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Initial Study 

1 Project Title 
Alternative Education Campus Project  

2 Lead Agency Name and Address 
Sanger Unified School District 
1905 Seventh Street 
Sanger, California 93657 

3 Contact Person  
Jimmy Robles, Chief Operations Officer 
jimmy_robles@sangerusd.net  

4 Project Location 
The Alternative Education Campus Project (project) site is located at 1801-1905 Seventh Street in Sanger, 
California. The project site encompasses approximately 4.25 acres comprised of Assessor’s Parcel 
Number (APN) 317-095-01T. The project site is bounded to the east by Dewitt Avenue, to the south by 
Webster Street, to the west by Rawson Avenue, and to the north by Seventh Street.  

Figure 1 shows the regional location of the project site and Figure 2 shows the project site in its 
neighborhood context. Vehicular access to the site is currently provided via driveways located on Seventh 
Street and Webster Street.  
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Figure 1 Regional Location 
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Figure 2 Project Site Location 
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5 Surrounding Land Uses and Setting  
The surrounding area is comprised of residential and public institutional (Sanger Civic Center) uses to the 
north, commercial and residential uses to the east, and single-family residences to the south and west of 
the project site. The site currently contains the District’s administrative offices, their alternative education 
high school, resource room, surface parking, and landscaping including lawn areas and trees. 

Regional access to the project site is provided via State Route (SR) 180 and Academy Avenue. Local 
access to the project site is provided via Seventh Street, De Witt Avenue, Webster Street, and Rawson 
Avenue. The Fresno County Rural Transit Agency provides transit access to the project site via their 
Orange Cove Route.  

6 General Plan Designation 
The project site has a City of Sanger 2035 General Plan designation of Public Facilities. This designation 
is reserved for facilities that are operated by public agencies, including schools, the post office, City Hall, 
other City and school district-operated facilities and county offices. 

7 Zoning 
The project site is zoned by the City of Sanger as Recreation, School and Conservation (RSC). Uses 
permitted within the RSC district are public and quasi-public uses. This includes administrative, 
recreational, public service, or cultural types of uses for a city, county, state, or federal administrative 
centers and courts, schools, and other public buildings. This includes public playgrounds, parks, and 
community centers. Additional permitted uses include incidental and accessory structures located within 
the same site as a permitted use.  

8 Description of Project 
The project site is the current location of the District’s administrative offices, their alternative education 
high school, and additional resource buildings and support infrastructure such as surface parking. The 
full build out for the project site is to maintain the high school as it is presently, relocate the Community 
Day School from its current leased location to the Alternative Education Campus using relocatable 
classrooms along Rawson Avenue, construct Career and Technical Education (CTE) classrooms, move 
administration staff into new offices, and remodel the interior of the current administration building for 
child welfare and additional administrative offices. The project would involve maintaining the existing 
uses while adding additional classrooms for their CTE program and facilities to accommodate the 
relocated Community Day School.  

The project would involve the relocation of an existing resource room, the construction of two new 
buildings, the addition of 10 relocatable buildings, the addition of two turf areas and a playfield area, and 
the relocation of the existing parking lot. The project would also involve the internal remodel of the 
existing district office. Overall, 5,440 square feet of new buildings would be constructed and 9,120 square 
feet of relocatable structures would be installed. 

The project would include the relocation of the existing parking lot from the center of the project site to 
the northeast corner of the project site and would include the addition of a new driveway with ingress and 
egress along Seventh Street. The proposed parking lot would consist of 49 standard parking spaces. No 
changes to the southeast portion of the project site are proposed. This area would continue to be 
occupied by the Sanger Unified School District (SUSD) Alternative Education Campus.  
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The existing parking lot would be converted to a joint dining/multipurpose room (MPR) and career and 
technical education (CTE) facility that would be shared by all grades on the project site. Where the 
existing parking lot exists, a service yard and food delivery lot would be constructed abutting Seventh 
Street and include the addition of a new driveway allowing for ingress and egress from Seventh Street. 
Abutting the proposed service yard and food delivery lot to the south, a 1,920- foot food court and dining 
area are proposed with an associated outdoor dining area to the east of the proposed food court. South 
of the proposed parking lot, two new turf areas and landscaping would be installed totaling approximately 
67,000 -square feet. In the southern portion of the project site with frontage to Webster Street, a new 
5,480-square foot building would be constructed. The building would include a 2,160-square-foot future 
Health and Medical Science facility consisting of a healthcare office, classroom, and shop, as well as an 
adjoining 800-square-foot covered outdoor shop located west of the proposed CTE shop room. To the 
west of the covered shop, a CTE delivery and storage area would be created and would utilize the existing 
driveway located on Webster Street for ingress and egress. The fire hydrant located on Webster Street 
would be relocated to allow for the delivery and storage area to be constructed.  

