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implementation. Chapter 6 References, details the documents and reports this document relies upon to 
provide its analysis. 

The California Emissions Estimator Modeling (CalEEMod) Output Files, 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 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 basisof this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

E] I ýnd that the proposed project COULDNOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVEDECLARATIONwill be prepared.

E I find 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 MITIGATEDNEGATIVEDECLARATIONwill be prepared.

[j I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTREPORTis required.

E] I ýnd that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially signiýcant impact” or “potentially
signiýcant 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) hasbeen
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTREPORTis required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

E] 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
NEGATIVEDECLARATIONpursuant to applicablestandards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIRor NEGATIVEDECLARATION,including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

W/ /  [2/7 /Zazs’- , //

Signature V . Date

6 4 4%. GýþCfý/M‘Yþllyel/

Printed Name/Position
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3.2 DETERMINATION

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

El

IE

I ýnd that the proposed project COULD NOT have a signiýcant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I ýnd that although the proposed project could have a signiýcant 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 ýnd that the proposed project MAY have a signiýcant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I ýnd that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially signiýcant impact” or ”potentially
signiýcant 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.

Signature V Date

5 a H écncm/ Mqþaae/

Printed Na me/Position
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Text Box
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character of the surrounding areas and would not stand out in any remarkable manner. Additionally, an 
existing recharge facility is situated immediately to the east. As such, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. There are no identified scenic resources, trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings within 
the Project site. There would be no components of the proposed Project that would cause obstruction 
to the general public view of natural features, nor would the proposed Project have an adverse effect on 
a scenic view. The nearest scenic highway to the proposed Project is SR 198, which is situated 
approximately 12 miles from the Project site. As such the Project site is not visible from a designated 
scenic highway. There would be no impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The visual character of the Project area is mostly dominated by existing 
agricultural lands, rural infrastructure, and the rural community of London to the southeast. The recharge 
facility would be consistent with agricultural uses and other uses in the area, including the immediately 
adjacent existing recharge basin. Once construction activities are complete, the recharge facility would 
not substantially degrade the visual character of the area, fitting cohesively with adjacent farmland 
circumscribing the Project site. Moreover, the proposed recharge facility would be constructed at 
approximately the same level as existing ground elevations in the areas. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. There would not be any light fixtures being installed as part of the proposed Project. Vehicular 
traffic to the site after the facility is constructed would be limited to as needed daytime maintenance 
trips. Therefore, the proposed Project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare that 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or be inconsistent with existing conditions. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

4.1.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.1.3.1 WILD, SCENIC, AND RECREATIONAL RIVERS ACT 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968, to maintain the natural beauty, biology, 
and wildness of federally designated "wild," "scenic," or "recreational" rivers that may be threatened by 
construction of dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to preserve these designated rivers in their free-
flowing condition, and to protect their immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. There are no "wild" or "scenic" rivers within or proximate to the Project site. 
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Figure 4-1: Farmland Designation Map  
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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 

4.4.1.1 TOPOGRAPHY 

The Project site is located within the United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute Traver quadrangle 
within the northwest and northeast corners of Section 02, Township 17 South, Range 23 East. The 
topography of the Project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from approximately 297 to 310 feet 
above mean sea level.  
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Figure 4-2: Project Site Photo 

 

Figure 4-3:Project Site Photo 
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Figure 4-4: Project Site Photo 

 

Figure 4-5: Project Site Photo  
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Species  Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the APE  
open ponderosa pine forest, 
grassland, and agricultural areas, 
where it feeds on insects in flight. 
Roosts are most commonly in 
crevices in cliff faces but may also use 
high buildings and tunnels. 

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. 

Unlikely. The only sandy area of the 
Project site was the access road 
within the pond habitat, and thus, 
conditions on-site are less than 
marginal for this species. The 
nearest recorded observation was 
four miles south-southeast of the 
Project site in 2018 within creek 
habitat. 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus occidentalis) 

FT, CE 

Suitable nesting habitat in California 
includes dense riparian willow-
cottonwood and mesquite habitats 
along a perennial river. Once 
common in the California Central 
Valley, as well as coastal valleys and 
riparian habitats east of the Sierra 
Nevada, habitat loss now constrains 
the California breeding population to 
small numbers of birds. 

Absent. The Project site is outside 
the current range of the species. 

