest populations in North America west of the 
continental divide. 

4.18.1.1 PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE SECTION 21080.3.1, ET SEQ. (CODIFICATION OF AB 52, 2013-14) 
Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, et seq. (codification of AB 52, 2013-14) requires that a lead 
agency, within 14 days of determining that it would undertake a project, must notify in writing any 
California Native American Tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of the 
project if that Tribe has previously requested notification about projects in that geographic area. The notice 
must briefly describe the project and inquire whether the Tribe wishes to initiate request formal 
consultation. Tribes have 30 days from receipt of notification to request formal consultation. The lead 
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4.20 WILDFIRE 
Table 4-28: Wildfire Impacts 

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

project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.20.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located approximately eight miles southwest of the nearest State Responsibility Area 
(SRA) and approximately eight miles southwest of the nearest High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area 
according to CalFIRE.30 The Project site is not located in an area known for wildfires. 

4.20.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

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

 
30 (CalFIRE, 2023) 
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d) If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

a-d) No Impact. The Project site is not located in or near an SRA nor located on lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones. The nearest SRA fire Hazard Zone is located approximately eight miles 
southwest of the Project site. Construction or implementation of the basin would not impede any existing 
or future emergency response plans. The Project site and the surrounding lands mostly consist of 
agricultural and related infrastructure on relatively flat and open land. Additionally, the proposed Project 
does not include the construction of any residential components or structures of any kind, nor would it 
require any employees to be stationed permanently at the site on a daily basis. There would be no impact. 
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Less than Significant. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(i) states that a Lead Agency shall consider whether 
the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of the project are cumulatively 
considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative effects of a project must, therefore, 
be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, and probable future 
projects. The proposed Project would include the construction of a basin used for groundwater recharge.  

No additional public roads would be constructed as a result of the proposed Project, nor would any 
additional public services be required. The proposed Project is not expected to result in direct or indirect 
population growth. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would not result in significant 
cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant through the 
implementation of mitigation measures and basic regulatory requirements incorporated into future 
Project design. 

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

Less than Significant. The Project would include the construction of a basin in Tulare County. The 
proposed Project in and of itself would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
Construction-related air quality/dust exposure impacts could occur temporarily as a result of Project 
construction. However, implementation of basic regulatory requirements identified in this IS/MND would 
ensure that impacts are less than significant. Therefore, the proposed Project would not have any direct 
or indirect adverse impacts on humans. The impacts would be less than significant.
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Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 

Item Mitigation Measure When Monitoring is 
to Occur 

Frequency of 
Monitoring 

Agency 
Responsible for 

Monitoring 

Method to 
Verify 

Compliance 

Verification of 
Compliance 

rather of Native American origin, the Coroner shall 
notify the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) in Sacramento within 24 hours to permit the 
NAHC to determine the most likely descendent of 
the deceased Native American. 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
See CUL-1 and CUL-2 above. 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Schott Basin

Construction Start Date 9/1/2025

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.10

Precipitation (days) 23.0

Location 36.036786277160715, -119.13819437544541

County Tulare

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2736

EDFZ 9

Electric Utility Southern California Edison

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.29

1.2. Land Use Types

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

Special Landscape
Area (sq ft)

Population Description

Other Non-Asphalt
Surfaces

40.0 Acre 40.0 0.00 0.00 — — —

Road Construction 0.02 Mile 0.02 0.00 0.00 — — —
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1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

No measures selected

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 7.91 6.68 59.1 61.8 0.11 2.57 6.20 8.78 2.37 2.78 5.15 — 12,099 12,099 0.50 0.11 1.15 12,146

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.90 3.29 29.8 29.1 0.06 1.23 2.50 3.74 1.14 0.98 2.11 — 6,706 6,706 0.28 0.06 0.01 6,730

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.96 0.81 7.36 7.21 0.01 0.31 0.68 0.99 0.28 0.28 0.56 — 1,615 1,615 0.07 0.01 0.05 1,621