In the western portion of the project site, the existing district office totaling approximately 19,130 square 
feet would be remodeled internally to accommodate other uses including child welfare and administrative 
offices. South of the district offices, the existing resource room would be relocated. A new playfield area 
would be installed, and associate courts would include two pickleball courts, and a combined basketball, 
volleyball, and pickleball court would be built to the east of the playfield area. Along the southeastern 
border of the project site, seven 960 square foot relocatable classroom buildings would be installed. In 
the northeastern portion of the project site, two 960 square foot relocatable administrative buildings and 
a 480 square foot relocatable restroom would be installed. This area would be utilized by the Community 
Day School which is currently housed in leased space at another location. 

Landscape improvements to the project site would include the planting of 12 new trees along the eastern, 
northern, and western perimeter of the parking lot. Landscape improvements would also include planting 
six new trees in the center of the project site from the playfield area to the turf area. Grass areas would be 
installed in the proposed playfield area and along the eastern perimeter of the project site. Lighting 
improvements on the project site would be limited to security lighting along internal pathways. General 
area lighting for the play area would also be included, but not “sport” lighting. 

Figure 3 depicts the future development for the site in phases with the new project components shown 
colored, including new turf areas, with the buildings to remain shown in white. All project phases shown 
are analyzed in this Initial Study. 

9 Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 
Sanger Unified School District is the lead agency for this project and no additional approvals are required 
from any other agency. The Sanger Unified School District Board of Trustees is the approving body for the 
project and the lead agency responsible for adopting this IS-MND.  
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Figure 3 Project Site Plan 
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10 Have California Native American Tribes Traditionally 
and Culturally Affiliated with the Project Area 
Requested Consultation Pursuant to Public Resources 
Code Section 21080.3.1? 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (AB 52), California Native American tribes that are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area may request to be included on a lead agency’s 
contact list for purposes of tribal consultation. The Sanger Unified School District has not received any 
requests from tribes to be included on such a list and does not maintain an established AB 52 contact 
list. Accordingly, AB 52 tribal consultation was not conducted as part of this environmental review. 
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
This project would potentially affect the environmental factors checked below, involving at least one 
impact that is “Potentially Significant” or “Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” as indicated 
by the checklist on the following pages. 

□ Aesthetics □ Agriculture and 
Forestry Resources 

■ Air Quality 

■ Biological Resources ■ Cultural Resources □ Energy 

□ Geology and Soils ■ Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 

□ Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

□ Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

□ Land Use and Planning □ Mineral Resources 

□ Noise □ Population and 
Housing 

□ Public Services 

□ Recreation □ Transportation □ Tribal Cultural Resources 

□ Utilities and Service 
Systems 

□ Wildfire ■ Mandatory Findings  
of Significance 

Determination 
Based on this initial evaluation: 

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

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

 

   
Signature  Date 

Jimmy Robles 

 

Chief Operations Officer 
Printed Name  Title 
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Environmental Checklist 

1 Aesthetics 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

a. Have a 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 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 would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 

Major scenic vistas within the City of Sanger and the greater Fresno County region include distant views 
of the Sierra Nevada foothills and mountains; however, these features are not visible from the project site 
due to the generally level topography and intervening development. The project site is located within a 
developed area of Sanger and is currently occupied by school district offices, educational facilities, 
parking areas, and recreational improvements. Surrounding land uses consist of commercial, 
institutional, and residential development. The proposed new buildings would be limited to a maximum 
height of 60 feet and would not affect scenic views that are not already obstructed by existing buildings. 
Given the flat topography, the absence of scenic vistas on or near the project site, and the urban context 
of surrounding development, the project would not damage or block views of scenic resources. 
Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista. Impacts to scenic 
vistas would have no impact.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

The project site is not within a state scenic highway. The closest eligible state scenic highway is State 
Route 180 located approximately 6.3 miles northeast of the project site (Caltrans 2026). The site is not 
visible from State Route 180. There would be no impact.  

NO IMPACT 
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c. Would the project, 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 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? 

