











Figure 4 Project Site
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9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:

The surrounding area is zoned Agriculture Rural Exclusive 40 (ARE-40) and Agricultural, Rural Exclusive 20
(ARE-20).

10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
None.

11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area
requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan
for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of the significance of impacts to tribal
cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, notification letters were sent to tribal
representatives of California Native American tribes that have requested to be notified of projects within the
Project area of Madera County. Tribal representatives were advised of the Project and invited to request
formal consultation with the County regarding the Project within 30 days of receiving the notification letters.
Eight notification letters were sent to representatives of the following tribes on May 31, 2024:

o Table Mountain Rancheria
« Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indians
e Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government
« Chowchilla Yokuts Tribe
As of the preparation of this Initial Study, more than 30 days following the County’s transmittal of notification

letters, no letters were received. Section XVIII of this Initial Study provides additional discussion of tribal
cultural resources and outreach.



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project,
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the
checklist on the following pages.

[] Aesthetics [] Agricultural/Forestry ] Air Quality
Resources

[] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [ ] Energy

[ ] Geology/Soils [ ] Greenhouse Gas Emissions []| Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

[] Hydrology/Water Quality [] Land Use/Planning [ ] Mineral Resources

[] Noise [] Population/Housing [] Public Services

[ ] Recreation [] Transportation [] Tribal Cultural Resources

[] Utilities/Service Systems [ ] Wildfire [] Mandatory Findings of
Significance

DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l

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

X

| 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 or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
will be prepared.

| 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.

| 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.

Signed: E Zéczé d/_zé;mﬂ, Date:  12/23/2025




Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

I. AESTHETICS
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? [] [] [] X

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

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the [] [] X []
existing visual character or quality of public views of the

site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that

are experienced from a 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 that ] X [] []
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area?

Responses:

(a) No Impact. The project site is not within the view of any areas designated as or having the
characteristics of scenic vistas; therefore, the project would not have the potential to adversely
affect a scenic vista.

(b) Less Than Significant Impact. According to the California State Scenic Highway System
Map, there is one eligible highway (SR 49) in the County. The eligible highway enters from
Mariposa County and goes no further south than Oakhurst, which is over twenty miles away from
the project site (CalTrans, 2023). The east side of the project site has two wastewater ponds, a
12” effluent pipe, and two gates on the south side of the fence. The west side of the property has
an orchard rest of the project is devoid of rock outcroppings and does not have any structures on
the property. As a result, the project would have a less than significant impact.

(c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is zoned ARE-40 (Agriculture 40 Acre) District
and is surrounded by agricultural uses. The project would not degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public views, and therefore, the project would have a less than significant
impact.

(d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. There is potential for additional lighting
resulting from the project; however, the additional lighting would be minimal. With the
implementation of AES MM-1, it would have a less than significant impact.

AES MM-1 Lighting will be required to be hooded and directed down and away from neighboring parcels
to maintain the visual character and mitigate any light disbursement during the evening



Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

Il. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether agricultural impacts on
agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997), prepared by the California Dept of
Conservation, as an optional model to use in assessing
impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead
agencies may refer to information compiled by the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including
the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon
measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources
Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or [] [] X []
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as

shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland

Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a [] [] [] X
Williamson Act contract?

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, [] [] [] X
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code

section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public

Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned

Timberland Production (as defined by Government

Code section 51104(g))?

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

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment ] [] X []
which, due to their location or nature, could result in

conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or

conversion of forest land to non-forest use?

Responses:
(a) Less Than Significant Impact. Part of the property involved in this project is designated as

Prime Farmland (refer to Figure 3) in the California Department of Conservation (DOC) Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program (California Department of Conservation, 2025). Although the



project will include the installation of aerobic digesters, biosolids, and treatment ponds, the
footprint would be minimal to the existing 103,799 acres of the prime farmland in the County of
Madera (Madera County, 1995).

(b) No Impact. The project site is not located in an ag preserve and is not subject to the
Williamson Act.

(c - d) No Impact. There is no forest land, or zoned for forest land, in the vicinity of the project
site, and therefore, there is no impact.

(e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is proposing to increase wastewater treatment in
order to serve the communities located in the Root Creek Water District. There is potential that in
the distant future operations may need to increase the growth, which would be minimal, and as a
result, the project would have a less than significant impact.



ROAD 38
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Figure 6: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
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Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

lll. AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by
the applicable air quality management district or air
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the
following determinations. Would the project:

a) Conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the ] [] X []
applicable air quality plan?

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of [] [] X []
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-

attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient

air quality standard?

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant [] [] X []
concentrations?

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to [] X [] []
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of
people?

Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact The CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would
occur if the Project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.
The Guidelines for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) indicates that projects
that do not exceed SJVAPCD regional criteria pollutant emissions quantitative thresholds would
not conflict with or obstruct the applicable air quality plan (AQP).

As discussed in resource b below, emissions of Reactive Organic Gases (ROG), Oxides of
Nitrogen (NOX), and Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) associated with the construction and
operation of the Project would not exceed the District’s significance thresholds. Therefore, the
Project would not contribute to air quality violations.

The Project’s emissions would be less than significant for all criteria pollutants and would not
result in inconsistency with the AQP for this criterion. The Project complies with all applicable
control measures from the AQP; therefore, the Project is consistent with the AQP, and the impact
would be less than significant. (Provost & Pritchard Consutling Group, 1994).

(b) Less Than Significant Impact. To result in a less than significant impact, the following criteria
must be true:

1. Regional analysis: emissions of nonattainment pollutants must be below the District’s regional
significance thresholds. This is an approach recommended by the District in its GAMAQI.

2. Summary of projections: The project must be consistent with current air quality attainment
plans, including control measures and regulations. This is an approach consistent with Section



15130(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.

3. Cumulative health impacts: the project must result in less than significant cumulative health
effects from the nonattainment pollutants.

Project-generated emissions are below the SJIVAPCD'’s regional significance thresholds, and the
Project is consistent with current air quality attainment plans, including control measures and
regulations, as depicted below in Tables 1 and 2.

With respect to cumulative health impacts, the air basin is in non-attainment for O3, PM2.5, and
PM10 (state only), which means that the background levels of those pollutants are at times higher
than the ambient air quality standards. The air quality standards were set to protect public health,
including the health of sensitive individuals (such as children, the elderly, and persons with pre-
existing respiratory or cardiovascular ilinesses (the infirm)). Therefore, when the concentration of
those pollutants exceeds the standard, it is likely that some sensitive individuals in the population
would experience adverse health effects. Since the air basin is already in non-attainment, it is
considered to have an existing significant cumulative health impact without the Project. The issue
is whether the Project’s contribution to the existing violation of air quality standards is cumulatively
considerable.

The SJVAPCD, through its GAMAQI, has determined that projects that exceed regional
thresholds would have a cumulatively considerable health impact. As demonstrated in Table 1
and Table 2, the Project would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds, and its
cumulatively considerable impacts would be less than significant.