*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES 
Present:  Species observed on the APEs at time of field surveys or during recent past. 
Likely:   Species not observed on the APEs, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the APEs, but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the APEs, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the APEs 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) 
FC Federal Candidate   CT California Threatened 
FPT Federally Threatened (Proposed)  CFP California Fully Protected 
     CSSC California Species of Special Concern 
 
CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY (CNPS) LISTING 
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in  2B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in  
 California and elsewhere.    California, but more common elsewhere. 
 

4.4.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A reconnaissance-level field survey of the 
Project site was conducted on July 28, 2025, by Provost & Pritchard biologist. The survey consisted of 
walking and driving throughout the Project site and visually surveying areas outside of the Project site 
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wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and mammals. 
Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a proposed 
project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Under Section 
7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of concurrence, stating that 
the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7 requirements do not apply to 
nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of SRF monies that may be distributed to Tulare 
County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section 7.  

Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7 of 
the ESA.  

Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of 
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm, 
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to 
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.  

The take prohibition in Section 9 applies only to fish and wildlife species. However, Section 9 also prohibits 
the unlawful removal and possession, or malicious damage or destruction, of any endangered plant from 
federal land. Section 9 prohibits acts to remove, cut, dig up, damage, or destroy an endangered plant 
species in non-federal areas in knowing violation of any State law or in the course of criminal trespass. 
Candidate species and species that are proposed for or under petition for listing receive no protection 
under Section 9.  

See further discussion regarding how the proposed Project would mitigate impacts to bring them to less 
than significant under checklist item a.  

4.4.3.2 FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION ACT  

The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (Act), approved September 29, 1980, declares that fish and wildlife 
are of ecological, educational, esthetic, cultural, recreational, economic, and scientific value to the Nation. 
The Act acknowledges that historically, fish and wildlife conservation programs have focused on more 
recreationally and commercially important species within any particular ecosystem, without provisions for 
the conservation and management of nongame fish and wildlife. The purposes of this Act are to encourage 
all federal departments and agencies to utilize their statutory and administrative authority, to the maximum 
extent practicable and consistent with each agency's statutory responsibilities and to conserve and to 
promote conservation of non-game fish and wildlife and their habitats. The Act authorizes financial and 
technical assistance to the States for the development, revision, and implementation of conservation plans 
and programs for nongame fish and wildlife. The Act defines "nongame fish and wildlife" as wild vertebrate 
animals in an unconfined state, that are not ordinarily taken for sport, fur or food, not listed as endangered 
or threatened species, and not marine mammals within the meaning of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act. The original Act authorized $5 million for each of Fiscal Years 1982 through 1985, for grants for 
development and implementation of comprehensive State nongame fish and wildlife plans and for 
administration of the Act.  

See further discussion regarding how the proposed Project would mitigate impacts to bring them to less 
than significant or how the proposed Project would have no impact under checklist items a, b, and d above.  

4.4.3.3 MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 16, Section 703 and following sections of the United States 
Code [16 USC 703 et seq.]), first enacted in 1918, provides protection of international migratory birds and 
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authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of migratory birds. The MBTA states that it is 
unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, to pursue, take, or kill any migratory bird, or any part, nest, 
or egg of any such bird. The current list of species protected by the MBTA is found under Title 50, Section 
10.13 of the CFR (50 CFR 10.13). The list includes nearly all birds native to the United States.  

In December 2017, the U.S. Department of the Interior's Office of the Solicitor issued a revised legal 
interpretation (Opinion M-37050) of the MBTA's prohibition on the take of migratory bird species. Opinion 
M-37050 concludes that "consistent with the text, history, and purpose of the MBTA, the statute's 
prohibitions on pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempting to do the same apply only to 
affirmative actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, their nests, or their 
eggs" (DOI 2017). According to Opinion M-37050, take of a migratory bird, its nest, or eggs that is incidental 
to another lawful activity does not violate the MBTA, and the MBTA's criminal provisions do not apply to 
those activities. Opinion M-37050 may affect how the MBTA is interpreted but does not legally change the 
regulation itself.  

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the controlling federal appellate court for California, also 
has held that habitat modification that harms migratory birds "does not 'take' them within the meaning of 
the MBTA (Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Evans, 952 F.2d 297, 303, 1981). 

See further discussion regarding how the proposed Project would mitigate impacts to bring them to less 
than significant under checklist item a.  