Although the project site and surroundings are developed with urban uses, the project site is in a non-
urbanized area pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15191(m) for the purposes of this discussion. The 
project site is surrounded by institutional, residential, and commercial uses. The Sanger 2035 General 
Plan anticipates this pattern of growth through its emphasis on compact, contiguous, and infill 
development, while avoiding leapfrog development onto surrounding agricultural lands (City of Sanger 
2020). The project site and surrounding area are designated for urban use and are characterized by 
developed facilities, paved roadways, and associated landscaping. Implementation of the project would 
result in a change to the existing visual character of the site through the addition of new school facilities, 
parking areas, and additional landscaped areas. However, these changes would not result in a substantial 
degradation of the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings. Similar public and 
institutional development already exists on and near the site, and although the largest of the proposed 
buildings would be taller than surrounding buildings, the project would be generally consistent with the 
institutional nature and architectural character of surrounding development. Furthermore, the project 
complies with all relevant policies and regulations in the City of Sanger General Plan regarding scenic 
quality, and as identified, would not impact a scenic view. Considering these factors, the visual impact of 
the project would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime or 
nighttime views in the area? 

The project would introduce new sources of nighttime lighting associated with building illumination, 
pedestrian walkways, and parking areas to support safety and security. However, the project site is 
located within an urbanized area of the City of Sanger where nighttime lighting from public facilities, 
streets, parking areas, and nearby development already exists. As such, the proposed lighting would not 
be unusual or out of character for the surrounding environment. New exterior lighting would be limited to 
what is necessary for site safety and operational needs. Potential sources of glare would include exterior 
building lights, parking area lighting, and vehicle headlights associated with arrival and departure during 
early morning and evening hours. These lighting sources would be typical of educational and institutional 
uses and would not introduce substantial new light sources into the surrounding area. The project would 
be subject to applicable requirements of the California Energy Code and meet City of Sanger development 
and design standards where feasible, which regulate outdoor lighting to ensure it is energy efficient, 
appropriately shielded, and designed to minimize light and glare onto adjacent properties. In addition, the 
City’s General Plan policies related to community character and scenic quality emphasize the use of well-
designed, context-sensitive lighting and discourage unnecessary nighttime illumination except where 
needed for safety or security purposes. Compliance with applicable requirements would reduce the risk 
of unwanted light trespass and glare from occurring. Impacts related to lighting and glare would be less 
than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on 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 
Williamson Act contract? □ □ □ ■ 

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

d. Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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

The project site is identified as Urban and Built-Up Land by the California Department of Conservation’s 
(DOC) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (DOC 2026a). The project site does not support active 
agricultural operations and is not used for crop production or grazing. Surrounding land uses consist of 
urban development, including public facilities, residential uses, and other developed land. Implementation 
of the project would not result in the conversion of Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance to non-agricultural use. The proposed project would 
not preclude agricultural use of land currently in production, nor would it conflict with existing agricultural 
operations or applicable agricultural zoning or policies. As such, the project would not result in the loss of 
farmland or contribute to the fragmentation of agricultural resources. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract? 

The project site is not enrolled in a Williamson Act contract according to the DOC’s Williamson Act 
Enrollment Finder (DOC 2026b). The proposed project would have a less than significant impact related 
to a conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract.  

NO IMPACT 
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c. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)); timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code Section 4526); or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

d. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? 

The project site is not within or adjacent to designated forest land, timberland, or timberland production 
zones. Since no forest land exists within or near the project site, the project would not result in the loss of 
forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

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

As discussed under Thresholds 2a and 2b, the project would not result in the loss of farmland or 
contribute to the fragmentation of agricultural resources on or off site. As discussed under Thresholds 2c 
and 2d, the project site does not contain forest land. Therefore, the project would not involve other 
changes in the existing environment that could result in the further conversion of farmland to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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3 Air Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan? □ □ ■ □ 

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

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? □ ■ □ □ 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial 
number of people? □ □ ■ □ 

Overview of Air Pollution 
The federal and State Clean Air Acts (CAA) mandate the control and reduction of certain air pollutants. 
Under these laws, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) have established the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) for “criteria pollutants” and other pollutants. Some pollutants are 
emitted directly from a source (e.g., vehicle tailpipe, an exhaust stack of a factory, etc.) into the 
atmosphere, including carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC)/reactive organic gases 
(ROG),1 nitrogen oxides (NOX), particulate matter with diameters of ten microns or less (PM10) and 2.5 
microns or less (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide, and lead. Other pollutants are created indirectly through chemical 
reactions in the atmosphere, such as ozone, which is created by atmospheric chemical and 
photochemical reactions primarily between ROG and NOX. Secondary pollutants include oxidants, ozone, 
and sulfate and nitrate particulates (smog). Air pollutants can also be generated by the natural 
environment, such as when high winds suspend fine dust particles.  