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.18 0.15 1.34 1.32 < 0.005 0.06 0.12 0.18 0.05 0.05 0.10 — 267 267 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 268

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

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

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 7.91 6.68 59.1 61.8 0.11 2.57 6.20 8.78 2.37 2.78 5.15 — 12,099 12,099 0.50 0.11 1.15 12,146
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Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 3.90 3.29 29.8 29.1 0.06 1.23 2.50 3.74 1.14 0.98 2.11 — 6,706 6,706 0.28 0.06 0.01 6,730

2026 3.72 3.13 27.3 28.3 0.06 1.12 2.50 3.62 1.03 0.98 2.01 — 6,703 6,703 0.28 0.06 0.01 6,728

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2025 0.96 0.81 7.36 7.21 0.01 0.31 0.68 0.99 0.28 0.28 0.56 — 1,615 1,615 0.07 0.01 0.05 1,621

2026 0.43 0.36 3.15 3.27 0.01 0.13 0.29 0.42 0.12 0.11 0.23 — 774 774 0.03 0.01 0.02 777

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

2025 0.18 0.15 1.34 1.32 < 0.005 0.06 0.12 0.18 0.05 0.05 0.10 — 267 267 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 268

2026 0.08 0.07 0.57 0.60 < 0.005 0.02 0.05 0.08 0.02 0.02 0.04 — 128 128 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 129

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing (2025) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.46 0.39 3.39 3.49 < 0.005 0.21 — 0.21 0.19 — 0.19 — 490 490 0.02 < 0.005 — 492

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 1.34 1.34 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.35

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 0.22 0.22 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.22

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.24 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 30.2 30.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.12 30.7

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

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01

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

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

3.3. Linear, Grading & Excavation (2025) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.71 3.11 27.3 29.4 0.06 1.21 — 1.21 1.11 — 1.11 — 6,496 6,496 0.26 0.05 — 6,518

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.83 0.83 — 0.09 0.09 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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17.9—< 0.005< 0.00517.817.8—< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.005—< 0.005< 0.0050.080.070.010.01Off-Roa
d

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 2.95 2.95 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.96

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.17 0.16 0.09 1.43 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.16 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 181 181 0.01 0.01 0.69 184

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 21.5 21.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06 22.5

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.46 0.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.46

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06

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

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

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.08 0.08 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.08

Vendor < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01

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

3.5. Linear, Drainage, Utilities, & Sub-Grade (2025) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

2.99 2.51 22.9 23.6 0.05 0.91 — 0.91 0.84 — 0.84 — 5,694 5,694 0.23 0.05 — 5,713

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.69 0.69 — 0.07 0.07 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.01 0.01 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 15.6 15.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 15.7

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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0.000.000.000.000.000.00—0.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.000.00Onsite
truck

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

< 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 2.58 2.58 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.59

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.14 0.13 0.08 1.19 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 151 151 0.01 0.01 0.58 154

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

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.38 0.38 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.39

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.06 0.06 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.06

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

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

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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3.7. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.94 3.31 31.6 30.2 0.05 1.37 — 1.37 1.26 — 1.26 — 5,295 5,295 0.21 0.04 — 5,314

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 5.11 5.11 — 2.63 2.63 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.11 0.09 0.87 0.83 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 145 145 0.01 < 0.005 — 146

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.14 0.14 — 0.07 0.07 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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24.1—< 0.005< 0.00524.024.0—0.01—0.010.01—0.01< 0.0050.150.160.020.02Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

Dust
From
Material
Movement

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

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.05 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 106 106 0.01 < 0.005 0.40 108

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

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.65 2.65 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.70

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.44 0.44 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.45

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

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

3.9. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

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

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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Location TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.80 3.20 29.7 28.3 0.06 1.23 — 1.23 1.14 — 1.14 — 6,599 6,599 0.27 0.05 — 6,622

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.80 3.20 29.7 28.3 0.06 1.23 — 1.23 1.14 — 1.14 — 6,599 6,599 0.27 0.05 — 6,622