4.4.3.4 BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION ACT  

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act affords additional legal protection to bald eagles and golden 
eagles. This law prohibits the take, sale, purchase, barter, offer of sale, purchase, or barter, transport, 
export or import, at any time or in any manner of any bald or golden eagle, alive or dead, or any part, nest, 
or egg thereof (16 U.S. Code [USC] 668---668d). The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act also defines take 
to include "pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest, or disturb," and 
includes criminal and civil penalties for violating the statute. USFWS further defines the term "disturb" as 
agitating or bothering an eagle to a degree that causes or is likely to cause injury, or either a decrease in 
productivity or nest abandonment by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior.  

See further discussion regarding how the proposed Project would mitigate impacts to bring them to less 
than significant under checklist item a.  

4.4.3.5 MAGNUSON-STEVENS FISHERY CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT ACT  

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended (16 USC 180 I), requires 
that Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) be identified and described in federal fishery management plans. Federal 
agencies must consult with NMFS on any activity that they fund, permit, or carry out that may adversely 
affect EFH. The EFH regulations require that federal agencies obligated to consult on EFH also provide NMFS 
with a written assessment of the effects of any action on EFH (50 CFR 600.920). NMFS is required to provide 
EFH conservation and enhancement recommendations to federal agencies. The statute also requires 
federal agencies receiving NMFS EFH conservation recommendations to provide a detailed written 
response to NMFS within 30 days of receipt, detailing how they intend to avoid, mitigate, or offset the 
impact of activity on EFH (Section 305[b][4][B]).  

EFH is defined as those waters and substrates necessary to fish for spawning, breeding, feeding, or growth 
to maturity. For the purposes of interpreting the definition of EFH, "waters" includes aquatic areas and 
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Table 4-12: 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 historical resource 
pursuant to in § 15064.5? 

    

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

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 

    

4.5.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

4.5.1.1 RECORDS SEARCH 

On August 4, 2025, Taylored Archaeology requested a cultural resource records search from the Southern 
San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) at California State University in Bakersfield, California. The purpose of this request was to identify 
and review prior cultural resource studies and previously recorded cultural resources on or near the Project 
site. The records search included prior cultural resources investigation reports conducted and previously 
recorded resources within the Project site and the 0.5-mile radius of the Project site. Also included in 
research were cultural resource records as well as the Historic Properties Directory of the Office of Historic 
Preservation list, General Land Office Maps, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility list, and the 
California Inventory of Historic Resources list. 

The SSJVIC provided the records search results in a letter dated September 18, 2025 (Records Search File 
No. 25-327). According to the CHRIS records results, there are no prior cultural resources studies conducted 
within the Project boundary. However, there were five cultural resources studies previously conducted 
within a 0.5-mile radius. In addition, the CHRIS search also reported that there are no previously recorded 
cultural resources within the Project boundary nor any previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.5-
mile radius. 

4.5.1.2 ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

A search of historical USGS topographic maps from 1927 to present and historic aerial imagery from 1956 
to present covering the Project site resulted in the Kennedy Schoolhouse Ditch existing as of 1927 and the 
London Pond to the east being a gravel pit as of 1969. No significant changes could be seen for the past 
several decades from how the site is now.  

4.5.1.3 ARCHAEOLOGICAL PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 

On August 23, 2025, Taylored Archaeology conducted an archaeological pedestrian survey within the 
Project site identified as approximately 83 acres. The Project site consisted of primarily an orchard (walnuts 
and peaches) and agricultural field. 
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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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4.6 ENERGY 

Table 4-13: Energy Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

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

    

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

    

4.6.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is situated northwest of the community of London, a rural residential and agricultural area 
in Tulare County. Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) supplies electricity to the Project area.8 Southern 
California Gas Company supplies natural gas to the Project area.9 

4.6.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less than Significant Impact. Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy 
resource expended over the course of Project construction. California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor 
Vehicles, Section 2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than five 
minutes, thereby precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption of fuel because of unproductive 
idling of construction equipment. In addition, the energy consumption for construction activities would 
not be ongoing as they would be limited to the duration of Project construction.  

Energy consumption of non-residential uses is currently governed by the 2022 California Building Code, 
Part 6 for structures, and Title 20 of the California Code of Regulations for appliances. Energy 
consumption is anticipated to decrease over time as more energy efficient standards take effect and 
energy-consuming equipment reaches its end-of-life and necessitates replacement. The proposed 
Project would comply with construction best management practices. Once completed, the proposed 
Project would be passive in nature and would not operate in a wasteful or inefficient manner that results 
in unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

 

8 (Pacific Gas & Electric Company, 2014) 
9 (Southern California Gas Company, 2023) 
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makes up the southern two-thirds of the geomorphic province. Both valleys are watered by large rivers 
flowing west from the Sierra Nevada Range, with smaller tributaries flowing east from the Coast Ranges. 
Most of the surface of the Great Valley is covered by Quaternary (present day to 1.6 million years ago) 
alluvium. The sedimentary formations are steeply upturned along the western margin due to the uplifted 
Sierra Nevada Range.10 From the time the Central Valley first began to form, sediments derived from 
erosion of igneous and metamorphic rocks and consolidated marine sediments in the surrounding 
mountains have been transported into the Central Valley by streams. 