Construction Emissions

The results of the modeling are presented in Table 1. The emissions that would occur during
construction activities were compared with the significance threshold for each pollutant. As shown
in this table, the emissions are below the significance thresholds. Therefore, the emissions would
be less than significant on a Project basis.

Table 1 Unmitigated Short-Term Construction Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Construction 0.45 2.05 2.39 0.01 0.67 0.27
Emissions
SJVAPCD 10 10 100 27 15 15
Threshold
Threshold No No No No No No
Exceeded?




Operational Emissions

Operational emissions occur over the lifetime of the Project and are from two main sources: area
sources and motor vehicles, or mobile sources. Operations are expected to commence after
completion of construction activities in August 2027. The SJVAPCD considers construction and
operational emissions separately when making significance determinations.

As shown in Table 1, the emissions are below the SJVAPCD significance thresholds prior to
application of mitigation measures or taking credit for Project design features that would reduce
Project emissions and, therefore, would result in a less than significant impact. (Provost &
Pritchard Consutling Group, 1994).

Table 2 Unmitigated Annual Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Operational 0.64 0.16 3.15 <0.005 0.11 .0.4
Emissions

SJVAPCD 10 10 100 27 15 15
Threshold

Threshold No No No No No No
Exceeded?

(c) Less Than Significant Impact Those who are sensitive to air pollution include children,
the elderly, and persons with pre-existing respiratory or cardiovascular illness. The District
considers a sensitive receptor a location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, people
with ilinesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects of air pollutants. Examples
of sensitive receptors include hospitals, residences, convalescent facilities, and schools. The
closest off-site sensitive receptor is a rural residence across the street from the Project site.
However, this site is heavily screened by a vegetative barrier. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Localized Pollutant Screening Analysis

Emissions occurring at or near the Project have the potential to create a localized impact,
also referred to as an air pollutant hotspot. Localized emissions are considered significant
if, when combined with background emissions, they would result in exceedance of any
health-based air quality standard. The impact from localized pollutants is based on the
impact on the nearest sensitive receptor.

The SIVAPCD’s GAMAQI includes screening thresholds for identifying projects that need
detailed analysis for localized impacts. Projects with on-site emission increases from
construction activities or operational activities that exceed the 100 pounds per day
screening level of any criteria pollutant after compliance with applicable rules and
regulations and implementation of all enforceable mitigation measures would require



preparation of an ambient air quality analysis. The criteria pollutants of concern for
localized impact in the Air Basin are PM10, PM2.5, NOX, and CO.

The highest daily emissions occur during Project grading activities except for reactive
organic gas (ROG) emissions, which are highest during the application of architectural
coatings. The results of the construction screening analysis are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Maximum Daily Construction-Related Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Daily Emissions MaX|mum (in pounds

Source
(S)onstruction - 16.8 0. 04 2. 91 0. 92
ummer

\(llvqntstruction— 114 617 505 015 211 965
inter

SJVAPCD 100 100 100 100 100 100
Threshold

Threshold No No No No No No
Exceeded?

An analysis of maximum daily emissions during operation was conducted to determine if
emissions would exceed 100 pounds per day for any pollutant of concern. Operational
emissions include emissions generated on-site by area sources such as natural gas
combustion and landscape maintenance, and off-site by motor vehicles accessing the
Project. Most motor vehicle emissions would occur distant from the site and would not
contribute to a violation of ambient air quality standards; therefore, operational emissions

reflect a conservative assumption. The results of the screening analysis are presented in
Table 4.

The Project would not exceed SJVAPCD screening thresholds for localized operational
criteria pollutants

impacts; therefore, the Project’s localized criteria pollutant impacts would be less than
significant.

Table 4: Maximum Daily Operational Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants

Daily Emissions MaX|mum (in pounds

Source
(S)onstruction -
ummer

\(l)vqntstruction— 1.08 0.77 262 0.01 059 0.17
inter

SJVAPCD 100 100 100 100 100 100
Threshold

Threshold No No No No No No
Exceeded?

Valley Fever

Valley fever, or coccidioidomycosis, is an infection caused by inhalation of the spores of
the fungus,



Coccidioides immitis (C. immitis). The spores live in soil and can live for an extended
time in harsh environmental conditions. Activities or conditions that increase the amount of
fugitive dust contribute to greater exposure, and they include dust storms, grading, and
recreational off-road activities.

The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention indicates that 752 of the 8,657 persons
(8.7 percent) hospitalized in California between 2000 and 2007 for Valley fever died.’
California experienced a record number of Valley Fever cases in 2019, with 9,090 new
cases. The San Joaquin Valley is considered an endemic area for Valley fever. Within the
region, Fresno County reported an infection risk of greater than

39.8 per 100,000.2

The distribution of C. immitis within endemic areas is not uniform, and growth sites are
commonly small (a few tens of meters) and widely scattered. Known sites appear to have
some ecological factors in common, suggesting that certain physical, chemical, and
biological conditions are more favorable for C. immitis growth. Avoidance, when possible,
of sites favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis is a prudent risk management strategy.
Listed below are ecological factors and sites favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis:

1) Rodent burrows (often a favorable 4)  Areas with high salinity soils
site for C. immitis, perhaps because 5) Areas adjacent to arroyos (where
temperatures are more moderate residual moisture may be available)
and humidity is higher than on the 6) Packrat middens
ground surface) 7)  Upper 30 centimeters of the soil
2) Old (prehistoric) Indian campsites horizon, especially in virgin
near fire pits undisturbed soils
3) Areas with sparse vegetation and 8) Sandy, well-aerated soil with
alkaline soils relatively high water-holding
capacities

Sites within endemic areas less favorable for the occurrence of C. immitis include:

1) Cultivated fields 6) Paved (asphalt or concrete) or
2) Heavily vegetated areas (e.g., oiled areas
grassy lawns) 7) Soils containing
3) Higher elevations (above 7,000 abundant
feet) microorganisms
4) Areas where commercial 8) Heavily urbanized areas where
fertilizers (e.g., ammonium there is little undisturbed virgin
sulfate) have been applied soil (USGS 2000).

5) Areas that are continually wet



The Project site is situated in a heavily vegetated area. Therefore, implementation of the
Project would have a low probability of the site having C. immitis growth sites and exposure
to the spores from disturbed soil; exposure to blowing dust should be minimized.

Construction activities would generate fugitive dust that could contain C. immitis spores. The
size of the Project would require the preparation and compliance with a Dust Control Plan,
which would minimize the generation of fugitive dust during construction activities. Therefore,
due to the project size, combined with the relatively low probability of the presence of C.
immitis spores, would reduce Valley fever impacts to less than significant.

During operations, dust emissions are anticipated to be negligible because most of the Project
area would be occupied by buildings, pavement, and landscaped areas. This condition would
preclude the possibility of the Project providing habitat suitable for C. immitis spores and for
generating fugitive dust that may contribute to Valley fever exposure. Impacts would be less
than significant. (Provost & Pritchard Consutling Group, 1994).

