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The California Emissions Estimator Modeling (software) (CalEEMod) Output Files, Biological Resources 
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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is not a part of the Project. The area to the north and east of the existing pond will be avoided as it has 
been identified as a potentially sensitive habitat area. No Project activities will occur in this area.   
 
The proposed turnout would be developed with a capacity for approximately 20 cubic feet per second 
(CFS). The proposed turnout facility would consist of cast-in-place concrete structure, control gate(s), trash 
rack, and related appurtenances from the west bank of Deep Creek to divert to the proposed basin. The 
turnout structure would connect to an inlet pipeline approximately 350 linear feet (LF) from Deep Creek 
into the proposed Paregien Basin. The turnout structure would have a maximum excavation depth of 15 
feet below ground surface for establishing proper compaction under the structure and pipeline. All 
excavation material would be balanced on site. 
 
Construction would include equipment mobilization, excavation of earthwork for the recharge basin and 
construction of basin perimeter berms. The Project site would contain temporary staging areas for 
construction equipment and material storage during the construction effort. Basin construction would 
include performance testing (i.e. compaction testing) and demobilization. Excavation material would be 
used on site for berm construction along the perimeter of the basin. New berm construction would not 
exceed six feet in height, measured from the exterior toe to the top of new berm. The maximum depth of 
ground disturbance for the basin would be as much as nine (9) feet. 

Through the improvements of this proposed multi-cell recharge basin, it is anticipated to recharge 
approximately 1,260 acre-feet (AF) on an average annual basis. However, the site is capable of recharging 
more in wet years when surplus water is available for longer durations. The 1,260 AF estimate is derived 
based on an estimated recharge rate of 0.5 AF per acre across the approximately 50 acres of wetted area 
for an estimated duration of 50 days, which is an approximate average of historical water availability on the 
Kaweah system. Typical surplus surface water availability is generally between March and June. However, 
in very wet years, water could be diverted for recharge whenever excess supply is available, which could 
occur from January to September or October.  
 
2.1.7.3 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 

Construction of the Project is anticipated to be completed within six months. Generally, construction would 
occur between the hours of 7am and 7pm, Monday through Saturday, excluding holidays. Construction will 
be done by Kaweah Delta Water Conservation District and close coordination will occur within the two 
Districts.  

2.1.7.4 EQUIPMENT 

Construction equipment would likely include the following equipment used during construction: 
 
Table 2-2: Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment  
Excavators Skid steers, Compactors Large tractor and large 

discing unit, 

Backhoes Loaders D9 dozer 

Water trucks supplying 
water for dust control and 

conditioning soil for 
compaction, and 

Graders Hauling trucks Large watercannon and 
hoses  
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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):

El

E

| find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

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

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

Q4 Ml // /& /Z__éf
Signature a Date/ /
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Printed Name/Position
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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
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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.
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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.
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I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

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

I find that the proposed project MAY have a ”potentially significant impact” or ”potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but i t  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.
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS 
4.1 AESTHETICS 
Table 4-1: Aesthetics Impacts 

Except as provided in Public 
Resources Code Section 21099, 

would the project:  

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista?  

    

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

    

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? 

    

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

    

4.1.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The proposed recharge Project is located in Tulare County northeast of the city of Farmersville and 
northwest of the city of Exeter. The Project site was  planted in walnut orchards on about half the site, and 
the trees were removed in August of 2025 as there was no on site irrigation and they were dying. The site 
is located in an agricultural area. The site is bounded to the north by State Route (SR) 198, to the west by 
rural residences and open space, and to the east and south by groundwater retention basins. The closest 
residence to the Project site is approximately 75 feet west across Road 168. The Project site is relatively 
flat. The southern portion of the Sierra Nevada mountain range, which is a prominent visual feature within 
Tulare County, reside approximately 20 miles to the east; however, it can only be clearly seen on a clear 
day. Views are often obstructed due to smog caused by the inversion layer found in the San Joaquin Valley.  

The Project site is not located near a California State Scenic Highway. According to the California State 
Scenic Highway System, the closest officially designated state scenic highway is SR 180 located 
approximately 25 miles north in Fresno County.1 SR 198, which is the major thoroughfare through Visalia, 
is an eligible state scenic highway located approximately 2.6 miles south.2 According to the Tulare County 
General Plan, the Project site, nor the Project vicinity, contains any designated scenic vistas.3 
 

 
1 (California Department of Transportation, 2023) 
2 Ibid. 
3 (Tulare County 2030 General Plan Update, 2010) 
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4.1.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?  

No Impact.  As mentioned, there are no designated scenic vistas at the Project site, nor are there any 
within the vicinity of the Project. Furthermore, despite the adjacent groundwater retention basins, the 
Project region is generally flat and nowhere on the site provides characteristics of a potential scenic vista. 
Therefore, 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. The Project is not located within, or visible from, a designated state scenic highway. 
Furthermore, the Project would not remove any trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings. Therefore, 
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 Project is located in Tulare County and is considered a non-urbanized 
area. Implementation of the Project would result in a concaved piece of land and surface water diversion 
components attached to Deep Creek. These Project features would not substantially degrade the existing 
visual character, nor would they degrade the quality of a public view. Impacts would be less than 
significant. 

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

No Impact.  No artificial lighting is proposed to be on-site. Vehicular traffic to the site after the facility is 
constructed would be limited to as needed daytime maintenance trips. Therefore, the 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. There would be no impact. 
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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.


https://ww2.valleyair.org/media/g4nl3p0g/gamaqi.pdf
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SJVAPCD. Additionally, work completed as a part of the proposed Project would not be concentrated on 
one portion of the site, rather it would move about the site as construction progresses. This reduces the 
potential for any sensitive receptors to be significantly impacted by the proposed Project. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant.  