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.81 0.68 6.33 6.04 0.01 0.26 — 0.26 0.24 — 0.24 — 1,408 1,408 0.06 0.01 — 1,412

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.51 0.51 — 0.20 0.20 — — — — — — —

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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Onsite
truck

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

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

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.15 0.12 1.16 1.10 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04 — 233 233 0.01 < 0.005 — 234

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.09 0.09 — 0.04 0.04 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.11 0.11 0.06 0.95 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 121 121 0.01 0.01 0.46 123

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

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

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.10 0.09 0.07 0.75 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 107 107 0.01 0.01 0.01 109

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

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 23.6 23.6 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 24.0

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.91 3.91 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 3.98

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

3.11. Grading (2026) - Unmitigated

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

3.62 3.04 27.2 27.6 0.06 1.12 — 1.12 1.03 — 1.03 — 6,599 6,599 0.27 0.05 — 6,621

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 2.39 2.39 — 0.95 0.95 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.42 0.35 3.14 3.18 0.01 0.13 — 0.13 0.12 — 0.12 — 762 762 0.03 0.01 — 764

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.28 0.28 — 0.11 0.11 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Off-Roa
d
Equipm
ent

0.08 0.06 0.57 0.58 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 126 126 0.01 < 0.005 — 127

Dust
From
Material
Movement

— — — — — — 0.05 0.05 — 0.02 0.02 — — — — — — —

Onsite
truck

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

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.09 0.08 0.07 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 105 105 0.01 0.01 0.01 106

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

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

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 12.5 12.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 12.7

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

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

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

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 2.07 2.07 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 2.11

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

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

4. Operations Emissions Details

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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4.10. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type

4.10.1. Soil Carbon Accumulation By Vegetation Type - Unmitigated

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

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

4.10.2. Above and Belowground Carbon Accumulation by Land Use Type - Unmitigated

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

TOG ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 CO2T CH4 N2O R CO2e

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Total — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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4.10.3. Avoided and Sequestered Emissions by Species - Unmitigated

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Sequest
ered

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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

Avoided — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025
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——————————————————Sequest
ered

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Remove
d

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Subtotal — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

5. Activity Data

5.1. Construction Schedule

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Days Per Week Work Days per Phase Phase Description

Linear, Grubbing & Land
Clearing

Linear, Grubbing & Land
Clearing

9/1/2025 9/1/2025 5.00 1.00 —

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

9/2/2025 9/2/2025 5.00 1.00 —

Linear, Drainage, Utilities,
& Sub-Grade

Linear, Drainage, Utilities,
& Sub-Grade

9/3/2025 9/3/2025 5.00 1.00 —

Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/1/2025 9/13/2025 5.00 10.0 —

Grading Grading 9/14/2025 2/28/2026 5.00 120 —

5.2. Off-Road Equipment

5.2.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Equipment Type Fuel Type Engine Tier Number per Day Hours Per Day Horsepower Load Factor

Linear, Grubbing &
Land Clearing

Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 87.0 0.43

Linear, Grubbing &
Land Clearing

Excavators Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Linear, Grubbing &
Land Clearing

Signal Boards Electric Average 0.00 8.00 6.00 0.82
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Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Crawler Tractors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 87.0 0.43

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Excavators Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Rollers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Rubber Tired Loaders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 150 0.36

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Signal Boards Electric Average 0.00 8.00 6.00 0.82

Linear, Grading &
Excavation

Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Air Compressors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 37.0 0.48

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Generator Sets Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 14.0 0.74

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Plate Compactors Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 8.00 0.43

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Pumps Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 11.0 0.74

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Rough Terrain Forklifts Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 96.0 0.40

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Signal Boards Electric Average 0.00 8.00 6.00 0.82

Linear, Drainage,
Utilities, & Sub-Grade

Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 3.00 8.00 367 0.40
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Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Back Diesel Average 4.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

Grading Excavators Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 36.0 0.38