(d) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation

TYPES OF ODORS

Wastewater management facilities provide treatment for many compounds with objectionable
odors that are primarily the result of compounds containing nitrogen or sulfur. Sulfur-
containing compounds, like hydrogen sulfide, are by far the most common and result in a
rotten egg smell. Hydrogen sulfide is easily released from solution when wastewater
cascades down from openings or experiences turbulence induced in the treatment
processes; however, with a molecular weight of 34, it is significantly heavier than air, so it
tends to persist in the area where it was released. Heavy accumulation of hydrogen sulfide
and other odor-causing compounds can create corrosive or dangerous environments, so
controlling these gases prevents nuisance odors from spreading and increases the
operability and service life of the WWTP.

ODOR SOURCES

The following tables are excerpts from Wastewater Engineering Treatment and Resource
Recovery, Fifth Edition. This table shows the treatment processes included in the proposed
WWTP, the source of odors that may result from the treatment process, and their potential to
produce odorous compounds.

Excerpt from Table 16-4
Sources of Odor in Wastewater Management Systems

Location Source/cause Odor Potential

Headworks/ Screening |Odorous gases are released due to turbulence, and organic Hiah

Facilities matter g
removed with screenings

Grit Removal Organic matter removed with grit High

o Basin surfaces, septic conditions due to the accumulation .

Flow Equalization ; . High
of scum and solids deposits

Anoxic Basins Septic conditions result in the release of sulfurous High
compounds

Madera County CUP #2024-009 Root Creek Water District

Initial Study 18



Aeration Basins Mlxed liquor or septic rgt'urn sludges with inadequate Low/Moderate
dissolved oxygen or mixing

Secondary Clarifiers  [Floating solids, excessive solids retention Low/Moderate

IAerobic Digestion Incomplete mixing in the reactor Low/Moderate

Mechamp & Non-stabilized organic matter Moderate/High

Dewatering

Composting Facilities [Inadequate aeration or ventilation High

*Anoxic basin not included in Table 16-4 but shown as high risk due to anaerobic process.

Odor issues are caused by odorous gas migrating as a plume before it diffuses below a
perception threshold, so one of the tried and true approaches to odor mitigation is to provide a
minimum buffer distance between potentially odor-causing facilities and adjacent properties.
The following table excerpt shows recommended setback distances to prevent odor issues on
facilities with no reduction to odor potential from design or operational practices.

Excerpt from Table 16-7
Suggested Minimum Distances from Treatment

Units for Odor Containment

Treatment Process Buffer Distance
Sedimentation Tank 400 ft
Aeration Tank 500 ft
Sludge Digester 500 ft
Sludge Handling Units 1,000 ft
Covered Drying Beds 400 ft
Tertiary Effluent Filters — Open 300 ft
Headworks* 1,000 ft

*Headworks not included in Table 16-7 but shown at 1,000 ft to match sludge holding and thickening
tanks.

The Ultimate WWTP is located on a 40-acre parcel approximately 1,320 feet on each side.
The preliminary site plan takes advantage of the parcel size to locate items like the
headworks near the center of the property, maximizing the buffer distance wherever possible.
Only the sludge handling units, the headworks, the aeration basins, and sedimentation tanks
are within the buffer distances of the northern property line requiring further odor control
measures.

ODOR MITIGATION THROUGH DESIGN AND OPERATION

Proper plant design and operation reduce odor potential of most WWTP facilities by limiting
or controlling the locations where anoxic conditions and the resulting sulfurous odors occur.
The following list shows processes from the previous table and common operational
strategies that minimize odor potential:

e Flow Equalization Basins: are used to even out daily flow variations, allowing the
WWTP to operate at consistent flow rates throughout the day.
a. Flow equalization basins will be aerated to maintain aerobic
conditions and provide adequate mixing
b. The flow equalization basins will be covered and the headspace
evacuated for gas treatment.
e Aeration Basins: are used to provide adequate oxygen to satisfy the Biochemical

Madera County CUP #2024-009 Root Creek Water District
Initial Study 19



Oxygen Demand (BOD) and nitrify ammonia present in the influent.

a. Good aeration basin design includes even distribution of air throughout the
basin, maintaining a dissolved oxygen concentration between 1 and 2 mgl/L,
and preventing odors from being released.

b. Return streams are brought into the basins below the water level,
preventing the release of odors.

e Secondary Clarifiers are used to separate the liquid and solids of the treated mixed
liquor. The two potential odors are both related to the solids rising instead of
settling properly. Excess solids retention in the bottom of the clarifier can cause
anoxic conditions, resulting in nitrified ammonia being converted to nitrogen gas,
which then floats the solids to the surface, releasing odors.

a. The WWTP process includes denitrifying in the bioreactor before flowing
to the secondary clarifier, so the conditions for rising sludge will not exist.

b. Settled solids will be removed from the clarifier continuously to
supplement the main treatment process in the bioreactor.
e Aerobic Digestion: is used to further break down volatile compounds, including
those that cause odors. Similar to aeration basins, the process requires
evenly distributed air to operate.
a. The amount of air required to meet the oxygen demand greatly exceeds the
requirement to provide adequate mixing.
b. Dissolved oxygen levels of 2 mg/L are common in aerobic digesters,
further reducing the potential for anoxic conditions to release odors.
c. The aerobic digesters will be sized according to
d. The aerobic digesters will be covered and the headspace evacuated for gas
treatment.
e Mechanical Dewatering: thickens the digested solids for further processing
through compositing or for disposal.
a. Solids stabilization occurs in the aerobic digestion process, so odor
impacts are primarily dependent on the digestion process.
e Composting Facilities: mix dewatered solids with green waste to produce high-
quality biosolids that can be used as fertilizer
a. Solids stabilization occurs in the aerobic digestion process, so odor
impacts are primarily dependent on the digestion process.
b. Composting facilities will be constructed with distributed air to prevent anoxic
conditions.

ODOR MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES

Common design and operational strategies mitigate the potential for odors from nearly all of
the potential odor sources at a WWTP; however, there are processes that specifically deal
with the odor-causing compounds where the potential cannot be reduced, including the
headworks, grit removal, and anoxic basins. For processes that cannot be mitigated, the
opposite approach is employed; the system is designed to encourage the release of volatile
gases at targeted locations so they can be collected and treated. The gas collection vents
are called the foul air system. The following locations have active odor mitigation
components, including:

e Headworks/Fine Screening: The headworks and influent screens are located
below grade in an open-topped basin. Since hydrogen sulfide is heavier than air, it
will sit low in the basin, preventing it from escaping. The headworks facility has
inlets to the foul air collection system that completely exchange the air volume

Madera County CUP #2024-009 Root Creek Water District
Initial Study 20



once every 10 minutes, making it unlikely any odorous gases will escape.

e Screenings Disposal: The screenings removed from the wastewater are deposited
into a washer compactor that rinses organic material from the screenings before
they are compacted for disposal. The screenings are placed in a bag, in a dumpster
located immediately adjacent to a foul air capture inlet to prevent odors from
dispersing.

e Anoxic Basins: Anoxic basins are a required part of the nitrogen treatment process
that are potential causes of nuisance odors. To prevent odors from escaping, the
entire basin is covered, and foul air capture inlets are located in the headspace.