Air pollutant emissions are generated primarily by stationary and mobile sources. Stationary sources can 
be divided into two major subcategories: 

• Point sources occur at a specific location and are often identified by an exhaust vent or stack. 
Examples include boilers or combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat.  

• Area sources are widely distributed and include such sources as residential and commercial water 
heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural fields, landfills, and some consumer products. 

Mobile sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions, and 
can also be divided into two major subcategories: 

• On-road sources may be legally operated on roadways and highways.  
• Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains, and self-propelled construction equipment. 

 
1 CARB defines VOC and ROG similarly as, “any compound of carbon excluding carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, carbonic acid, 
metallic carbides or carbonates, and ammonium carbonate,” with the exception that VOC are compounds that participate in 
atmospheric photochemical reactions. For the purposes of this analysis, ROG and VOC are considered comparable in terms of mass 
emissions, and the term ROG is used in this ISMND. 
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Air Quality Standards and Attainment 
The project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Basin (SJVAB), which is under the jurisdiction of the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). As the local air quality management agency, 
SJVAPCD is required to monitor air pollutant levels to ensure that the NAAQS and CAAQS are met and, if 
they are not met, to develop strategies to meet the standards.  

Depending on whether the standards are met or exceeded, SJVAB is classified as being in “attainment” or 
“nonattainment.” In areas designated as non-attainment for one or more air pollutants, a cumulative air 
quality impact exists for those air pollutants. Table 1 presents the human health impacts associated with 
all criteria air pollutants. SJVAB is designated a nonattainment area for the State one-hour ozone 
standard as well as for the federal and State eight-hour ozone standards. SJVAB is also designated as 
nonattainment for the State annual arithmetic mean and federal 24-hour PM2.5 standards as well as the 
state 24-hour and annual arithmetic mean PM10 standards. The nonattainment statuses of the SJVAB are 
the result of several factors, such as increased population and unique topographical and meteorological 
conditions that exacerbate the formation and retention of high levels of air pollution in the SJVAB 
(SJVAPCD 2016). SJVAB is unclassified or in attainment for all other ambient air quality standards 
(SJVAPCD 2024a). 

Table 1 Health Effects Associated with Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Adverse Effects 
Ozone (1) Short-term exposures: (a) pulmonary function decrements and localized lung 

edema in humans and animals and (b) risk to public health implied by alterations in 
pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; (2) long-term exposures: risk to 
public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary 
morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements 
in chronically exposed humans; (3) vegetation damage; and (4) property damage. 

Carbon monoxide (CO) Reduces oxygen delivery leading to: (1) aggravation of chest pain (angina pectoris) 
and other aspects of coronary heart disease; (2) decreased exercise tolerance in 
persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (3) impairment of central 
nervous system functions; and (4) possible increased risk to fetuses. 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) (1) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in 
sensitive groups; (2) risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary 
biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; and (3) 
contribution to atmospheric discoloration. 

Sulfur dioxide (SO2) (1) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms that may include wheezing, 
shortness of breath, and chest tightness during exercise or physical activity in 
persons with asthma. 

Suspended particulate 
matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

(1) Excess deaths from short- and long-term exposures; (2) excess seasonal declines 
in pulmonary function, especially in children; (3) asthma exacerbation and possibly 
induction; (4) adverse birth outcomes, including low birth weight; (5) increased infant 
mortality; (6) increased respiratory symptoms in children such as cough and 
bronchitis; and (7) increased hospitalization for both cardiovascular and respiratory 
disease, including asthma).  

Lead (1) Learning disabilities; (2) impairment of blood formation and nerve function;  
(3) cardiovascular effects, including coronary heart disease and hypertension; and (4) 
possible male reproductive system effects. 