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

Less than Significant Impact. During construction activities, construction equipment exhaust and other 
construction applications would temporarily emit odors. Construction would be completed on land 
within rural Tulare County and could have an effect on some rural residences that would be located near 
the construction area of the proposed Project. Construction of the proposed Project would be temporary, 
and odors would not remain after Project completion. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.  
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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 GENERAL 

A Biological Resources Evaluation report, dated September 2025, was prepared for the Project and can be 
found in this document as Appendix B. A reconnaissance-level field survey of the Project site was conducted 
on July 28, 2025, by a Provost & Pritchard biologist. The survey consisted of walking throughout the Project 
site and visually surveying areas outside of the Project while identifying and noting land uses, biological 
habitats and communities, and plant and animal species encountered. Habitats were also assessed to help 
with determining if they could be suitable for various rare or protected plant and animal species. 
Representative photographs of the site were taken and can be found below (see Figure 4-2, Figure 4-3, 
Figure 4-4, and Figure 4-5).  

D g D D

D $ D D
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D D D g
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Figure 4-2: Project Site Photos 
 

 
Figure 4-3: Project Site Photos  

Jul 28 2 25,15:34:43
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Figure 4-4: Project Site Photos 
 

 
Figure 4-5: Project Site Photos 
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The Project is located in the San Joaquin Valley, northeast of the City of Farmersville and east of the City of 
Visalia in the northeast portion of Tulare County. The Project site is located within the Exeter United States 
Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangle within the northeast corner of Section 31, Township 18 
South, Range 26 East. The topography of the Project site is relatively flat with elevations ranging from 
approximately 370 to 380 feet above mean sea level (see Figure 2-3).  
 
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 88- and 96-
degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 97°F, and the humidity is generally low. Winter 
temperatures are often below 65°F during the day and rarely exceed 67°F. On average, the City of Visalia 
receives approximately 13 inches of precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between 
September and May, and the Project site would be expected to receive similar amounts of precipitation.9 
 
4.4.1.2 SOILS 

Two soil mapping units representing two soil types were identified within the Project site and are listed in 
Table 4-9 (see Appendix D of Appendix B for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soils are displayed with their 
core properties in the table below. Both soils are primarily used for crops, orchards, and wildlife habitat. 
 
Table 4-9: List of Soils Located on the Site and Their Basic Properties 

Soil Soil Map 
Unit 

Percent 
of Site 

Hydric Soil 
Category  Drainage  Permeability  Runoff 

Grangeville 

Sandy loam, 
drained, 0 
to 2 percent 
slopes 

34.6% Predominantly 
hydric 

Somewhat 
poorly 
drained 

Moderately rapid 
permeability 

Negligible to 
very low 
runoff 

Nord 

Fine sandy 
loam, 0 to 2 
percent 
slopes 

65.4% Predominantly 
Nonhydric Well drained Moderate Negligible to 

low runoff 

 
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. One of the major soil 
mapping units is predominantly hydric and makes up 34.6% of the site. 
 
4.4.1.3 BIOTIC HABITATS 

Seven biotic habitats were observed within the Project site and included grassland, orchard, oak savanna, 
creek, riparian, levee, and ruderal (see Figure 4-6). These habitats and their constituent plant and animal 
species are described in more detail in the following sections. 
 
4.4.1.3.1 GRASSLAND 
The majority of the Project site, totaling roughly 61 acres, was made up of mostly grasses with scattered 
valley oaks that had diameter breast heights greater than 85 inches. The grass height averaged 
approximately 36 inches. Small mammal burrows were observed within the grassland habitat, ranging from 
1 inch to 3.5 inches in diameter. Between the grass density and height, coupled with the volume of small 
mammal burrows, it appears this habitat has not been managed or used for any type of agricultural 
production activity for several years.  

 
9 (Weather Spark) 
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The plant and vegetation species observed during the survey included, dove weed (Murdannia nudiflora), 
tree tobacco (Nicotiana glauca), ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), common sunflower (Helianthus 
petiolaris), California soap plant (Chlorogalum pomeridianum var. pomeridianum), beardless wild rye 
(Elymus triticoides), shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), California palm (Washingtonia filifera), Russian 
thistle (Salsola tragus), and fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.). 
 
The wildlife species observed during the survey included coyote (Canis latrans), red-tailed hawk (Buteo 
jamaicensis), California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), 
San Joaquin fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis biseriatus ), and cliff swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota). 
 
The grassland habitat could serve a variety of wildlife species including forging and nesting songbirds and 
raptors. Forging and roosting bat species, reptile species such as common garter snake (Thamnophis 
sirtalis) and western fence lizard, and nocturnal species such as coyote and Virginia opossum (Didelphis 
virginiana) would be expected to utilize the site as well. 
 
4.4.1.3.2 ORCHARD 
In the north and west part of the Project site, there were two orchards, approximately 13 and nine acres 
respectively. Both orchards contained walnut trees (Juglans sp.). High levels of California ground squirrel 
activity were noted in the orchard to the north, with evidence of their burrows throughout the orchard, 
and with walnut shells near the burrow entrances. The orchard to the west was overgrown with common 
and native vegetation standing nearly 48 inches tall.  As of August 2025, the walnut trees were dying and 
were removed from the Project site. 
 
The plant and wildlife species observed as a result of the survey included, telegraph weed (Heterotheca 
grandiflora), common sunflower, prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola), milk thistle (Silybum marianum), 
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), beardless wild rye, and fiddleneck.  
 
The orchard habitat could serve foraging and nesting birds, as well as nocturnal wildlife such as coyote and 
Virginia opossum. 
 
4.4.1.3.3 OAK SAVANNA  
In the northeasteast corner of the Project site, east of Deep Creek and south of Highway 198, there are 
approximately three acres of oak savanna habitat. There is a degraded dirt path that runs through most of 
this section of the habitat. Adjacent to the path are located both live and fallen oak trees of different heights 
and age classes. The grass has a similar height and species composition as in the grassland habitat to the 
west.  
 
The plant and wildlife species observed as a result of the survey included valley oak, tobacco plant, sacred 
datura (Datura wrightii), and shortpod mustard (Hirschfeldia incana). 
 
The orchard habitat could serve foraging and nesting birds, including raptors. Forging and roosting bat 
species, reptile species such as Pacific gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer catenifer) and western fence lizard, 
and nocturnal species such as barn owl (Tyto alba) and deer mice (Peromyscus californicus) would be 
expected to utilize this habitat. 
 