According to the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) 
soil survey of Tulare County, the Project site soils are almost entirely comprised of Hanford sandy loam with 
a small portion of the site consisting of Calgro-Calgro.11 The soils present and their characteristics at the 
recharge facility location can be found in Section 4.4.1.4. 

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.12 The closest known fault is an 
unnamed fault 41 miles southeast of the site, while the San Andreas Fault is approximately 68 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.13  

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 1.5 miles southeast of the Project site.14 The Project site is not within a dam inundation zone; 
the closest such zone is the Terminus dam, approximately 2.8 miles southeast of the proposed Project.15 

 

10 Harden, D.R. 1998, California Geology, Prentice Hall, 479 pages. 
11 (United States Department of Agriculture) 
12 (Tulare County 2030 General Plan Update, 2010) 
13 (Department of Conservation, 2025) 
14 (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2025) 
15 (California Department of Water Resources, 2015) 
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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. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

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 
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.16 
The closest known fault is an unnamed fault 41 miles southeast of the site, while the San Andrea Fault is 
approximately 68 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 

 

16 (Tulare County 2030 General Plan Update, 2010) 
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4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Table 4-17: Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) Impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

    

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

    

4.9.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

4.9.1.1 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by the State, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location 
of hazardous materials release sites. Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California 
Environmental Protection Agency to develop at least annually an updated Cortese List. The Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for a portion of the information contained in the Cortese 
List. Other State and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous material 
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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. 
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No Impact. The proposed Project would improve groundwater storage by reducing groundwater pumping 
in the area and prevent exceedances of storm water drainage systems or additional polluted runoff by 
providing a depressional space for surface water capture. As such, the proposed Project would not result 
in a substantial increase in the rate or amount of surface runoff that would result in flooding on- or off-
site. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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  

No Impact. The proposed Project would improve groundwater storage by reducing pumping in the area 
and prevent exceedances of storm water drainage systems or additional polluted runoff by providing a 
depressional space for surface water. There would be no impact. 

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

No Impact. The proposed Project would not impede or redirect flood flows. The proposed Project is 
designed to capture and temporarily store storm and flood flows and allow the water to infiltrate into 
the ground over a period of time, thereby facilitating recharge of the underlying aquifer. There would be 
no impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project is not located in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche 
zone. The proposed Project is in the central San Joaquin Valley, especially isolated from opportunities for 
tsunami or seiche. The proposed Project is not within a dam inundation zone. There would be no 
employees required to be on site on a regular basis. As shown in Figure 4-6, the proposed Project is not 
within a 100-year flood zone. Additionally, operation of the recharge facility does not involve hazardous 
materials, which could lead to the release of pollutants. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The proposed Project would not conflict with implementation of a water quality control plan. 
The proposed Project would help alleviate water supply issues during the irrigation season and capture 
portions of available storm or flood runoff to be used for groundwater recharge. Furthermore, 
construction activities would require implementation of a SWPPP and compliance with all Cal/OSHA 
regulations in order to reduce the potential for incidental release of pollutants or hazardous substances 
into surface water or groundwater. The proposed Project would be located within the boundaries of the 
KREGSA, of which the District is also serving as the Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA). The 
proposed Project would not conflict with the KREGSA. There would be no impacts. 

4.10.3 FEDERAL CROSS-CUTTING TOPIC 

4.10.3.1 FLOOD PLAIN MANAGEMENT- EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBERS 11988, 12148, AND 
13690 

FEMA designates flood hazard and frequency for cities and counties on its Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The 
proposed Project area is not within a designated 100-year floodplain, on a floodplain map, or otherwise 
designated by FEMA.  
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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 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." USEPA'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 
(USEPA 2019). 