Foul air from these processes and other locations is sent to a biofilter specifically designed
for gas-phase treatment of hydrogen sulfide. The biofilter has an air plenum across the
bottom of the filter bed to evenly distribute the foul air. Air flows up through a combination of
organic and inorganic media that is sprinkled with treated effluent, providing optimal conditions
for sulfur-reducing bacteria. These bacteria use the sulfur in the hydrogen sulfide as an
energy source, removing an average of 98 percent of the sulfide from the foul air. The odor
control biofilters are the final step in a complete odor management system that minimizes the
potential for nuisance odors to escape the site.

NUISANCE ODOR POTENTIAL
Odors are an inherent part of wastewater treatment, but there are established measures that
can be employed to mitigate the impacts, like those discussed in this memorandum:

e (Good design and operational practices, like placing the headworks below grade
or covering anoxic processes to prevent gases from migrating.
e Capturing gases from odor sources with continuous ventilation and treating
them to eliminate odorous compounds and improve the safety and operability
of the plant.
e Providing adequate buffer distances to provide adequate time for trace amounts of
gas to disperse before reaching adjacent parcels.

The Ultimate WWTP will apply to each of these strategies to every part of the treatment
process to ensure that nuisance odors do not impact adjacent properties or uses. (Provost &
Pritchard Consulting Group, 2025).

AQ MM- 1The project proponent will ensure to implement the following strategies:
Flow Equalization Basins

Aeration Basins

Secondary Clarifiers

Aerobic Digestion

Mechanical Dewatering

Composting Facilities

Headworks/Fine Screening

Screenings Disposal

Anoxic Basins

CoNOGORrwWN =
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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 Game 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 Game or U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (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 a native wildlife nursery
site?

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?

Responses:

(a-d) Less Than Significant with Mitigations. The proposed project site includes approximately

Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

[ X [ [

44 acres of agricultural land in Madera County, located 2.5 miles north of the City of Fresno. The

objective of this memo is to support the Conditional Use Permit application submitted to the

County of Madera by describing the conditions of the site and providing recommendations to avoid

potential impacts to protected species.

The Root Creek Water District Wastewater Treatment Plant project proposes to convert 44 acres
of a 79-acre site, generally located on the north side of Avenue 10 between Road 38 and Road
40 (APN: 049-630-004), from agricultural orchards to a 4 million gallons per day wastewater
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treatment plant. The following would be constructed as part of the project:

15-acre wastewater pond

Secondary treatment processes

Secondary clarifiers

Biosolid composting basins

Aerobic digesters

Odor control bicfilters

17,100-sqgft tertiary disinfection building
17,700-sgft maintenance and warehouse building
+3,400-sqft operations and control building

Wastewater effluent would also be directed to the two (2) existing wastewater ponds east of the
site.

STUDY METHODOLOGY

Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group biologist, Mary Beth Bourne, conducted a desktop analysis
of potential project-related impacts to biological resources based on the resources known to
occur, or with potential to occur, within the project site. Sources of information used in preparation
of this analysis included: the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB; see Appendix A for the species list) and California Wildlife
Habitat Relationships (CWHR) database; California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Online
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California; CalFlora’s online database of
California native plants; Jepson Herbarium’s online database (i.e., Jepson eFlora); United States
Fish and Wildlife Service’'s (USFWS) Environmental Conservation Online System (ECOS),
Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC; see Appendix B for the species list) system, and
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI); iNaturalist; NatureServe Explorer’s online database; United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS)
Web Soil Survey, California Herps website; and various manuals, reports, and references related
to plants and animals of the San Joaquin Valley region. No field survey was conducted. Viewing
of the site was achieved utilizing satellite and historical imagery. Recommendations were then
developed to avoid any potential impacts to protected resources that may occur on the site.

EXISTING CONDITIONS
As follows are details on the topography, climate, waters, soils, and biotic habitats of the site.

1. TOPOGRAPHY
The project site is located within the United States Geological Survey, Lane’s Bridge 7.5-
minute quadrangle. The topography within the site is relatively flat with elevations of
approximately 350 feet above mean sea level.

2. CLIMATE
Like most of California, the site experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm, dry summers
are followed by cool, moist winters. In the summer, average high temperatures range
between 85- and 98-degrees Fahrenheit (°F), but do not often exceed 105 °F, and the
humidity is generally low. Winter temperatures are often below 60°F during the day and
rarely exceed 65°F. On average, the City of Fresno receives approximately 13 inches of
precipitation in the form of rain yearly, most of which occurs between October and April
(WeatherSpark, 2024), and the site would be expected to receive similar amounts of
precipitation.

3. WATERS
The nearest surface water features are the basins located directly east of the site. Root

Madera County CUP #2024-009 Root Creek Water District
Initial Study 23



Creek is located 0.2 miles north of the site.

4. SOILS
Two soil mapping units representing two soil types were identified within the site and are
listed in Table 1 (see Attachment D for the Web Soil Survey Report). The soils are
displayed with their core properties in the table below, according to the Major Land
Resource Area of California. These soils are primarily used for growing a range of truck
crops, grains, and orchards, while uncultivated areas are dominated by grasses and forbs.

Table 5: List of Soils Located on the Site and Their Basic Properties

Percent  Hydric Soil
of Site Category

Soil Map Unit

Drainage Permeability Runoff

Atwater Loy Snel, WO S |0 op || PIRAGINEIRN || vy oo || oepare Slow
percent slopes nonhydric

Ramona sandy loam, 0to 3 16.3% Predom|.nant|y Well drained | Slow to rapid Moderately
percent slopes nonhydric slow

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. None of the major units was identified as hydric, though
one minor component of Ramona was noted as hydric.

BIOTIC HABITAT

The majority of the project site appears to consist of highly disturbed agricultural lands, including
an orchard and a fallow field, which undergoes regular discing. It is expected that the orchard
onsite could be used as an area for songbirds to forage, including western kingbird (Tyrannus
verticalis), northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), and white-crowned sparrow (Zonotrichia
leucophrys). The disturbance related to agricultural production in the orchard would discourage
these species from building nests in the trees. Additionally, the regular discing of the fallow field
would discourage and prevent the presence of ground-nesting birds and small mammal burrows
or dens.