The area to the north and east of the existing pond will be avoided as it has been identified as a potentially 
sensitive habitat area. No Project activities will occur in this area 
 
4.4.1.3.4 CREEK 
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Species  Status* Habitat  Occurrence within the Site  
miles east-southeast of the Project site 
in 2014. 

Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle 
(Desmocerus 
californicus 
dimorphus) 

FT 

Lives in mature elderberry shrubs in 
the Central Valley and adjacent 
foothills from Tehama County south 
through Merced and Mariposa 
Counties with two scattered 
populations in Madera and Fresno 
Counties. Adults are active from 
March to June. 

Absent. While elderberry shrubs were 
observed within the riparian habitat 
portion of the Project site, it is believed 
the species has been extirpated from 
this area.  

Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 
(Branchinecta lynchi) 

FT 

Occupies vernal and seasonal pools, 
with clear to tea-colored water, in 
grass or mud-bottomed swales, and 
basalt depression pools. 

Absent. No vernal pools were observed 
within the Project site. 

Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp 
(Lepidurus packardi) 

FE 

Occurs in vernal pools, clear to tea-
colored water, in grass or mud-
bottomed swales, and basalt 
depression pools.  

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

Western mastiff bat 
(Eumops perotis 
californicus) 

CSSC 

Found in open, arid to semi-arid 
habitats, including dry desert 
washes, flood plains, chaparral, oak 
woodland, open ponderosa pine 
forest, grassland, and agricultural 
areas, where it feeds on insects in 
flight. Roosts most commonly in 
crevices in cliff faces but may also 
use high buildings and tunnels. 

Possible. Ample large trees with cavities 
and snags suitable for year-round 
roosting and near a permanent water 
source were observed throughout the 
Project site. The nearest recorded 
observation occurred six miles east of 
the Project site in 1994. 

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. While small mammal burrows 
in the grassland habitat were observed, 
that could be used by the adults of the 
species during the non-breeding season, 
no seasonal pools or wetlands were 
observed in the Project site or within 
the surrounding area this species could 
use as breeding habitat. The most 
recent recorded observation occurred 
12 miles south of the Project site in 
2010. 

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 this species. 

 
*EXPLANATION OF OCCURRENCE DESIGNATIONS AND STATUS CODES 
Likely:   Species not observed on the Site, but it may reasonably be expected to occur there on a regular basis. 
Possible:   Species not observed on the Site, but it could occur there from time to time. 
Unlikely:  Species not observed on the Site, and would not be expected to occur there except, perhaps, as a transient. 
Absent:  Species not observed on the Site and precluded from occurring there due to absence of suitable habitat. 
 
STATUS CODES 
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construction activities that result in injury, mortality, displacement, or disturbance and would be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-16 through BIO-
21 will reduce potential impacts to monarch butterflies to a less than significant level under CEQA and 
will help the Project comply with federal laws protecting this species. 

Project-Related Mortality and/or Disturbance to Maternity Roosting Bats and Special Status Bats 
Valley oaks and other oak trees with natural cavities are located in the grassland habitat, adjacent to the 
northern orchard habitat, and within the creek habitat and oak savanna habitat. These trees may support 
tree-roosting species of bats like the pallid bat and western mastiff bat. Roosting habitat becomes 
especially sensitive to bat populations during the maternity season (March 1 to September 30) when 
pups are maturing. Projects that impact maternity roosting bats or roosting special status bats would be 
considered a significant impact under CEQA. While the Project may remove some potential roosting and 
foraging habitat for the pallid bat and western mastiff bat, there is abundant habitat in the vicinity of the 
site in the Kaweah Oaks Preserve that could be used, and implementation of the Project would not 
significantly reduce roosting and foraging habitat for these species. Therefore, no mitigation measures 
are warranted for loss of roosting and foraging habitat for bats. However, implementation of mitigation 
measures BIO-22 through BIO-25 will reduce potential impacts to roosting maternity bats and roosting 
special status bats to a less than significant level under CEQA. 

Project-Related Mortality and/or Disturbance to Northwestern Pond Turtle 
The Project site contained creek habitat, in the form of Deep Creek, which could be used by northwestern 
pond turtle for dispersal, foraging, and basking. The grassland and oak savanna habitat of the Project site 
could be used by northwestern pond turtles for nesting. Project activities that impact northwestern pond 
turtles would be considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. Mitigation measures BIO-26 
through BIO-29 will be implemented prior to the start of construction and will reduce impacts to 
northwestern pond turtle to a less than significant level under CEQA. 

b) Would the project 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? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  Oak savanna habitat and riparian habitat were 
observed within the eastern portion of the Project site. These habitats contain unique habitat features 
and microhabitat features, such as certain soil types and large woody debris that special status species 
such as the California legless lizard could utilize. Therefore, Project activities could significantly impact 
these natural communities and would be considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. 
Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-30 through BIO-33 will reduce potential impacts to natural 
communities of special concern to a less than significant level under CEQA. 

c) Would the project 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? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  The Project involves installing approximately 
350 feet of pipeline in Deep Creek, connecting the new turnout to the proposed basin. The turnout 
structure would have a maximum excavation depth of 15 feet below ground surface for establishing 
proper compaction under the structure and pipeline. The USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Map was 
consulted for known wetlands in the area, and a freshwater forested/shrub wetland and riverine habitat 
were identified within the Project site. Project-related impacts to some or all of these waters would be 
considered a potentially significant impact under CEQA. Impacts to waters of the U.S. are also subject to 
the permit requirements of Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act and impacts to waters of the 
State are subject to the permit requirements of Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and California Fish 
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and Game Code. The placement of fill within any wetlands or other jurisdictional features will require a 
401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), 404 permit 
from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement 
from CDFW. An aquatic resources delineation will be performed for the Project. 

If construction involves ground disturbance over an area greater than one acre, the Project would need 
to obtain a Construction General Permit under the Construction Storm Water Program administered by 
the RWQCB. A prerequisite for this permit is the development of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
to ensure construction activities do not adversely affect water quality. This plan will need to be prepared 
in support of the Construction General Permit application. 