Grading Graders Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 148 0.41

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers Diesel Average 1.00 8.00 367 0.40

Grading Scrapers Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 423 0.48

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Back
hoes

Diesel Average 2.00 8.00 84.0 0.37

5.3. Construction Vehicles

5.3.1. Unmitigated

Phase Name Trip Type One-Way Trips per Day Miles per Trip Vehicle Mix

Site Preparation — — — —

Site Preparation Worker 17.5 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Site Preparation Vendor — 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Site Preparation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Site Preparation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Grading — — — —

Grading Worker 20.0 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Grading Vendor — 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Grading Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Grading Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing — — — —

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Worker 5.00 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Vendor 0.00 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Grubbing & Land Clearing Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Grading & Excavation — — — —

Linear, Grading & Excavation Worker 30.0 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025

—————



24 / 32

Linear, Grading & Excavation Vendor 1.00 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Linear, Grading & Excavation Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Grading & Excavation Onsite truck — — HHDT

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

— — — —

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Worker 25.0 7.70 LDA,LDT1,LDT2

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Vendor 0.00 6.80 HHDT,MHDT

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Hauling 0.00 20.0 HHDT

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

Onsite truck — — HHDT

5.4. Vehicles

5.4.1. Construction Vehicle Control Strategies

Non-applicable. No control strategies activated by user.

5.5. Architectural Coatings

Phase Name Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Interior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Non-Residential Exterior Area
Coated (sq ft)

Parking Area Coated (sq ft)

5.6. Dust Mitigation

5.6.1. Construction Earthmoving Activities

Phase Name Material Imported (cy) Material Exported (cy) Acres Graded (acres) Material Demolished (sq. ft.) Acres Paved (acres)

Linear, Grubbing & Land
Clearing

— — 0.02 0.00 —

Linear, Grading & Excavation — — 0.02 0.00 —

Linear, Drainage, Utilities, &
Sub-Grade

— — 0.02 0.00 —
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Site Preparation — — 15.0 0.00 —

Grading — — 360 0.00 —

5.6.2. Construction Earthmoving Control Strategies

Control Strategies Applied Frequency (per day) PM10 Reduction PM2.5 Reduction

Water Exposed Area 3 74% 74%

5.7. Construction Paving

Land Use Area Paved (acres) % Asphalt

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 40.0 0%

Road Construction 0.02 100%

5.8. Construction Electricity Consumption and Emissions Factors

kWh per Year and Emission Factor (lb/MWh)
Year kWh per Year CO2 CH4 N2O

2025 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

2026 0.00 532 0.03 < 0.005

5.18. Vegetation

5.18.1. Land Use Change

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Vegetation Land Use Type Vegetation Soil Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.1. Biomass Cover Type

Poplar Basin Detailed Report, 4/28/2025



26 / 32

5.18.1.1. Unmitigated

Biomass Cover Type Initial Acres Final Acres

5.18.2. Sequestration

5.18.2.1. Unmitigated

Tree Type Number Electricity Saved (kWh/year) Natural Gas Saved (btu/year)

6. Climate Risk Detailed Report

6.1. Climate Risk Summary

Cal-Adapt midcentury 2040–2059 average projections for four hazards are reported below for your project location. These are under Representation Concentration Pathway (RCP) 8.5 which
assumes GHG emissions will continue to rise strongly through 2050 and then plateau around 2100.