The project site is surrounded by existing agricultural fields to the west, north, and south. Existing
basins for the Riverstone WWTP are located to the east, which were recently created. While these
basins may provide suitable habitat for herpetofauna, the highly disturbed habitat throughout the
surrounding area and region would provide a barrier for dispersal to the site for these species. It
is expected that waterfowl would forage for macroinvertebrates in the basins, and ground nesting
species such as killdeer (Charadrius vociferus) may nest within the project site. Large, non-
agricultural trees are visible in the surrounding area on aerial imagery as well, which could serve
as a suitable nesting habitat for raptors.

SENSITIVE RESOURCES

As follows are details on the special status species, migratory birds, designated habitat and
communities, and wildlife movement corridors and native wildlife nursery sites that could be
impacted by project-related activities.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Two special status plants and six special status animals have occurred or may occur within three
miles of the site, and the project site appears to contain suitable habitat for nesting birds, which
could occur on the site prior to or during project activities. Additionally, the surrounding region
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may have suitable nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni). With the
implementation of Bio MM-1, 2, and 3, the project will have a less than significant impact (Provost
& Pritchard Consulting Group, 2025).

BIO MM-1: Nesting Bird Avoidance: Project activities should occur, if feasible, between
September 16 and January 31 (outside of the nesting bird season) to avoid impacts to nesting
birds.

BIO MM-2: Migratory Nesting Bird Pre-Activity Survey: If project activities must occur within the
migratory bird nesting season (February 1 to September 15), a qualified biologist should complete
a pre-activity survey for active nests within five (5) calendar days prior to the start of project
activities. The survey should be completed within the project site, and all accessible lands up to
100 feet outside of the project site for nesting migratory birds and up to 500 feet outside of the
project site for nesting raptors. Raptor nests would be considered “active” upon the nest-building
stage. If no active nests are observed, the project may proceed. The biologist should also conduct
a one-time take avoidance pre- construction survey for Swainson’s hawk nests onsite and within
a 0.5-mile radius. This one-time take avoidance survey will be conducted in accordance with the
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson's Hawk Nesting Surveys in California's
Central Valley (Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000) or current guidance.

BIO MM-3: Nesting Bird Avoidance Buffers: On discovery of any active nests or breeding colonies
near work areas, a qualified biologist should determine appropriate avoidance buffer distances
based on applicable CDFW and/or USFWS guidelines, the biology of the species, conditions of
the nest(s), and the level of project disturbance. If needed, avoidance buffers should be identified
with flagging, fencing, or other easily visible means and should be maintained until the biologist
has determined that the nestlings have fledged.

(e & f) No Impact. A Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan has not
been adopted in the County of Madera, and therefore, the project would have no impact.
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Less Than
Significant

Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] X [] []
significance of a historical resource pursuant to
§15064.57
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the [] X [] []
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to
§15064.57
c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred [] X [] []

outside of formal cemeteries?
Responses:

(a - c) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. No impacts have been identified as a
result of this project. The area surrounding the project site has been developed for agricultural
purposes for years, with significant ground disturbances as a result; it is highly unlikely that any
cultural resources exist on the property (infrastructure, roadways, agricultural uses, etc.). This
does not mean, however, that there are no archaeological or cultural resources on, in, or around
the subject property. There is still the potential of finding previously unknown resources during
any phase of this project. Most of the archaeological survey work in the County has taken place
in the foothills and mountains. There are slightly more than 2,000 recorded archaeological sites
in the County, most of which are located in the foothills and mountains. Recorded prehistoric
artifacts include village sites, camp sites, and bedrock milling stations, pictographs, petroglyphs,
rock rings, sacred sites, and resource gathering areas. Madera County also contains a significant
number of potentially historic sites, including homesteads and ranches, mining and logging sites,
and associated features (such as small camps, railroad beds, logging chutes, and trash dumps).
Per AB 52, Tribal Governments that request outreach have been alerted by the County. Since the
notification on 5/31/2024, the County has not been contacted by any of the tribes. Although it is
unlikely that human remains will be distributed, the implementation of CUL-1 will ensure
the project will have a less than significant impact.

CUL-1 In the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than
a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby
area suspected to overlie adjacent remains until the Madera County Coroner has determined that
the remains are not subject to any provisions of law concerning investigation of the circumstances,
manner and cause of death, and the recommendations concerning the treatment and disposition
of the human remains have been made to the person responsible for the excavation, or to his or
her authorized representative. The coroner shall make his or her determination within two working
days from the time the person responsible for the excavation, or his or her authorized
representative, notifies the coroner of the discovery or recognition of the human remains. If the
Madera County Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his or her authority and if
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the County Coroner recognizes the human remains to be those of a Native American or has
reason to believe that they are those of a Native American, he or she shall contact, by telephone,
the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). After notification, the NAHC will follow the
procedures outlined in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98, which include notification of most
likely descendants (MLDs) and recommendations for treatment of the remains. The MLDs will
have 48 hours after notification by the NAHC to make their recommendations (PRC Section
5097.98)
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Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
VI. ENERGY
Would the project:
a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact ] [] X []
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 [] [] X []

renewable energy or energy efficiency?

Responses:

(a - b) Less Than Significant Impact. California has implemented numerous energy
efficiency and conservation programs that have resulted in substantial energy savings.
The State has adopted comprehensive energy efficiency standards as part of its Building
Standards Code, California Codes of Regulations, Title 24. In 2009, the California
Building Standards Commission adopted a voluntary Green Building Standards Code,
also known as CALGreen, which became mandatory in 2011. CALGreen sets forth
mandatory measures applicable to new residential and non-residential structures and
additions and alterations on water efficiency and conservation, building material
conservation, interior environmental quality, and energy efficiency.

Additionally, California has adopted a Renewables Portfolio Standard, which requires
electricity retailers in the state to generate 33 percent of the electricity they sell from
renewable energy sources (i.e., solar, wind, geothermal, hydroelectric from small
generators, etc.) by the end of 2020. In 2018, SB 100 was signed into law, which
increases the electricity generation requirement from renewable sources to 60% by 2030
and requires all the state's electricity to come from carbon-free resources by 2045. The
main sources of energy consumption would be construction activities and ongoing project
operations. Project construction would involve fuel consumption and the use of other
nonrenewable resources. Construction equipment used for such improvements typically
runs on diesel fuel or gasoline. The same fuels are typically used for vehicles transporting
equipment and workers to and from a construction site. However, construction-related
fuel consumption would be finite, short-term, and consistent with construction activities of
a similar character. This energy use would not be considered wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary. Equipment overtime would be more energy-efficient in order to assist with
meeting State emissions reduction goals. Additionally, under California's Renewable
Portfolio Standard, a greater share of electricity would be provided from renewable energy
sources over time, so less fossil fuel consumption to generate electricity would occur. The
project would be required to comply with the building energy efficiency standards of
California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6, also known as the California Energy Code.
Compliance with these standards would reduce energy consumption associated with
project operations, although reductions from compliance cannot be readily quantified at
this time. Overall, project construction and operations would not consume energy
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resources in a manner considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary; the project would
also not conflict with or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy efficiency.
Project impacts related to energy consumption are considered less than significant.
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VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:

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

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone
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?