Implementation of mitigation measure BIO-32 will reduce potential impacts to waters to a less than 
significant level under CEQA and will ensure compliance with State and federal laws protecting these 
waters. 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The grassland habitat of the Project site is one 
of the last remaining parcels of natural landscape within the surrounding area south of Highway 198, and 
wildlife may be able to continue using this habitat at night while construction is occurring.  

The Project site has suitable features that could be used as native wildlife nursery sites. Large trees with 
natural cavities were located within the Project site and could function as native wildlife nursery sites for 
bats. Project-related impacts to any native wildlife nursery sites would be considered a significant impact 
under CEQA.  

The potential impacts to species that could use the trees as a wildlife nursery site have been addressed 
in mitigation measures BIO-6 through BIO-8, and BIO-22 through BIO-25. Implementation of these 
measures will reduce potential impacts to native wildlife nursery sites to a less-than-significant level 
under CEQA. In addition, implementation of mitigation measure BIO-34 will reduce potential impacts to 
wildlife movement corridors to less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  The Project appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Tulare County General 
Plan, and there are no known ordinances that protect biological resources that the Project would conflict 
with. There would be no impact and mitigation measures are not warranted. 

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

No Impact.  The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other 
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan. There would be no impact and mitigation 
measures are not warranted. 

4.4.3 MITIGATION 

BIO-1 (WEAP Training): Prior to initiating construction activities (including staging and 
mobilization), all personnel associated with Project construction will attend a mandatory 
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Figure 4-6: Habitat Map of Project Site and Additional Area Surveyed   
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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 PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 

A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment was prepared for the Project, dated September 2025, (see 
Appendix C). On September 6, 2025, Taylored Archaeology archaeologist walked five (5) and 10-meter 
intervals by walking north to south transects. The whole area in the Project boundary was accessible and 
surveyed to identify any archaeological deposits that may be present on the ground surface. Ground 
disturbances, such as burrows, and exposed areas, were visually inspected. The topography in the area of 
potential effect (APE) was relatively flat, with a levee at least four feet in height along the Johnson Slough. 
The topography in the Project site was relatively flat. The natural topography of the area has been altered 
by agricultural practices and much of the land was graded, plowed, planted and/or harvested over the past 
one hundred plus years, which caused additional disturbance to the soil. Surface sediments were observed 
to be grayish-brown sandy loam with abundant silt with many angular shaped pebbles and gravel. Soils 
observed in the Project boundary consisted of a grayish brown sandy loam consistent with Grangeville and 
Nord soil series (see Table 4-9). No prehistoric or historic cultural resources were encountered on the 
ground surface during the survey. 

4.5.1.2 RECORDS SEARCH 

On August 6, 2025, Taylored Archaeology requested a cultural resource records search from the South 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, previously 
recorded resources within the Project boundary and the 0.5-mile radius around the Project boundary. 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. 

According to the records search results, there are three prior cultural resources studies conducted within 
the Project area and seven additional cultural resources studies were completed within a 0.5-mile radius 
of the Project boundary. The SSJVIC also reported there are no cultural resources previously recorded 
within the Project area while five recorded cultural resources, as well as an informal record of a village site, 
and a historic era bridge, are located within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project boundary.  
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require that the coroner notify the NAHC within 24 hours of discovery. The NAHC will 
then identify the Most Likely Descendent who will be afforded an opportunity to make 
recommendations regarding the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
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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 located within Tulare County, northeast of the City of Farmersville. The area is served by 
Southern California Gas Company for its natural gas needs and by the Eastside Power Authority for its 
electricity needs. 

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. For heavy-duty construction equipment, 
horsepower and load factor were assumed using default data from the CalEEMod model. Fuel use 
associated with construction vehicle trips generated by the proposed Project was also estimated; trips 
include construction worker trips, haul truck trips for material transport, and vendor trips for construction 
material deliveries. Fuel use from these vehicles traveling to the Project was based on (1) the projected 
number of trips the Project would generate (CalEEMod default values), (2) default average trip distance 
by land use in CalEEMod, and (3) fuel efficiencies estimated in the CARB 2017 Emissions Factors model 
(EMFAC2017) mobile source emission model. 

Construction is estimated to consume a total of 29,243.28 gallons of diesel fuel and 800.43 gallons of 
gasoline fuel (See Appendix A). California Code of Regulations Title 13, Motor Vehicles, Section 
2449(d)(2), Idling, limits idling times of construction vehicles to no more than 5 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. 

During construction, the proposed Project would also use approximately 1,644 kilowatt-hours and 0 
therms of natural gas (see Appendix A). Energy usage during operation of the Project would be negligible. 
Energy consumption of nonresidential 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. Therefore, impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Sierra Nevada Range. From the time the 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 Valley by streams. 
 
4.7.1.2 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 

The Project site is not located within the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut 
through the soil at the site. The nearest major fault is the San Andreas Fault, located approximately 77 miles 
west-southwest of the Project site.11 The San Andreas Fault is the dominant active tectonic feature of the 
Coast Ranges and represents the boundary of the North American and Pacific plates. A smaller fault zone, 
the Pond Fault, is located approximately 42 miles south.12 
 
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. Although no 
specific liquefaction hazard areas have been identified in the County, this potential is recognized 
throughout the San Joaquin Valley where unconsolidated sediments and a high-water table coincide.  It is 
reasonable to assume that due to the depth to groundwater within the southern portion of Tulare County, 
liquefaction hazards would be negligible.  
 