Source: USEPA 2026a 

Air Quality Management 
SJVAPCD is required to implement strategies to reduce pollutant levels to achieve attainment of the 
NAAQS. SJVAPCD 2022 Ozone Plan and 2024 PM2.5 Plan include emissions inventories that identify 
sources of air pollutants, evaluations for feasibility of implementing potential opportunities to reduce 
emissions, sophisticated computer modeling to estimate future levels of pollution, and a strategy for how 
air pollution will be further reduced. The plans also include innovative alternative strategies for 
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accelerating attainment through non-regulatory measures. The 2022 Ozone Plan determines that, with 
implementation of the proposed control strategy, the SJVAB can expect to reach attainment of the 2015 
eight-hour ozone NAAQS by the year2037 (SJVAPCD 2022). On January 28, 2022, USEPA determined that 
the SJVAB attained the 1997 24-hour PM2.5 standard of 65 micrograms per cubic meter (μg/m3) by the 
attainment date of December 31, 2020. The 2024 PM2.5 Plan estimates that the majority of the San 
Joaquin Valley population is currently in attainment of the 2012 standard, 90 percent will be in attainment 
by 2027, and 100 percent will be in attainment by 2030 (SJVAPCD 2024b).  

Air Emission Thresholds 
SJVAPCD has adopted guidelines for quantifying and determining the significance of air quality 
emissions in its Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI; SJVAPCD 2015). 
SJVAPCD recommends the use of quantitative thresholds to determine the significance of construction-
and operational related emissions of criteria air pollutant emissions. SJVAPCD has two sets of 
significance thresholds for operational emissions depending on whether the activities are for permitted 
equipment and activities or non-permitted equipment and activities. Project operation does not include 
permitted equipment or activities such as the use of back-up generators. Therefore, only the operational 
thresholds for non-permitted equipment and activities and construction activities are appropriate for 
evaluating project impacts. These thresholds are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 SJVAPCD Air Quality Thresholds of Significance – Criteria Pollutants 

Pollutant Construction (tons per year) Operation (tons per year) 

NOx 10 10 

ROG 10 10 

PM10 15 15 

PM2.5 15 15 

SOx 27 27 

CO 100 100 

NOx = Nitrogen Oxides; VOC = Volatile Organic Compounds; PM10 = Particulate Matter with a diameter no more than 10 microns; 
PM2.5 = Particulate Matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = Sulfur Oxide; CO = Carbon Monoxide  
Source: Source: SJVAPCD 2015 

In addition to the annual SJVAPCD thresholds outlined above, SJVAPCD has published the Ambient Air 
Quality Analysis Project Daily Emissions Assessment guidance, which is summarized in Section 8.4.2, 
Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools, of the SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality 
Impacts (GAMAQI), adopted in March 2015. The Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools guidance provides a 
screening threshold of 100 pounds per day of any of the following pollutants: NOX, ROG, PM10, PM2.5, SOX, 
and CO. The screening threshold was used to evaluate construction activities and operational activities 
separately. Per SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI, when assessing the significance of project-related impacts on local 
air quality, the impacts may be significant if on-site emissions from construction or operational activities 
exceed the 100 pounds per day screening level after implementation of all enforceable mitigation 
measures. If the screening threshold is exceeded for any pollutant, an ambient air quality assessment 
(AAQA) is conducted following District Rule 2201 AAQA Modeling for any phase that has an exceedance. 
An AAQA uses air dispersion modeling to determine if emission increases from a project’s construction 
or operational activities would cause or contribute to a violation of the ambient air quality. 

SJVAPCD recommends comparing project’s attributes with the following screening criteria as a first step 
to evaluating whether the project would result in the generation of CO concentrations that would 
substantially contribute to an exceedance of the Thresholds of Significance. The project would result in a 
less than significant impact to localized CO concentrations if (SJVAPCD 2015):  
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1. A traffic study for the project indicates that the Level of Service (LOS) on one or more streets or at 
one or more intersections in the project vicinity will be reduced to LOS E or F; or 

2. A traffic study indicates that the project will substantially worsen an already existing LOS F on one or 
more streets at more one or more intersections in the project vicinity.  

However, SB 743, which was signed into law in 2013, initiated an update to the CEQA Guidelines to 
change how lead agencies evaluate transportation impacts under CEQA. As of July 2020, LOS is no 
longer considered an ideal metric for evaluating transportation impacts. In addition, CO emissions from 
on-road vehicles have declined substantially since 2015, when LOS thresholds were incorporated into 
SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI. Fresno County has been in attainment of the CO ambient air quality standards since 
1998 (USEPA 2026a). The Fresno–2482 Foundry Park Avenue monitoring is approximately 12 miles from 
the project site and recorded a maximum 1-hour CO concentration of 2.5 ppm in 2025, which is well 
below applicable regulatory thresholds (CARB 2026). Therefore, for the purposes of this analysis, impacts 
related to localized CO concentrations are discussed qualitatively.  