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

iv) Landslides?

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

c) Be located on a geological 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?

d) 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?

e) 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?

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic feature?

Responses:

(ai - iv) Less than Significant Impact. According to the California Earthquake Hazards Zone
Application (EQ Zapp) located on the Department of Conservation, the project is not within an

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O oo oo

Earthquake Fault Zone (Department of Conservation, 2022).

The Earthquake Shaking Potential for California Map, located on the Department of
Conservation's website, displays the Level of hazards regarding ground shaking for each county.
According to the map, the project site is located in a region where only weaker, masonry buildings

Less Than
Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation

0 X O O 0O

Less Than
Significant
Impact

X OX X KX

No
Impact

O oo oo
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would be damaged. However, very infrequent earthquakes could still cause strong shaking. The
project does not consist of constructing masonry buildings and therefore the project would have
a less than significant impact (Department of Conservation, 2016).

(b) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The parcel is subject to potential erosion
due to rain events; however, with the implementation of HYDRO MM-1, construction project
proponents will be required to submit a Notice of Intent and Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) to the Regional Water Quality Board to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit. The SWPPP will include Best
Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion and siltation on the site in order to prevent water
quality degradation. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, covering the graded area
with straw or straw matting and using water for dust control. Due to the flat nature of the project
site, and given that the site has been previously developed, future development within the project
site would result in a less than significant soil erosion impact.

(c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located in an earthquake fault zone and
is in an area with a low probability of seismic activity. Lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse
are uncommon in Madera County. Since the project site is not located on a geologic unit or soil
that is unstable or would become unstable due to project activities, there is little to no potential for
resulting in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.
Impacts from these criteria are considered less than significant.

(d-e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project intends to expand an already existing
wastewater treatment facility. According to Table 18-1B of the Uniform Code (1994), soils meeting
all four of the following provisions shall be considered expansive, except that tests to show
compliance with Items 1, 2, and 3 shall not be required if the test prescribed in Item 4 is conducted
(California Building Code, 2022) :

1. Plasticity index (PI) of 15 or greater, determined in accordance with ASTM D4318.

2. More than 10 percent of the soil particles pass a No. 200 sieve (75 um), determined in
accordance with ASTM D422.

3. More than 10 percent of the soil particles are less than 5 micrometers in size, determined
in accordance with ASTM D422.

4. Expansion index greater than 20, determined in accordance with ASTM D4829.

According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Services Web
Soil Survey, two soils were identified on the project. The first soil that primarily covers the project
site is Atwater loamy, which has a plasticity of 5, and the second is Ramona Sandy, which has a
plasticity of 2.5. As a result, the project will have a less than significant impact.

f) No impact. Refer to the discussion regarding Cultural Resources.
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Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

VIlIl. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly [] [] X []
or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation [] [] X []

adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Responses:

(a-b) Less than Significant Impact.

The SJVAPCD has adopted a CCAP, which includes suggested BPS for proposed development
projects. However, the SVJAPCD’s CCAP was adopted in 2009 and was prepared based on the
State’s 2020 GHG targets, which are now superseded by State policies (i.e., the 2019 California
Green Building Code) and the 2030 GHG targets, established in SB 32. Many of the SUIVAPCD'’s
BPS measures are intended for commercial, residential, and mixed-use projects and would not
be applicable to the project. As such, absent any other local or regional Climate Action Plan, the
project was analyzed for consistency with the goals of AB 32 and the AB 32 Scoping Plan. The
following discussion evaluates the project according to the goals of AB 32, the AB 32 Scoping
Plan, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 197.

AB 32 is aimed at reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 requires the CARB to
prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines the main State strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and
reducing GHGs that contribute to global climate change. The AB 32 Scoping Plan has a range of
GHG reduction actions, which include direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms,
monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such as a
cap-and-trade system, and an AB 32 implementation fee to fund the program.

Executive Order B-30-15 added the immediate target of reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent.
Below 1990 levels by 2030. The CARB released a second update to the Scoping Plan, the 2017
Scoping Plan,13 to reflect the 2030 target set by Executive Order B-30-15 and codified by SB
32. SB 32 affirms the importance of addressing climate change by codifying into statute the
GHG emissions reduction target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 contained in
Executive Order B-30-15. SB 32 builds on AB 32 and keeps the State on the path toward
achieving its 2050 objective of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. The
companion bill to SB 32, AB 197, provides additional direction to the CARB related to the
adoption of strategies to reduce GHG emissions. Additional direction in AB 197, intended to
provide easier public access to air pollutant emissions data that are collected by the CARB, was
posted in December 2016.

AB 32 Scoping Plan contains GHG reduction measures that work toward reducing GHG
emissions, consistent with the targets set by AB 32, Executive Order B-30-15, and codified by
SB 32 and AB 197. The measures applicable to the project include energy efficiency measures,
water conservation measures, and transportation and motor vehicle measures, as discussed
below.

Madera County CUP #2024-009 Root Creek Water District
Initial Study 33



Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and appliance
standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts, including new technologies and new policy and
implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all
retail providers of electricity in California. In addition, these measures are designed to expand the
use of green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing
inventory of buildings. The project would not include the construction of any new structures that
would be subject to Title 24 standards. Therefore, the energy measures would not be applicable
to the project.

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency programs and
use cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the efficiency of water transport
and reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. The project would be required to comply
with the California Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance. The project would use all high-
efficiency irrigation methods to water the fields. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any
of the water conservation and efficiency measures.

The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG emissions
reduction targets for passenger vehicles. Specific regional emission targets for transportation
emissions would not directly apply to the project. However, vehicles traveling to the project site
would comply with the Pavley Il (LEV Ill) Advanced Clean Cars Program. The second phase of
the Pavley standards will reduce GHG emissions from new cars by 34 percent from 2016 levels
by 2025, resulting in a 3 percent decrease in average vehicle emissions for all current vehicles.
Vehicles traveling to the project site would comply with the Pavley Il (LEV IllI) Advanced Clean
Cars Program. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the identified transportation and
motor vehicle measures.

The project would comply with existing State regulations adopted to achieve the overall GHG
emissions reduction goals identified in AB 32 and would be consistent with applicable plans and
programs designed to reduce GHG emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with an
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs
and would have a less than significant impact.
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:

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

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the [] [] X []
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and

accident conditions involving the release of hazardous

materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or [] [] X []
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 [] [] X []
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 [] [] [] X
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, [] [] [] X
an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

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

Responses:

(a — d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is expanding the existing wastewater
treatment plant and will not be participating in the routine transport of hazardous materials. The
project will use petroleum to operate general equipment, and the project will treat waste instead
of producing any hazardous material or waste. The project site is not located on a hazardous
materials site; as a result, the project will have a less than significant impact.