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 

The closest dam to the Project site is the Bravo Lake Reservoir and is approximately seven miles northeast 
of the Project site. The Dam Breach Inundation Map by Department of Water Resources indicates that the 
Bravo Lake Reservoir Zone breaches primarily flows along the St. Johns River channel.13 

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? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project site is located in an area traditionally characterized by relatively 
low seismic activity. The Project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone as 
established by the Alquist-Priolo Fault Zoning Act. The nearest major fault is the San Andreas Fault, 

 
11 (California Department of Conservation, 2023) 
12 Ibid. 
13 (California Department of Water Resources, 2022) 
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located approximately 74 miles west-southwest of the Project site. All proposed Project features would 
be constructed in a manner to handle seismic events, as required by the California Building Code. This 
would result in less than significant impacts. In addition, the Project would not include habitable 
structures; therefore, the Project would not result in potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death. 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. Generally, liquefiable areas are generally confined to the 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 have not been identified in Tulare County. The Project site is not located within a wetland area, and 
it is located in the southwestern portion of the County where liquefaction risk is considered low to 
moderate. Impacts would be less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

No Impact. The Project is located on the Valley floor where no major geologic landforms exist on or near 
the site that could result in a landslide event. The potential landslide impact at this location is minimal as 
the site is located over seven miles from the base of the foothills and the local topography is essentially 
flat. 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 Project would include excavation 
and basin 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, or whose projects 
disturb less than one acre but are part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one 
or more acres, 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 a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer. Since the 
Project site has relatively flat terrain with a low potential for soil erosion and would comply with the 
California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) requirements of implementing a SWPPP, the 
impact 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 is not anticipated to adversely affect soil stability or increase the 
potential for local or regional landslides, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. As discussed previously, 
the Project site is in an area that is not reasonably assumed to contain conditions conducive to 
liquefaction hazards. The Project would not exacerbate hazards related to unstable soil and would not 
result in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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d) Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code 
(1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The Project would not contain any facilities that could be affected by 
expansive soils, nor would substantial grading change the topography such that the Project would 
generate substantial risks to life or property. In addition, the Project site does not include soils that are 
conducive to expanding and contracting; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?   

No Impact.  The Project would not include any habitable structures; therefore, new septic installation or 
alternative wastewater disposal systems are not necessary for the Project. There would be no impact. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature? 

Less than Significant Impact. Paleontological resources are fossilized remains of flora and fauna and 
associated deposits. Most fossils are found in sedimentary rock. Sedimentary rock is formed by dirt (sand, 
silt, or clay) and debris that settles to the bottom of an ocean or lake and compresses for such a long time 
that it becomes hard as a rock. CEQA requires that a determination be made as to whether a project 
would directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature 
(CEQA Appendix G(v)(c)). If an impact is significant, CEQA requires feasible measures to minimize the 
impact (California Code of Regulations Title 14(3) Section 15126.4(a)(1)). PRC Section 5097.5 (see above) 
also applies to paleontological resources.  

The Project would require grading and excavation activities on a previously farmed site which would be 
cleared prior to construction. The Project would comply with California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.5 which pertains to the protection of paleontological resources. With compliance with said 
regulation, impacts would be less than significant. 

  







http://www.baaqmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa_guidelines_may2017-pdf.pdf?la=en
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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 
release information for the Cortese List. DTSC's EnviroStor database provides DTSC's component of Cortese 
List data. In addition to the EnviroStor database, the SWRCB GeoTracker database provides information on 
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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 

Hydrology in the Project area is associated with the Tulare Lake Hydrologic Region, containing three main 
subbasins. The Tulare Lake subbasin is in the northern alluvial fan and basin subarea characterized by 
southwest to south flowing rivers, creeks, and irrigation canal systems that convey water from the Sierra 
Nevada to the west toward the Tulare Lake Bed. The southern portion of the basin is internally drained by 
the Kings, Kaweah, Tule, and Kern Rivers.17 The Project site is located in the Kaweah Subbasin. The Kaweah 
Subbasin is designated by the California Department of Water Resources as a high priority basin, meaning 
it is critically overdrafted. The Kaweah Subbasin is managed by multiple Groundwater Sustainability 
Agencies (GSAs) with the ultimate goal of bring the subbasin back to a sustainable yield, per SGMA. The 

 
17 (California Department of Water Resources. Natural Resources Agency, 2015) 
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District is a member of the East Kaweah Groundwater Sustainability Agency (EKGSA), which was formed to 
oversee current water management practices of the easter portion of the Kaweah Subbasin. The Project 
site contains both planted orchards and fallowed areas removed of any crop remnants. Surrounding lands 
contain groundwater basins, farmland, open space, and rural residences. 

4.10.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?   

Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned in Section 4.7 Geology and Soils, the Project would be 
required to implement a SWPPP. A SWPPP involves site planning and scheduling, limiting disturbed soil 
areas, and determining BMPs to minimize the risk of pollution and sediments being discharged from 
construction sites. Implementation of the SWPPP would minimize the potential for the Project to 
substantially alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation onsite or offsite. Additionally, there would be no discharge to any surface source. However, there 
would be percolation discharge to groundwater via the proposed recharge basin. Use of chemicals or 
surfactants would not be generated through the maintenance or operation of the Project and as such, 
there would be no discharge directly associated with Project implementation that could impact water 
quality standards. The Project would not violate any water quality standards and would not impact waste 
discharge requirements. Impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The purpose of the Project is to improve groundwater supplies by recharging 
the underlying aquifer with flood waters. Implementation of the Project would increase the local 
groundwater table. Any impacts to the underlying groundwater supply would be less than significant. 

c) Would the project 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; 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would improve groundwater storage and prevent exceedances 
of stormwater drainage systems by providing depressional spaces for surface water to be captured and 
stored for recharge purposes. The Project would not alter the course of the flow of a stream or river in 
which substantial erosion or siltation could occur. In addition, the Project would not result in an increase 
in the amount of surface runoff because the scope of this Project does not include the conversion of any 
permeable surface into impermeable surfaces.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  The Project would improve groundwater storage and prevent exceedances of storm water 
drainage systems or additional polluted runoff by providing a depressional space for surface water. The 
volume would be stored and allowed to infiltrate the underlying soils over a period of time after a storm 
or flood event in an effort to recharge and replenish the underground aquifers. There would be no 
impact. 
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Figure 4-7: FEMA Flood Map 
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4.13 NOISE 
Table 4-21: Noise Impacts 

Would the project result in:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

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

    

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

    

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

    

4.13.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located in Tulare County approximately 0.25 miles northeast of the city of Farmersville 
and two miles northwest of the city of Exeter. The Project site is currently vacant and does not contain any 
facilities that generate noise. The surrounding lands to the west, south, and east consist of primarily open 
space or farmland. Just to the north lies SR 198, which is heavily trafficked. SR 198 is the predominant 
source of noise in the Project area. The nearest sensitive receptor is a single-family residence located 
approximately 75 feet west across Road 168. 