The proposed Project is not located in an SSA. 
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Figure 4-6: FEMA Flood Map 
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than 100 miles from the coastline. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with the Coastal 
Zone Management Act. 
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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 northwest of the community of London. 
The site is entirely circumscribed by existing farmland in addition to sparse residences; however, the 
community of London is situated approximately one quarter-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) No Impact. The proposed Project would construct a new recharge 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. There would be no 
impacts to population and housing. 
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4.15.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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 
parks to the Project site are located in and around the nearby cities of Dinuba and Kingsburg, 4.5 and 5.5 
miles away, respectively.  

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 recharge facility 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 recharge basin to provide recharge through the sustainable management of 
groundwater. There would be no impact. 
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threshold of 500 daily trips. For the County, projects that generate less than 500 trips per day can be 
presumed to have a less than significant impact.25 Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

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 site of the new recharge facility. 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. 

 

25 (County of Tulare, 2020) 
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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: 

    

b) 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 

    

c) 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. Much of the research from ethnographers focuses on the central Yokuts tribes due 
to the northernmost tribes being impacted by Euro-Americans during the California Gold Rush of the mid 
1800s and by the southernmost tribes often being removed and relocated by the Spanish to various Bay 
Area or coastal missions. The central Yokuts tribes, and especially the western Sierra Nevada foothill tribes, 
were the most intact at the time of ethnographic study.  

The most detailed ethnographic information gathered regarding Native American group territories in 
Central California is located within maps of Southern and Central Yokuts, which show the Project area 
within the Telamni Yokuts territory. The main ethnographic village for this area was Waitatahulul, which 
was approximately five miles to the south of the Project site along Packwood Creek. Primary Yokuts villages 
were typically located along lakeshores and major stream courses, with scattered secondary or temporary 
camps and settlements located near gathering areas in the foothills. Yokuts were organized into local tribes, 
with one or more linked villages and smaller settlements within a territory.  
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Prior to Euro-American contact, there was an 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 NATIVE AMERICAN OUTREACH 

The NAHC in Sacramento was contacted in August 2025 to perform a search of the SLF to determine if any 
Native American resources have been recorded in the immediate Project area. The response letter showed 
results were negative and confirms there are no known records associated with the Project (see Appendix 
C). The NAHC also provided a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural 
resources in the area, which is shown in Section 4.5.1. . 

4.18.2 IMPACT ASESSMENT 

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

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. 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in Section 4.5.1, an SLF search 
completed for the Project area, dated August 4, 2025, did not identify any tribal cultural resources within 
the Project area. Additionally, a records search was conducted by the SSJVIC at California State University, 
Bakersfield. This search also determined that tribal cultural resources were not present on-site.  

Outreach letters and follow-up emails were sent to tribal organizations using the NAHC list to further 
identify Native American interests and concerns in the Project area. The following Native American 
organizations/individuals were contacted from the list provided by NAHC below:  

1. Chairperson Delia Dominguez of Kitanemuk and Yowlumne Tejon Indians 
2. Cultural Specialist II Samantha McCarty of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe 
3. Cultural Specialist I Nichole Escalon of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe 
4. Tribal Historic Preservation Officer Shana Powers of the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe 
5. Chairperson Michelle Heredia-Cordova of Table Mountain Rancheria 
6. Cultural Resource Director Bob Pennell of Table Mountain Rancheria 
7. Environmental Department Director Kerri Vera of the Tule River Tribe 
8. Chairperson Neil Peyron of the Tule River Indian Tribe 
9. Chairperson Kenneth Woodrow of the Wuksachi Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band  

As part of this archaeological investigation, nongovernmental outreach letters and location maps were 
sent to each individual listed above on August 26, 2025. The letter was followed up via email on 
September 8, 2025. Tule River Tribe Environmental Director Kerri Vera responded acknowledging receipt 
of the outreach letter.As of the date of the report (September 16, 2025), no further responses were 
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received. There is little chance the Project would cause a substantial adverse change to the significance 
of a tribal cultural resource as defined. With the implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-
2, described in Section 4.5.4, any impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources would be less than significant 

4.18.3 MITIGATION 

See CUL-1 and CUL-2 outlined above in Section 4.5.4.  

PROVOST& PRITC HARDPROVOST& PRITC HARD







Alta Irrigation District December 2025 
London West Pond Project 
Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 

  Page 4-69  

Less than Significant Impact. The proposed Project operations are not anticipated to produce any solid 
waste. However, the proposed Project is required and would be expected to comply with any federal, 
State, and local regulations regarding solid waste management during the construction period. There 
would be no impact.   
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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 11 miles west of the nearest State Responsibility Area (SRA) and 
approximately 11 miles west of the nearest High or Very High Fire Hazard Severity Area according to 
CalFIRE.26 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? 