(c) No Impact. The closest school is Stone Creek Elementary, which is located approximately 1.8
miles northeast of the project. The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school
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(d) No Impact. The project is not listed on or near a hazardous materials site. Therefore, the
project would have no impact.

(e) No Impact. The project area is not in an Airport/Airspace Overlay (refer to figure 5) and
therefore will have no impact.

(f) No Impact. The project will ensure compliance with the emergency response plan; therefore,
it will not have an impact.

(g) No Impact. According to the Madera County General Plan, a Wildland is a non-urban, natural
area that contains uncultivated land, timber, range, watershed, brush, or grasslands. Although
there are areas of grassland, the project area is regulated through either weed abatement or
grazing, and therefore, the project will not expose people or structures, directly or indirectly, to a
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildfires, and therefore has a less than significant
impact.
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X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste [] X [] []
discharge requirements or otherwise substantially
degrade surface or groundwater quality?
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or [] [] X []
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 [] [] X []
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; [] [] X []
(i) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface [] [] X []
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or
off-site;
(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would [] [] X []
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? ] ] X ]
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release [] [] [] X
of pollutants due to project inundation?
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water [] [] X []
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater
management plan?
Responses:
(a) Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation.
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Site preparation of the project would require ground disturbance, which could result in erosion
and siltation with the potential to violate water quality standards. Additionally, accidental spills or
disposal of potentially harmful materials used during the construction or operation of the project
could possibly wash into and pollute surface water runoff. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plan for construction-related activities would include, but not be limited to, the following types of
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the potential for pollution related to material
spills:

* Vehicles and equipment will be cleaned.

* Vehicle and equipment fueling and maintenance requirements will be established.

* A spill containment and clean-up plan will be in place prior to and during

construction activities.

The project SWPPP would include BMPs targeted at minimizing and controlling construction and
post-construction runoff and erosion to the “maximum extent practicable.” And therefore, the
project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation.

HYDRO MM-1 Prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit a copy of: (1) the approved
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and comply with the General National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). The Applicant or person responsible shall meet County
of Madera construction site requirements regarding the control of surface water and runoff. Runoff
created at the project site shall meet the following minimum requirements:
» Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate

treatment

control or structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
 Construction-related materials, wastes, spills, or residues shall be retained at the
project site to avoid discharge to streets, drainage facilities, receiving waters, or
adjacent properties by wind or run-off

(b-e) Less Than Significant Impact. In 2014, the State of California passed the Sustainable
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), allowing for local control of groundwater
management with the mandate of sustainable management of the state’s groundwater
basins. SGMA required that all local agencies establish a Groundwater Sustainability
Agency and develop a Groundwater Sustainability Plan to better manage the groundwater
conditions and achieve sustainable groundwater management. (Madera Subbasin,
2023). The County of Madera requires large-scale developments to participate in the
groundwater balance/replenishment project outlined in Chapter 13.110 of the Madera
County Municipal Code. To be considered a large-scale development in the County of
Madera, you must meet one of the following conditions:

A. A proposed residential development of more than five hundred dwelling units.

B. A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more than one
thousand persons or having more than five hundred thousand square feet of floor
space.

C. A proposed commercial office building employing more than one thousand persons
or having more than two hundred fifty thousand square feet of floor space.

D. A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than five hundred rooms.

E. A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant, or industrial park

planned to house more than one thousand persons, occupying more than forty
acres of land, or having more than six hundred fifty thousand square feet of floor
area.
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F. A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in this
subdivision.

G. A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or greater than, the
amount of water required by a five-hundred dwelling unit project.

The proposed project does not meet any of the above criteria and, as a result, would not
interfere with the County’s sustainable groundwater management plan.

(c i - iv) Less Than Significant Impact. As previously stated, the project area is primarily
flat, and as a result, the likelihood of erosion is highly unlikely, and with the implementation
of HAZ MM-1, runoff is highly unlikely, and as a result, the impact is less than significant.

(d) No Impact. The project is not located in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, and would
not have the potential to release pollutants from flooding with the implementation of HAZ MM-1.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than

Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community? [] [] [] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a [] [] [] X

conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Responses:

(a - b) No Impact. The project is located north of Avenue 10, 86 feet west of Road 38. There is
no development surrounding the project, and it would not divide an established community. The
project is not requesting any changes in land use or zoning and therefore would have no impact.
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XIl. MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important

mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

Responses:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

[l

Less Than
Significant Less Than
With Mitigation Significant No
Incorporation Impact Impact

[ [ X

[ [ X

(a - b) No Impact. Mineral resources in Madera County include aggregate (sand, gravel, and
crushed stone), asbestos, copper, gold, iron, and silver. There are no known minerals in the
vicinity of the project area, which consists of agricultural land, and therefore, the project would

have no impact.
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XIll. NOISE
Would the project result in:

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 ordinances, or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne 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?

Responses:

(a-b) Less Than Significant Impact.

e Short-Term (Construction) Impacts: Development or construction of the Project would
temporarily increase ambient noise levels in the vicinity due to the use of construction
equipment. However, the noise generation would be temporary in nature and, as a result,

would have a less-than-significant impact.

e Ground-borne vibration impacts were evaluated by identifying potential vibration sources
and measuring the distance between vibration sources and surrounding structure
locations. The level of vibration generated by the Project's construction phase is
considered less than significant based on vibration velocity levels. As a result, mitigation

measures are not required.

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to item g of the Hazards and Hazardous Materials

discussion.

Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant
Impact Incorporation Impact

[ [ X

No
Impact

[l
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Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact
XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an [] [] X []
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through the extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or [] [] X []

housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

Responses:
(a - ¢) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is to provide wastewater treatment for an

existing community and for new development. The impact will be nominal; the project will have a
less than significant impact.
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable

service ratios, response times, or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire protection?
ii) Police protection?
i) Schools?

iv) Parks?

v) Other public facilities?

Responses:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

O 0O 0Odd

Less Than

Significant Less Than

With Mitigation Significant No

Incorporation Impact Impact
[] X []
[] X []
[] X X
[] X []
[] X []

(a — i-v) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is a wastewater treatment and would not
result in additional services beyond the existing ones, and as a result, the project would have a

less than significant impact.
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Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XVI. RECREATION
a) Would the project increase the use of existing [] [] [] X
neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of
the facility would occur or be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or [] [] [] X

require the construction or expansion of recreational
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on
the environment?

Responses:

(a — b) No Impact. The project does not have a recreational component, nor do the operations
require recreational facilities, and as a result would have no impact.
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Less Than

Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XVIl. TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy [] [] X []
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with [] [] X []
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric [] [] [] X
design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? ] [] [] X

Responses:

(a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is expected to have less than 150 Average
Daily trips which would be consistent with CEQA guide lines section 15064.3 subdivid (b) and
would not conflict with any transportation policy or plan.

(c) No Impact. The project will not result in a geometric design feature that will result in sharp
curves or dangerous intersections.