4.13.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact.  The nearest sensitive receptor to the Project site is a single-family residence 
located approximately 75 feet west across Road 168. Project construction-related activities would involve 
temporary, short-term, and intermittent noise sources including site preparation. The construction phase 
of the Project would involve temporary noise sources originating predominantly from construction 
equipment included, but not limited to, the ones identified in Table 4-22. Table 4-22 provides a summary 
of these typical noise levels of construction equipment as measured at a distance of 50 feet from the 
operating equipment.21 
  

 
21 (U.S. Department of Transportation, 2006) 
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Table 4-22: Typical Noise Levels of Construction Equipment 

Type of Equipment Impact 
Device? 

Specification Maximum Sound 
Levels for Analysis (50 feet) 

Auger Drill Rig No 85 
Backhoe No 80 

Compactor No 82 
Dozer No 85 

Excavator No 85 
Grader No 85 

Construction-related noise levels would be higher than existing ambient noise levels in the Project site 
but would not occur after construction-related activities are completed. Construction activities are 
temporary, lasting approximately six months. Operation and maintenance noise would be similar in 
character to existing noise in the area resulting from existing activity such as traffic noise, farm equipment 
noise as the Project would be passive in nature. Tulare County General Plan Policies HS-8.18 and HS-8.19 
address noise generated from construction-related activities. Policy HS-8.18 limits noise-generating 
activities (such as construction-related activities) to hours of normal business operation unless specific 
Tulare County approval is given. Construction-related activities would be restricted to daytime hours and 
would be short-term, temporary, and intermittent in nature. Policy HS-8.19 requires Tulare County to 
ensure contractors implement best practices as appropriate to reduce the construction-related noise 
impacts. By complying with Tulare County General Plan Policies HS-8.18 and HS-8.19, the Project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

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

Less than Significant Impact.  There are no federal or State standards that address construction noise or 
vibration. Additionally, Tulare County does not have regulations that define acceptable levels of vibration. 
However, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) publication concerning noise and vibration impact 
assessment from transit activities has vibration standards suggestions. Although the FTA guidelines are 
to be applied to transit activities and construction, they may be reasonably applied to the assessment of 
the potential for annoyance or structural damage resulting from other activities. To prevent vibration 
annoyance in residences, a level of 80 VdB (vibration velocity level in dB) or less is suggested when there 
are fewer than 70 vibration events per day. A level of 100 VdB or less is suggested by the FTA guidelines 
to prevent damage to fragile buildings. Table 4-23 describes the typical construction equipment vibration 
levels. While these construction-related activities would result in ground borne vibration, such ground 
borne noise or vibration would attenuate rapidly from the source and would not be generally perceptible 
outside of the construction-related areas. In addition, there would not be any vibrational impacts from 
operation and maintenance activities. 

Table 4-23. Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Sources Levels 
Equipment PPV at 25 ft, in/sec Approximate Lv* at 25 ft 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 
Caisson drilling 0.089 87 
Loaded trucks 0.076 86 
Jackhammer 0.035 79 
Small bulldozer 0.003 58 
*RMS velocity in decibels, VdB re 1 micro-in/sec 
Source: (John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, 2018) 
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In general, construction-related activities have the potential to create ground borne vibrations. However, 
based on the soil types found in the general Project vicinity, there would not be any blasting or pile-
driving necessary in connection with construction of the Project. Therefore, the potential for ground 
borne vibrations to occur as part of construction-related activities of the Project would not be significant. 
Additionally, operation of the Project would not contain any activities that would create excessive ground 
borne vibrations. The Project would not result in exposure of persons to, or generation of excessive 
ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact.  The Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of an airport. 
The nearest airports, Visalia Municipal, approximately 11 miles west, and Woodlake Airport, located 
approximately seven miles northeast, are fully out of range from impacting the Project site. Furthermore, 
the Project would not involve the development of habitable structures or require the presence of 
permanent staff onsite. There would be no impact. 
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iv. Parks:  

v. Other public facilities:  

No Impact.  The Project would not require new or altered governmental facilities in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for public services. The 
Project involves the construction of a recharge basin for groundwater recharge and a surface water 
turnout facility to divert water into the basin. The Project would not result in habitable structures that 
could result in an increase in population requiring the need for public service expansion or alteration. 
There would be no impact to the listed public services. 
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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 Project would not include any feature that would support the increased use of parks or 
recreational facilities. Therefore, the Project would not result in any deterioration of any park or 
recreational facilities. 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 Project does not include recreational facilities, nor would it require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. There would be no impact 
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION 
Table 4-27: Transportation Impacts 

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact  

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated  

Less than 
Significant 

Impact  
No Impact  

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

4.17.1 BASELINE CONDITIONS 

The Project site is located in Tulare County approximately 0.25 miles northeast of the city of Farmersville 
and two miles northwest of the city of Exeter. Just to the north lies SR 198, which is a heavily trafficked 
highway in Tulare County. Road 168, which is a smaller dirt access road, is located along the western edge 
of the Project site.  

4.17.2 IMPACT ANALYSIS 

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

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

a and b) Less than Significant Impact.  The Project includes the construction of a groundwater recharge 
basin and a surface water turnout. Construction traffic associated with the Project would be minimal and 
temporary, lasting approximately six months. Operational traffic consists of as-needed maintenance trips 
to the site. No road improvements are proposed as a part of the Project; however, typically the berms 
built along basins are dually used for vehicular/pedestrian access for operations and maintenance 
purposes. In accordance with its design, the basin berms would be constructed and compacted in a 
manner that could withstand the weight of vehicles/pedestrians. There would not be a significant adverse 
effect to existing roadways in the area. 

Construction associated with the Project would be restricted to the Project site and it would not intersect 
any roadways or pedestrian/bicycle paths. Construction-related impacts would be temporary and there 
would be no impacts to the surrounding transportation network. Road closures and detours are not 
anticipated as part of construction. 