SJVAPCD also recommends quantitative thresholds for evaluating a project’s air quality impacts related 
to toxic air contaminants (TACs). Health effects from carcinogenic air toxics are usually described in 
terms of cancer risk. SJVAPCD recommends a carcinogenic (cancer) risk threshold of 20 in a million. The 
Chronic Hazard Index is the sum of the individual substance chronic hazard indices for all TACs affecting 
the same target organ system. SJVAPCD recommends a Chronic Hazard Index significance threshold of 
1.0 and an Acute Hazard Index of 1.0.  

Methodology 
Air pollutant emissions generated by project construction and operation were estimated using the 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) version 2022.1. CalEEMod uses project-specific 
information, including the project’s land uses, location, and construction parameters, to model 
construction emissions. The analysis reflects the construction of the project as described under Initial 
Study Section 8, Description of Project.  

Construction emissions modeled include emissions generated by onsite construction equipment and 
onsite vehicle trips associated with construction, such as workers, vendors, and water truck trips. 
Construction of the proposed project was analyzed based on project characteristics, along with 
construction start date and duration information provided by the applicant. Construction is scheduled to 
start in April 2027 and would last for approximately 12 months. Based on project building characteristics, 
CalEEMod provides assumptions for equipment lists, construction schedule, and construction vehicle 
trips. Each construction phase was proportionally increased to fit a 12-month construction timeline. The 
project would demolish approximately 2,580 square feet of building material, and approximately 20,261 
square feet of asphalt would be removed off-site during the demolition phase, based on aerial Google 
Earth images. It is assumed the asphalt surfaces would be four inches of depth and approximately 1.43 
hauling trips per day would be added to the CalEEMod default demolition trips to accommodate asphalt 
removal during the demolition preparation phase.2 It is assumed that excavated soils during the grading 
phase would be used as backfill on the site, and therefore there would be no soil import or export. For 
conservative emissions analysis, all construction equipment is assumed to be diesel-powered. This 
analysis assumes that the project would comply with all applicable regulatory standards. In particular, the 
project would comply with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions, Rule 8201 Construction, 
Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, And Other Earthmoving Activities, and Rule 4601 Architectural 
Coating.  

 
2 The volume of asphalt surfaces removed (cubic feet) = (Length x Width x Depth); Volume of asphalt surfaces removed (cubic 
yards) = ((20,261 sf feet * 4 inches)/27 cubic feet per yard). Hauling Trips per day = ((250.13 cubic yards/16 hauling truck capacity) 
*2 one-way trips per haul trip)/21 demolition days = 1.43 hauling trips per day. 
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Operational emissions modeled include area source emissions. The project would not increase 
enrollment and would support existing employees and students. Therefore, no new mobile trips would be 
generated and excluded from the analysis. Area source emissions are generated by consumer products 
and architectural coatings. The project would not result in an increase in enrollment and would serve 
existing employees and students. Therefore, it would not generate new mobile trips and is excluded from 
the analysis. In addition, the project would not consume natural gas; therefore, the project would not emit 
energy emissions onsite. 

a. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Construction and operation of the project would result in emissions of criteria pollutants including ozone 
precursors, such as ROG and NOX, as well as particulate matter. SJVAPCD has prepared several air 
quality attainments plans to achieve ozone and particulate matter standards, the most recent of which 
include the 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard and the 2024 Plan for the 2012 PM2.5 

Standards. The SJVAB is in attainment for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead; therefore, the 
SJVAPCD has not developed attainment plans for these pollutants. The SJVAPCD has determined that 
projects with emissions above the thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants would conflict with 
and obstruct implementation of the SJVAPCD’s air quality plans (SJVAPCD 2015). As discussed under 
item (b) below, the project would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds for criteria air 
pollutant emissions. Therefore, the project would not conflict with applicable air plans, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Project construction would generate temporary air pollutant emissions associated with fugitive dust 
(PM10 and PM2.5) and exhaust emissions from heavy construction equipment and construction vehicles. 
In addition to ROG emissions that would be released during the drying phase of paving. Table 3 
summarizes the estimated annual emissions of criteria air pollutants during project construction. As 
shown therein, construction-related emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD thresholds. Therefore, project 
construction would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 3 Estimated Annual Construction Emissions 
 Annual Construction Emissions (tons per year) 

Construction Year ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
2027 <1 <1 1 <1 <1 <1 

2028 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

SJVAPCD Thresholds of Significance 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more 
than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = sulfur oxide 
Source: Table 2.2 “Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated” emissions. Annual emissions results are shown in tons per 
year. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A. 