Climate Hazard Result for Project Location Unit

Temperature and Extreme Heat 30.5 annual days of extreme heat

Extreme Precipitation 0.75 annual days with precipitation above 20 mm

Sea Level Rise — meters of inundation depth

Wildfire 0.00 annual hectares burned

Temperature and Extreme Heat data are for grid cell in which your project are located. The projection is based on the 98th historical percentile of daily maximum/minimum temperatures from
observed historical data (32 climate model ensemble from Cal-Adapt, 2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Extreme Precipitation data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The threshold of 20 mm is equivalent to about ¾ an inch of rain, which would be light to moderate rainfall if
received over a full day or heavy rain if received over a period of 2 to 4 hours. Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.
Sea Level Rise data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from Radke et al. (2017), as reported in Cal-Adapt (Radke et al., 2017, CEC-500-2017-008), and
consider inundation location and depth for the San Francisco Bay, the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta and California coast resulting different increments of sea level rise coupled with
extreme storm events. Users may select from four scenarios to view the range in potential inundation depth for the grid cell. The four scenarios are: No rise, 0.5 meter, 1.0 meter, 1.41 meters
Wildfire data are for the grid cell in which your project are located. The projections are from UC Davis, as reported in Cal-Adapt (2040–2059 average under RCP 8.5), and consider historical data
of climate, vegetation, population density, and large (> 400 ha) fire history. Users may select from four model simulations to view the range in potential wildfire probabilities for the grid cell. The
four simulations make different assumptions about expected rainfall and temperature are: Warmer/drier (HadGEM2-ES), Cooler/wetter (CNRM-CM5), Average conditions (CanESM2), Range of
different rainfall and temperature possibilities (MIROC5). Each grid cell is 6 kilometers (km) by 6 km, or 3.7 miles (mi) by 3.7 mi.

6.2. Initial Climate Risk Scores
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Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 4 0 0 N/A

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 0 0 0 N/A

Drought 0 0 0 N/A

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 0 0 0 N/A

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores do not include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.3. Adjusted Climate Risk Scores

Climate Hazard Exposure Score Sensitivity Score Adaptive Capacity Score Vulnerability Score

Temperature and Extreme Heat 4 1 1 4

Extreme Precipitation N/A N/A N/A N/A

Sea Level Rise N/A N/A N/A N/A

Wildfire N/A N/A N/A N/A

Flooding 1 1 1 2

Drought 1 1 1 2

Snowpack Reduction N/A N/A N/A N/A

Air Quality Degradation 1 1 1 2

The sensitivity score reflects the extent to which a project would be adversely affected by exposure to a climate hazard. Exposure is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5 representing the
greatest exposure.
The adaptive capacity of a project refers to its ability to manage and reduce vulnerabilities from projected climate hazards. Adaptive capacity is rated on a scale of 1 to 5, with a score of 5
representing the greatest ability to adapt.
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The overall vulnerability scores are calculated based on the potential impacts and adaptive capacity assessments for each hazard. Scores include implementation of climate risk reduction
measures.

6.4. Climate Risk Reduction Measures

7. Health and Equity Details

7.1. CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Scores

The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Exposure Indicators —

AQ-Ozone 82.5

AQ-PM 94.6

AQ-DPM 16.5

Drinking Water 99.2

Lead Risk Housing 58.2

Pesticides 89.6

Toxic Releases 18.7

Traffic 5.99

Effect Indicators —

CleanUp Sites 80.9

Groundwater 93.6

Haz Waste Facilities/Generators 71.6

Impaired Water Bodies 43.8

Solid Waste 75.7

Sensitive Population —

Asthma 65.9

Cardio-vascular 86.1

Low Birth Weights 44.5

Socioeconomic Factor Indicators —
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Education 86.7

Housing 66.1

Linguistic 87.9

Poverty 85.6

Unemployment 99.7

7.2. Healthy Places Index Scores

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

Indicator Result for Project Census Tract

Economic —

Above Poverty 7.981521879

Employed 12.04927499

Median HI 12.63954831

Education —

Bachelor's or higher 17.25907866

High school enrollment 100

Preschool enrollment 22.08392147

Transportation —

Auto Access 74.57975106

Active commuting 7.35275247

Social —

2-parent households 46.32362376

Voting 46.91389709

Neighborhood —

Alcohol availability 68.71551392

Park access 7.493904786

Retail density 3.554471962

Supermarket access 14.19222379
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Tree canopy 64.63492878