There is no population growth associated with the Project, nor would implementation of the Project 
result in an increase of staff or drivers utilizing roadways in the area. Therefore, implementation of the 
Project would not increase the demand for any changes to congestion management programs or 
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interfere with existing level of service standards during the operational phase. Construction-related 
roadway interferences 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. No new roadway design features are associated with the Project. Therefore, there would be 
no impact. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. As mentioned above in Impact Assessments a, b, and c, the Project would 
not propose new roadway design features or permanent alterations to roadways. 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 Project. The operational phase of the Project would 
have no effect on 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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4.18.2 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: 

vi. 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 

vii. 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.  A search of the NAHC SLF was completed for the Project. No tribal cultural 
resources were identified. Additionally, a records search was conducted at the SSJVIC, California State 
University, Bakersfield. This search also determined that tribal cultural resources were not present on-
site. 

The District, as a public lead agency, has not received any written correspondence from a Tribe pursuant 
to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 requesting notification of a proposed project. 

According to the Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the Project (Appendix C), based 
upon ethnographic data, historical maps, and archaeological sensitivity models, , there is a possibility of 
encountering buried cultural resources during Project ground disturbing activities. Therefore, 
implementation of mitigation measures CUL-1 and CUL-2, described in Section 4.5.3 are recommended. 
Implementation of mitigation measures referenced above will reduce impacts to tribal cultural resources 
to less than significant. 

4.18.3 MITIGATION 

See CUL-1 and CUL-2 outlined in Section 4.5.3.  
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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? 

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 located in a section of Tulare County that has not been designated as 
either a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone or an SRA. Additionally, if there was a fire in the area, a 
recharge basin could provide water needs. Therefore, further analysis is not required and there would be 
no impact. 
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Less than Significant Impact. As discussed above, the Project would result in less than significant impacts 
to biological resources, cultural resources, and tribal cultural resources with mitigation incorporated. 
Project operations would not require any on-site personnel. Maintenance would be performed ad-hoc 
and would not require any permanent on-site personnel. As such, the Project operations would generate 
minimal Project-related vehicle trips as a result of implementation. The implementation of the identified 
Project-specific mitigation measures, and compliance with applicable codes, ordinances, laws, and other 
required regulations would reduce the magnitude of any impacts associated with construction activities 
to a less than significant level. 

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

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would include the construction of a recharge basin and a surface 
water turnout. The 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 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 

species and is familiar with the species' host plants) 
within 15 days prior to construction activities to 
determine if milkweed (Asclepias spp.) plants are 
located within the site. If no milkweed plants are 
observed, no further mitigation is required. 

construction 
activities 

BIO-18 (Buffers): If milkweeds are observed within the site 
during the breeding season (February 1 to August 
31), an avoidance buffer will be placed around the 
area as to not to disturb the plant or its root system. 
The buffer will be left in place until a qualified 
biologist has determined the buffers are no longer 
warranted. 

Upon discovery of 
milkweeds 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-19 (Egg and Larvae Survey): If milkweed plants are 
observed within the site during the breeding season 
(February 1 to August 31), and avoidance of the 
plant(s) is not feasible, a qualified biologist will 
survey the plant(s) for monarch eggs and larvae 
within 2 days prior to construction activities that 
would impact the plants. If no eggs or larvae are 
observed the milkweed plants can be removed 
under the supervision of a qualified biologist and will 
be replanted at a 3:1 ratio. 

Upon discovery of 
milkweeds during 
breeding season 

(February 1 to August 
31) 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-20 (Consultation with USFWS if Listed): In the event a 
milkweed plant is detected during the pre-
construction survey and is determined to host 
monarch eggs or larvae and cannot be avoided until 
the individuals metamorphose, and this species is 
listed under the Endangered Species Act prior to this 
observation, consultation with USFWS will be 
completed to avoid take. 

Upon discovery of 
milkweeds plant 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-21 (Disturbance to Trees): If a tree or trees must be 
removed a qualified biologist will inspect the tree 
early in the morning before temperatures exceed 
55oF prior to removal to verify that the tree is not 
active roosting habitat for monarchs. Once the tree 
is deemed clear of monarchs, the tree will be 
removed within two days. 

Prior to tree removal 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 
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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 

Project-Related Mortality and/or Disturbance to Maternity Roosting Bats and Special Status Bats 
BIO-22 (Pre-Construction Survey): A pre-construction 

survey will be performed if construction activities 
fall between March 1 and September 30 (bat 
maternity season) and late summer to early winter 
(overwintering season) to identify current bat 
roosting locations in oak trees near in the grassland 
and creek habitat prior to the start of construction. 
A qualified biologist (someone familiar with the 
identification and sign of this species) will conduct 
the survey seven (7) days or less prior to 
construction. 

Within seven (7) days 
prior to the start of 

construction activities 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-23 (Establish Buffers): On discovery of any bat roosts 
near work or the oak trees, a qualified biologist will 
determine appropriate construction setback 
distances (buffer zones) based on the biology of the 
species, conditions of the roost(s), and the level of 
Project disturbance, if appropriate. If necessary, 
construction buffers will be identified with flagging, 
fencing, or other easily visible means, and will be 
maintained until the biologist has determined that 
the roost will no longer be impacted by 
construction. Combustion equipment, such as 
generators, pumps, and vehicles are not to be 
parked, operated, under or adjacent to any roosts. 

Upon discovery of any 
active maternity 
season bat roosts 

Daily during 
construction 

activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-24 (Disturbance to Trees): If a tree or trees must be 
removed a qualified biologist will inspect the tree 
prior to removal to verify that the tree is not active 
roosting habitat. Once the tree is deemed clear of 
bats, the tree will be removed within two days. 

Prior to tree removal 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-25 (Operational Hours): Construction activities will be 
limited to a half hour after sunrise through a half 
hour before sunset to reduce potential impacts to 
foraging bats. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily during 
construction 

activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

Project-Related Mortality and/or Disturbance to Northwestern Pond Turtle 
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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 

BIO-28 (Monitor): If northwestern pond turtles are 
discovered at any point of the 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 disturbing activities 
until activities within the pond area of the Project 
are completed or the individual(s) have left the site. 