As shown in Table 4, maximum daily emissions associated with project construction would not exceed 
the SJVAPCD’s 100-pounds-per-day screening threshold, under 8.4.2 Ambient Air Quality Screening Tools 
in SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Therefore, an ambient air 
quality assessment is not required for construction activities. 
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Table 4 Maximum Daily Project Construction Emissions 
 Maximum Daily Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOX CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Construction Emissions 3 9 10 <1 3 1 

SJVAPCD Screening Threshold 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Screening Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

lbs/day = pounds per day; ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter 
with a diameter no more than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = sulfur oxide 
Source: Table 2.2 “Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated” emissions. Highest of summer and winter emissions results 
are shown for maximum daily emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A. 

Because the SJVAPCD annual and daily thresholds would not be exceeded, project construction would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Operational Emissions 
Operation of the project would generate criteria air pollutant emissions associated with area sources 
(e.g., architectural coatings and consumer products). The project would not involve new mobile trips as 
the project would not increase student capacity beyond existing conditions, and the project would not use 
natural gas appliances, so mobile and energy source emissions would not be substantially increased on-
site. Table 5 summarizes the project’s annual operational emissions by emission source. As shown 
therein, operational emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD regional thresholds for criteria pollutants. 
Therefore, project operation would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment, and impacts would be less than significant. 

Table 5  Estimated Annual Operational Emissions 
 Pollutant (tons per year) 

Emissions Source ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Area <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

Total <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

SJVAPCD Thresholds 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no 
more than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = sulfur oxide 
Source: Table 2.5 “Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated” emissions. Annual emissions are shown in tons per year. 
See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A 

Project-related operational emissions must be compared to the SJVAPCD’s 100-pounds-per-day ambient 
air quality screening threshold for ROG, NOx, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, PM10, and PM2.5. As shown 
in Table 6, maximum daily emissions associated with project operation would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s 
100-pounds-per-day screening threshold during construction. Therefore, an ambient air quality 
assessment is not required for operational activities.  
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Table 6 Maximum Daily Project Operational Emissions 
 Emissions (pounds per day) 

ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 
Maximum Daily Emissions <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 

SJVAPCD Screening Threshold 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Screening Threshold Exceeded? No No No No No No 

ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = nitrogen oxide; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = particulate matter with a diameter no more 
than 10 microns; PM2.5 = particulate matter with a diameter no more than 2.5 microns; SOx = sulfur oxide 
Source: Table 2.5 “Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated” emissions. The highest of summer and winter emissions 
results are shown for maximum daily emissions. See CalEEMod worksheets in Appendix A. 

Because the SJVAPCD annual and daily thresholds would not be exceeded, the project’s operational 
activities would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Certain population groups, such as children, the elderly, and people with health problems, are particularly 
sensitive to air pollution. According to SJVAPCD, sensitive receptor locations include schools, parks and 
playgrounds, day care centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential dwelling unit(s). The nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are single-family residences, with residential property lines located 
approximately 50 feet to the south and north of the project site. Localized air quality impacts to sensitive 
receptors typically result in CO hotspot and TACs, which are discussed in the following subsections.  

Carbon Monoxide Hotspots 
A CO hotspot is a localized concentration of CO that is above a CO ambient air quality standard. 
Localized CO hotspots can occur at intersections with heavy peak hour traffic. Specifically, hotspots can 
be created at intersections where traffic levels are sufficiently high such that the local CO concentration 
exceeds the federal one-hour standard of 35.0 parts per million (ppm) or the federal and state eight-hour 
standard of 9.0 ppm.3 

The entire SJVAB is in conformance with the CAAQS and NAAQS for CO, and most air quality monitoring 
stations no longer report carbon monoxide levels. The project would not generate new vehicle trips and, 
as a result, would not contribute to a CO hotspot. As shown in Table 6, maximum daily carbon monoxide 
emissions during project operations would be less than one pound per day, which would not exceed the 
threshold of 100 pounds per day. These thresholds are designed to be protective of public health. Based 
on the low background level of carbon monoxide in the project area, ever-improving vehicle emissions 
standards for new cars in accordance with state and federal regulations, and the project’s minimal level 
of operational carbon monoxide emissions, the project would not create new hotspots or contribute 
substantially to existing hotspots. Therefore, the project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial carbon monoxide concentrations. 