Housing —

Homeownership 51.00731426

Housing habitability 39.48415244

Low-inc homeowner severe housing cost burden 23.77774926

Low-inc renter severe housing cost burden 34.33850892

Uncrowded housing 37.31553959

Health Outcomes —

Insured adults 52.48299756

Arthritis 0.0

Asthma ER Admissions 35.8

High Blood Pressure 0.0

Cancer (excluding skin) 0.0

Asthma 0.0

Coronary Heart Disease 0.0

Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease 0.0

Diagnosed Diabetes 0.0

Life Expectancy at Birth 20.9

Cognitively Disabled 66.4

Physically Disabled 29.8

Heart Attack ER Admissions 14.4

Mental Health Not Good 0.0

Chronic Kidney Disease 0.0

Obesity 0.0

Pedestrian Injuries 62.3

Physical Health Not Good 0.0

Stroke 0.0

Health Risk Behaviors —
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Binge Drinking 0.0

Current Smoker 0.0

No Leisure Time for Physical Activity 0.0

Climate Change Exposures —

Wildfire Risk 0.0

SLR Inundation Area 0.0

Children 39.2

Elderly 43.3

English Speaking 48.4

Foreign-born 51.5

Outdoor Workers 0.3

Climate Change Adaptive Capacity —

Impervious Surface Cover 92.0

Traffic Density 6.9

Traffic Access 0.0

Other Indices —

Hardship 87.3

Other Decision Support —

2016 Voting 57.9

7.3. Overall Health & Equity Scores

Metric Result for Project Census Tract

CalEnviroScreen 4.0 Score for Project Location (a) 96.0

Healthy Places Index Score for Project Location (b) 16.0

Project Located in a Designated Disadvantaged Community (Senate Bill 535) Yes

Project Located in a Low-Income Community (Assembly Bill 1550) Yes

Project Located in a Community Air Protection Program Community (Assembly Bill 617) No
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a: The maximum CalEnviroScreen score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects a higher pollution burden compared to other census tracts in the state.
b: The maximum Health Places Index score is 100. A high score (i.e., greater than 50) reflects healthier community conditions compared to other census tracts in the state.

7.4. Health & Equity Measures

No Health & Equity Measures selected.

7.5. Evaluation Scorecard

Health & Equity Evaluation Scorecard not completed.

7.6. Health & Equity Custom Measures

No Health & Equity Custom Measures created.

8. User Changes to Default Data

Screen Justification

Construction: Construction Phases Construction schedule.
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 
2.1 REGIONAL SETTINGS 
2.1.1 TOPOGRAPHY 
The Project site is located within the Woodville U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle within 
the northwestern quarter of Section 11, Township 22 South, Range 26 East. The topography of the Project 
site is relatively flat with an elevation of approximately 370 feet above mean sea level (see Figure 3). 
 
2.1.2 CLIMATE 
Like most of California, the Project area experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers are 
followed by cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range between 95- and 105-
degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 110 °F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter 
temperatures are often below 70 °F during the day and rarely exceed 75 °F. On average, Porterville, CA 
receives approximately 5.8 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between 
October and March (Center n.d.), and the Project site would be expected to receive similar amounts of 
precipitation. 
 
2.1.3 HYDROLOGY 
The nearest surface water to the Project is the Casa Blanca Ditch which runs along the southern edge of 
the Project site. 
 
Stormwater or snowmelt runoff from upland areas flows into Frazier Creek, which flows into the Friant-
Kern Canal. As the Friant-Kern Canal continues south, it crosses over with Porter Slough, Hubbs Miner Ditch, 
Wood Central Ditch, and Poplar Ditch. Further south Friant-Kern Canal gets diverted into irrigation canals 
throughout cropland south of Poplar Cotton Center, CA. Casa Blanca Ditch receives water from these 
neighboring irrigation canals. 
 
2.1.4 SOILS 
Two soil mapping units representing ten soil types were identified within the Project site and are listed in 
Table 1 (see Appendix D for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soils are displayed with their core properties 
in the table below, according to the Major Land Resource Area of California. All ten soils are primarily used 
for grazing, wildlife habitat, and watershed areas. 
 