Upon discovery of 
northwestern pond 

turtle 

Daily during all 
vegetation clearing 

and ground 
disturbing 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

BIO-29 (Formal Consultation): Should northwestern pond 
turtles get listed in this area and the 
Project/qualified biologist needs to move an 
individual, consultation for protection plans and/or 
relocation plans with the appropriate agencies will 
be completed to avoid take. 

When/if northwestern 
pond turtles get listed 

During 
construction 

activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

Project-Related Impacts to Riparian Habitat and Natural Communities of Special Concern 
BIO-30 (Avoidance): The Project will avoid the sensitive 

area, when possible. If work occurs in the habitat, 
tree removal will be avoided, and trees will be 
avoided by a minimum 90-foot buffer, to avoid 
damaging their roots. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily, during 
construction 

activities 
EID   

BIO-31 (Revegetation Plan): If tree removal within the 
natural communities or ground disturbance within 
90 feet of trees cannot be avoided, a revegetation 
plan will be prepared and implemented following 
Project completion. 

During construction 
activities 

During 
construction 

activities 
EID   

BIO-32 (Habitat Survey): If work must occur within the 
sensitive area, 30 days prior to Project activities, a 
habitat survey for northern California legless lizards 
will be conducted by a qualified biologist (someone 
who can identify this species habitat) to determine 
if suitable habitat is within the sensitive area. If it is 
determined that suitable habitat for the northern 
California legless lizard is within the sensitive area, 
additional mitigation measures for the northern 
California legless lizard may be recommended. 

30 days prior to 
Project activities 

Once, as 
determined by 

qualified biologist 
prior to 

construction 
activities 

EID with assistance 
of a qualified 

biological 
subconsultant 

  

Project-Related Impacts to Regulated Waters, Wetlands, and Water Quality 
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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 

BIO-33 (Permits): If the Project intends to impact 
jurisdictional waters, permits with USACE, RWQCB, 
and/or CDFW will be obtained to comply with State 
and federal regulations, if necessary. These permits, 
certifications, and agreements would ensure 
impacts to waters are minimized to the extent 
possible and permanent impacts would be offset by 
compensatory mitigation. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily, during 
construction 

activities 
EID   

Project-Related Impacts to Wildlife Movement Corridors and Native Wildlife Nursery Sites 
BIO-34 (Wildlife Access): Access within these areas should 

not be blocked outside of construction hours or 
during overnight hours, or weekends. If construction 
must block both sides of a wildlife access route, an 
alternative route through the construction area 
should be identified by a qualified biologist and 
maintained throughout the construction schedule 
timeframe. 

During construction 
activities 

Daily, during 
construction 

activities 
EID   

Cultural Resources 
CUL-1 (Archaeological Remains): In the event that 

previously unidentified archaeological remains are 
encountered during development or ground-
moving activities in the Project boundary, all work 
should be halted until a qualified archaeologist can 
identify the discovery and assess its significance. 

Upon discovery of 
archaeological remains 

Daily during 
construction 

activities 
EID   

CUL-2 (Human Remains): If human remains are uncovered 
during construction, the Tulare County Coroner is to 
be notified to investigate the remains and arrange 
proper treatment and disposition. If the remains are 
identified on the basis of archaeological context, 
age, cultural associations, or biological traits to be 
those of a Native American, California Health and 
Safety Code 7050.5 and PRC 5097.98 require that 
the coroner notify the NAHC within 24 hours of 
discovery. The NAHC will then identify the Most 
Likely Descendent who will be afforded an 
opportunity to make recommendations regarding 
the treatment and disposition of the remains 

Upon discovery of 
human remains 

Daily during 
construction 

activities 
EID   
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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 

Tribal Cultural Resources 
See CUL-1 and CUL-2 in Section 4.5.3 Cultural Resources 
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Data Field Value

Project Name Paregien Basin

Construction Start Date 9/7/2026

Operational Year 2027

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 1.90

Precipitation (days) 24.4

Location 36.325425884009476, -119.19243715257284

County Tulare

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2719

EDFZ 9

Electric Utility Eastside Power Authority

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

56.0 Acre 56.0 0.00 0.00 — — —

— —|
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Road Construction 7.00 Mile 0.08 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. 7.70 6.52 54.6 61.5 0.11 2.33 6.39 8.72 2.14 2.82 4.97 — 12,310 12,310 0.51 0.12 1.79 12,360

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 3.82 3.22 29.2 29.4 0.06 1.24 5.21 6.45 1.14 2.65 3.79 — 6,712 6,712 0.28 0.06 0.01 6,736

Average
Daily
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.89 0.75 6.59 6.79 0.01 0.27 0.83 1.10 0.25 0.38 0.63 — 1,464 1,464 0.06 0.01 0.05 1,469

Annual
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Unmit. 0.16 0.14 1.20 1.24 < 0.005 0.05 0.15 0.20 0.05 0.07 0.11 — 242 242 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 243

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 7.70 6.52 54.6 61.5 0.11 2.33 6.39 8.72 2.14 2.82 4.97 — 12,310 12,310 0.51 0.12 1.79 12,360

Daily -
Winter
(Max)

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 3.82 3.22 29.2 29.4 0.06 1.24 5.21 6.45 1.14 2.65 3.79 — 6,712 6,712 0.28 0.06 0.01 6,736

2027 3.59 3.02 25.6 27.9 0.06 1.04 2.50 3.54 0.96 0.98 1.94 — 6,701 6,701 0.27 0.06 0.01 6,725

Average
Daily

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

2026 0.89 0.75 6.59 6.79 0.01 0.27 0.83 1.10 0.25 0.38 0.63 — 1,464 1,464 0.06 0.01 0.05 1,469

2027 0.48 0.40 3.41 3.72 0.01 0.14 0.33 0.47 0.13 0.13 0.26 — 892 892 0.04 0.01 0.02 895

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

2026 0.16 0.14 1.20 1.24 < 0.005 0.05 0.15 0.20 0.05 0.07 0.11 — 242 242 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 243

2027 0.09 0.07 0.62 0.68 < 0.005 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.02 0.02 0.05 — 148 148 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 148

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. 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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. 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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. 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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. 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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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2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

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 0.38 0.38 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 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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 0.38 0.38 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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

— — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

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 0.38 0.38 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 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 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 — — — — — — — — — —
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