(d) No Impact. The project will not result in inadequate emergency response and therefore have
no impact.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:

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

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of [] [] [] ¢
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical

resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section

5020.1(k), or

i) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its ] ] ] X
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.

Responses:

Cultural resources can be defined as buildings, sites, structures, objects, or places of importance
that may have historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, or scientific importance (including
those associated with Native Americans or Native American activities). Preservation of the
County's unique cultural heritage should be considered when planning for future development of
the area.

The western area of the County was originally inhabited by the Northern Valley Yokuts.
Ethnographic information about this group is sparse due to the early dissemination of the
aboriginal populations in the lower San Joaquin Valley.

The Northern Valley Yokuts territory is defined roughly by the crest of the Diablo Range on the
west, and the foothills of the Sierra Nevada on the east. The southern boundary is approximately
where the San Joaquin River bends northwards, and the northern boundary is roughly halfway
between the Calaveras and Mokelumne Rivers.

Principle settlements were located on the tops of low mounds, on or near the banks of larger
watercourses. Settlements were composed of single-family dwellings, sweathouses, and
ceremonial assembly chambers. Dwellings were small and lightly constructed, semi-subterranean
and oval. The public structures were large, and earth covered.

With the development of Spanish Ranchos throughout California, cattle husbandry was prevalent,
while dairy farms remained crude and sparse.
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As a result of AB 52, which requires jurisdictions to notify Tribal Governments that request such
outreach, the County alerted Tribal Entities that requested initial review packets.

(a—i, ii) No Impact. Per Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 notification letters were sent
to tribal representatives of California Native American Tribes with no comments and as a result

the project would have a less than significant impact. One letter was received from the Table
Mountain Rancheria Cultural Resources Department.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of [] [] X []
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or

stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or

telecommunications facilities, the construction or

relocation of which could cause significant

environmental effects?

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the [] [] X []
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

c) Resultin a determination by the wastewater treatment ] [] X []
provider which serves or may serve the project that it

had adequate capacity to serve the project's projected

demand in addition to the provider's existing

commitments?

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local [] [] X []
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local

infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid

waste reduction goals?

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

Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact. Yes, the project proposes the construction of new wastewater
treatment infrastructure, including wastewater ponds, tertiary treatment facilities, effluent
recycling systems, biosolids treatment components, and supporting buildings (operations,
maintenance, blower, and disinfection facilities). These improvements are intended to provide
wastewater treatment capacity for communities within the Root Creek Water District.
While the project involves new construction, all activities would occur within the boundaries of the
existing 79-acre parcel already partially used for wastewater purposes.

(b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project does not represent a major new water demand
but rather involves converting an existing agricultural well for tertiary effluent reuse. The facility’s
water needs (for operation, disinfection, and maintenance) are minor compared to typical
municipal or industrial demands and can be met by existing on-site groundwater resources or
recycled water. Therefore, the project would not require additional off-site water supply
infrastructure or create a substantial new demand.

(c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project is a wastewater treatment facility intended to
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expand service capacity for the Root Creek Water District. The new plant would provide needed
capacity for planned residential and commercial development within the District. The project
would increase, not reduce, wastewater service capacity.

(d) Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the treatment plant would generate temporary
solid waste (e.g., construction debris, packaging, and soil material) to be disposed of at an
approved landfill. During operation, biosolids generated from treatment processes would be
managed through dewatering and composting facilities on-site. These biosolids can be reused or
disposed of in compliance with CalRecycle and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)
regulations.

(e) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would comply with all applicable solid waste
management regulations, including those enforced by CalRecycle and local agencies. The
proposed biosolids handling and composting operations are consistent with existing regulatory
standards.
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Less Than
Potentially Significant Less Than
Significant With Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XX. WILDFIRE

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

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

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, [] [] [] X
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project

occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or

the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated [] [] [] X
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency

water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may

exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or

ongoing impacts to the environment?

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, [] [] [] X
including downslope or downstream flooding or

landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability,

or drainage changes?

Responses:

(a - d) No Impact. The project is not located in a State Responsibility Area (SRA). The closest
SRA is two and a half miles east of the project site and has a designation of moderate (refer to
figure 6). The project does not propose any habitable structures and would therefore have no
occupants. Further analysis of the project's potential impacts on wildfire is not warranted.

Madera County developed an Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan which, was updated
in January of 2010 and a Multi-Hazard Functional Plan which, is responsible for establishing
emergency management organization required to mitigate any emergency or disaster affecting
Madera County. Both documents Identify policies, responsibilities and procedures required to
protect the health and safety of Madera County communities, public and private property and the
environmental effects of natural and technological emergencies and disasters. And establish the
operational concepts and procedures associated with Initial Response Operations (field
response) to emergencies, the Extended Response Operations County Emergency Operations
Center (EOC) activities and the recovery process. Madera County also developed a Local Hazard
Mitigation Plan (LHMP) which is responsible for evacuation procedures. The LHMP states the
Sheriff's Department uses a system known as “MCALERT”. There is nothing in both documents
That indicate the project would impact a response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The project
does not propose any actions or structures that expose people or structures to significant risks.
Furthermore, the project would not generate runoff, post-fire slope instability, or negatively impact
drainage.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporation Impact Impact

XIX.  MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially [] [] X []
degrade the quality of the environment, substantially

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a

fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining

levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal

community, substantially reduce the number or restrict

the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or

eliminate important examples of the major periods of

California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually [] [] X []
limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively

considerable" means that the incremental effects of a

project are significant when viewed in connection with

the effects of past projects, the effects of other current

projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

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

Responses:

CEQA defines three types of impacts or effects:

Direct impacts are caused by a project and occur at the same time and place (CEQA
§15358(a)(1).

Indirect or secondary impacts are reasonably foreseeable and are caused by a project but occur
at a different time or place. They may include growth inducing effects and other effects related to
changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate and related effects on air,
water and other natural systems, including ecosystems (CEQA §15358(a)(2).

Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA §15355(b)).
Impacts from individual projects may be considered minor but considered retroactively with other
projects over a period of time, those impacts could be significant, especially where listed or
sensitive species are involved.

(a) Less Than Significant Impact. The analysis conducted in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration results in a determination that the project, with the incorporation of mitigation
measures, would have a less than significant impact on the environment. As a result, the project
would not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment and, therefore
will have a less than significant impact.
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(b) Less Than Significant Impact. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064 (i) States that a Lead Agency
shall consider whether the cumulative impact of a project is significant and whether the effects of
the project are cumulatively considerable. The assessment of the significance of the cumulative
effects of a project must, therefore, be conducted in connection with the effects of past projects,
other current projects, and probable future projects. Implementation of the project would not result
in significant cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be reduced to less than
significant.

(c) Less Than Significant Impact. Other than the previous mentioned activities and with the
mitigations incorporated, the project does not contain an element that will affect the environment
that could potentially affect human beings either directly or indirectly.
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