Table 1: List of Soils Located on the Project Site and Their Basic Properties 

Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent 
of Site 

Hydric Soil 
Category  Drainage  Permeability  Runoff 

Exeter 
Loam, 0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

0.2% Predominantly 
Nonhydric 

Moderately 
well drained 

Low to 
moderately low Medium 

Flamen 
Loam, 0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

99.8% Predominantly 
Nonhydric 

Moderately 
well drained Moderate Low 

 
Hydric soils are defined as soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the growing 
season to develop anaerobic conditions such that under sufficiently wet conditions, hydrophytic vegetation 
can be supported. Hydric soil ratings are derived from specific soil properties as well as climate, parent 
material, vegetation, landform type, and biological activity of a certain location. None of the major or minor 
soil mapping units located on the Project site were identified as hydric.   
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besides sparse invasive grasses in along the in between the different habitat types. The survey of this 
habitat did not result in any new species observations. It is possible for wildlife (including but not limited to 
mammals such as coyotes) to use the roads within this habitat, especially at night. It is possible for bird who 
construct nests on the ground such as killdeer and mourning doves to utilize said area for nests, notable 
during nesting bird season. Miniature lupine and purple owl's clover were observed growing close to the 
boundary between the non-native grassland habitat and ruderal habitat, meaning it is possible for said 
species to disperse along the dirt roads.   
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Species  Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Site 
found within numerous habitats 
throughout California, including the 
margins of agricultural lands. Needs a 
sufficient prey base of burrowing 
rodents. 

non-native grassland that are 
unsuitable for this species. No 
burrows of appropriate size were 
observed during the survey. The 
nearest recorded observation of this 
species within the vicinity was 
approximately 2 miles east of the 
Project site during an unknown year. 

Bakersfield legless 
lizard 
(Anniella grinnelli) 

CSSC 

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

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas are frequently 
cultivated agricultural lands and 
non-native grassland that are 
unsuitable for this species. The 
nearest recorded observation of this 
species within the vicinity was 
approximately 13.7 miles southwest 
of the Project site during 2019. 

Blunt-nosed leopard 
lizard 
(Gambelia sila) 

FE, CE, 
CFP 

Occurs in the San Joaquin Valley 
region in expansive, arid areas with 
scattered vegetation. Today they 
inhabit non-native grassland and 
alkali sink scrub communities of the 
valley floor marked by poorly 
drained, alkaline, and saline soils. 
They can be found at elevations 
ranging from approx. 100 to 2,600 
feet. They are absent from areas with 
steep slopes and dense vegetation, 
and areas subject to seasonal 
flooding. Adults may excavate 
shallow burrows but rely on deeper 
pre-existing rodent burrows for 
hibernation and reproduction. 

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas consisted of 
ruderal/ non-native grassland 
habitat and agricultural fields that 
are densely vegetated. Insufficient 
habitat for hibernation and 
reproduction as only one 
unoccupied burrow was observed in 
the entire Project site. The nearest 
recorded observation of this species 
within the vicinity was 
approximately 9 miles west of the 
Project site in 1911. 

Buena Vista Lake 
ornate shrew 
(Sorex ornatus 
relictus) 

FE, CSSC 

Prefers moist soils, inhabiting 
marshes, swamps, and riparian 
shrublands in the Tulare Basin. Uses 
stumps, logs, and leaf litter for cover. 

Absent. The Project site and 
surrounding areas consisted of 
ruderal habitat and agricultural 
fields/ non-native grassland which 
do not the aquatic and riparian 
habitat required by this species. 

Burrowing owl 
(Athene cunicularia) CC, CSSC 

Resides in open, dry grasslands, 
deserts, scrublands, and other areas 
with low growing vegetation. Nests 
and roosts underground in existing 
burrows created by mammals, most 
often by ground squirrels, and 
human-made structures. 