 

26 (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 11 miles west 
of the Project site. Construction or implementation of the recharge pond 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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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 

identification and habitat of this species) will 
conduct three site visits for northwestern pond 
turtle within the Project site will be conducted in 
accordance with the Oregon Department of Fish and 
Wildlife statewide protocol guidelines for visual 
surveys ( Samara Group and Oregon Native Turtle 
Working Group 2020). If no northwestern pond 
turtles are observed during the focused surveys, 
then construction activities may begin. If 
construction is delayed or halted for more than 
seven (7) days, another pre-construction survey for 
northwestern pond turtle will be conducted. If the 
survey results in the identification of a northwestern 
pond turtle, the qualified biologist will determine 
appropriate buffers to be implemented to avoid 
impacts to the individual(s). 

Inspection to 
verify 
construction 
of buffers. 

BIO-7 (Nesting Survey): If it is determined that western 
pond turtles are occupying the pond habitat, an 
additional nesting pond turtle survey will be 
performed by a qualified biologist. Prior to ground 
disturbance activity within the pond area of the 
Project site, a pond turtle nesting survey will be 
completed within 24 hours. If any evidence of 
western pond turtle nests or eggs is discovered 
during the survey, ground disturbance will be 
postponed until the expected emergence period of 
hatchlings has ended. 

Prior to construction 
activities 

Prior to 
construction 
activities 

District with 
assistance of a 
qualified biologist 

  

BIO-8 (Monitor): If northwestern pond turtles are 
discovered at any point of the proposed Project, a 
qualified biologist will conduct a pre-activity 
clearance survey each day and remain on the site to 
oversee all vegetation clearing and ground 
disturbance activities until Project activities within 
the pond area are completed. 

Prior to and during 
construction activities 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities 

District with 
assistance of a 
qualified biologist 

  

BIO-9 (Formal Consultation): Should northwestern pond 
turtles become listed in this area, and the 
project/qualified biologist needs to move an 

Prior to construction 
activities 

Prior to 
construction 
activities 

District with 
assistance of a 
qualified biologist 
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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 

individual, consultation for protection plans and/or 
relocation plans with the appropriate agencies will 
be completed to avoid take. 

Cultural Resources 
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. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily District Memo 
summarizing 
discovery 

 

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. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily District Memo 
summarizing 
discovery 

 

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

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name London West

Construction Start Date 3/2/2026

Operational Year 2026

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 1.90

Precipitation (days) 23.2

Location 36.484893785065424, -119.44962280543895

County Tulare

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2716

EDFZ 5

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Gas Utility Southern California Gas

App Version 2022.1.1.30

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

83.0 Acre 83.0 0.00 0.00 — — —

— —|
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Road Construction 0.02 Mile 0.02 0.00 — — — —

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. 3.83 3.23 29.2 29.6 0.06 1.24 5.21 6.45 1.14 2.65 3.79 — 6,717 6,717 0.28 0.06 0.42 6,741

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 7.49 6.31 54.5 59.6 0.11 2.33 6.20 8.53 2.14 2.78 4.92 — 12,062 12,062 0.50 0.11 0.03 12,108

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 1.38 1.16 10.2 10.5 0.02 0.42 1.15 1.58 0.39 0.50 0.89 — 2,347 2,347 0.10 0.02 0.07 2,356

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.25 0.21 1.86 1.92 < 0.005 0.08 0.21 0.29 0.07 0.09 0.16 — 389 389 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 390

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)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
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2026 3.83 3.23 29.2 29.6 0.06 1.24 5.21 6.45 1.14 2.65 3.79 — 6,717 6,717 0.28 0.06 0.42 6,741

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 7.49 6.31 54.5 59.6 0.11 2.33 6.20 8.53 2.14 2.78 4.92 — 12,062 12,062 0.50 0.11 0.03 12,108

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 1.38 1.16 10.2 10.5 0.02 0.42 1.15 1.58 0.39 0.50 0.89 — 2,347 2,347 0.10 0.02 0.07 2,356

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

2026 0.25 0.21 1.86 1.92 < 0.005 0.08 0.21 0.29 0.07 0.09 0.16 — 389 389 0.02 < 0.005 0.01 390

2.4. Operations 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. 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

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

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Water — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Waste — — — — — — — — — — — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00

Total 0.56 0.56 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Mobile 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Area 0.56
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