Unlikely. The Project site and 
surrounding areas do not have 
burrows for this species to utilize. 
While the non-native grassland 
habitat could act as foraging habitat 
for this species, this habitat was also 
present throughout the region. The 
nearest recorded observation of this 
species within the vicinity was 
approximately 12 miles southwest of 
the Project site in 1993. 

Coast horned lizard CSSC Found in grasslands, coniferous 
forests, woodlands, and chaparral, 

Unlikely. The Project site is highly 
disturbed due to surrounding 
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Species  Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Site 
(Branchinecta lynchi) grass or mud-bottomed swales, and 

basalt depression pools. 
observed within the Project site and 
the Project site is unsuitable for this 
species. 

Western spadefoot 
(Spea hammondii) FPT, CSSC 

The majority of the time this species 
is terrestrial and occurs in small 
mammal burrows and soil cracks, 
sometimes in the bottom of dried 
pools. Prefers open areas with sandy 
or gravelly soils, in a variety of 
habitats including mixed woodlands, 
grasslands, coastal sage scrub, 
chaparral, sandy washes, lowlands, 
river floodplains, alluvial fans, playas, 
alkali flats, foothills, and mountains. 
Vernal or seasonal pools, that hold 
water for a minimum of three weeks, 
are necessary for breeding. 

Absent. The Project site and 
surrounding areas consisted of 
densely vegetated ruderal habitat 
and non-native grassland, 
surrounding agricultural activity, and 
the absence of seasonal pools 
required for this species 

 
*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES 
Present:  Species observed on the Project site at time of field surveys or during recent past. 
Likely:   Species not observed on the Project site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the Project site, but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the Project site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the Project site and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat. 
 
STATUS CODES 
FE Federally Endangered   CE California Endangered 
FT Federally Threatened   CCE California Endangered (Candidate) 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)  CT California Threatened 

  CFP California Fully Protected 
     CSSC California Species of Special Concern 
 
CNPS LISTING 
1A Plants presumed extinct in California. 2A Plants presumed extirpated in California, but more  
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in  common elsewhere. 
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3.5.4 PROJECT-RELATED IMPACTS TO REGULATED WATERS, WETLANDS, AND WATER 
QUALITY 

Typical wetlands, vernal pools, and other waters were absent from the Project site. There are no designated 
wild and scenic rivers within the Project site; therefore, the Project would not result in direct impacts to 
wild and scenic rivers. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 
 
Since construction would involve ground disturbance over an area greater than one acre, the Project would 
also be required to obtain a Construction Stormwater General Permit under the Storm Water Program 
administered by the RWQCB. A prerequisite for this permit is the development of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) so activities do not adversely affect water quality. 
 
3.5.5 PROJECT-RELATED IMPACTS TO WILDLIFE MOVEMENT CORRIDORS AND NATIVE 

WILDLIFE NURSERY SITES 
Most of the Project site does not contain features that would be likely to function as wildlife movement 
corridors. Casa Blanca Ditch could be potentially used as a wildlife movement corridor, but disturbance to 
this canal would be temporary in nature and would not disturb wildlife movement. Furthermore, the 
Project is located in an area regularly disturbed by humans which would discourage dispersal and migration. 
 
Native wildlife nursery sites are areas where a species or group of similar species raise their young in a 
concentrated place, such as maternity bat roosts. No native wildlife nursery sites were found within the 
site. 
 
Therefore, the Project would have no impact on wildlife movement corridors or other native wildlife 
nursery sites, and no additional mitigation measures are warranted. 
 
3.5.6 PROJECT-RELATED IMPACTS TO CRITICAL HABITAT 
Designated critical habitat is absent from the Project site and surrounding lands. Therefore, there would 
be no impact to critical habitat, and mitigation measures are not warranted. 
 
3.5.7 LOCAL POLICIES OR HABITAT CONSERVATION PLANS 
The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Tulare County General Plan. There 
are no known HCPs or NCCPs in the Project vicinity. Mitigation measures are not warranted. 
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