 
3 California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2024. Ambient Air Quality Standards. July 16, 2024. 
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-08/AAQS%20Table_ADA_FINAL_07222024.pdf (accessed August 2025). 



Sanger Unified School District 
Alternative Education Campus Project 

 
22 

Toxic Air Contaminants 
TACs are defined by California law as air pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in 
mortality or an increase in serious illness, or which may pose a present or potential hazard to human 
health. The following subsections discuss the project’s potential to result in impacts related to TAC 
emissions during construction and operation. 

Construction 
Construction-related activities would result in temporary project-generated DPM exhaust emissions from 
off-road, heavy-duty diesel equipment for site preparation, grading, building construction, and other 
construction activities. Generation of DPM, which was identified as a TAC by CARB in 1998, from 
construction projects typically occurs in a single area for a short period. The proposed project's 
construction would occur in phases over approximately 12 months with sensitive receptors 
approximately 50 feet north and south of the project site. The dose to which the receptors are exposed is 
the primary factor used to determine health risk. Dose is a function of the concentration of a substance or 
substances in the environment and the extent of exposure that person has to the substance. Dose is 
positively correlated with time, and a more extended exposure period would result in a higher exposure 
level for the maximally exposed individual. The risks estimated for a Maximally Exposed Individual are 
higher if a fixed exposure occurs over a more extended period. 

The proposed project would be consistent with the applicable AQMP requirements and control strategies 
intended to reduce emissions from construction equipment and activities. The proposed project would 
comply with the CARB Air Toxics Control Measure that limits diesel powered equipment and vehicle idling 
to no more than five minutes at a location, and the CARB In-Use Off-Road Diesel Vehicle Regulation; 
compliance with these would minimize emissions of TACs during construction. However, due to the 
proximity of off-site sensitive receptors combined with prevailing northwest winds, particulate matter 
emissions during project construction could potentially result in substantial TAC exposure and impacts 
would be potentially significant, requiring mitigation.  

Operation 
CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (2005) provides 
recommendations regarding the siting of new sensitive land uses near potential sources of air toxic 
emissions (e.g., freeways, distribution centers, rail yards, ports, refineries, chrome plating facilities, dry 
cleaners, and gasoline dispensing facilities). CARB guidelines recommend siting distances both for the 
development of sensitive land uses in proximity to TAC sources and for the addition of new TAC sources 
in proximity to existing sensitive land uses. Educational land uses are not considered land uses that 
generate substantial TAC emissions based on reviewing the air toxic sources listed in CARB’s guidelines. 
The expected hazardous TACs generated on site (e.g., cleaning solvents, paints, landscape pesticides, 
etc.) for the proposed land uses would be below thresholds warranting further study under the California 
Accidental Release Program. Therefore, the project would not expose off-site sensitive receptors to 
significant amounts of carcinogenic or TACs and operational impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

AQ-1 Construction Emissions Reduction 
Prior to issuance of grading permits, SUSD or City of Sanger shall confirm that the grading plan, building 
plans, and specifications stipulate that the following measures shall be implemented: 

• All mobile off-road equipment (wheeled or tracked) used during construction activities shall meet the 
USEPA Tier 4 Final standards. Tier 4 certification can be for the original equipment or equipment that is 
retrofitted to meet the Tier 4 Final standards. 
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• Alternative fuel (natural gas, propane, electric, etc.) construction equipment shall be incorporated 
where available. These requirements shall be incorporated into the contract agreement with the 
construction contractor. A copy of the equipment’s certification or model year specifications shall be 
available upon request for all equipment on-site. 

• Electricity shall be supplied to the site from the existing power grid to support the electric construction 
equipment. If connection to the grid is determined to be infeasible for portions of the project, a non-
diesel fueled generator shall be used. 

In lieu of implementing the above measures, the District can prepare a Health Risk Assessment to 
quantify the risk of project construction exceeding SJVAPCD thresholds. The District will incorporate the 
findings of the Health Risk Assessment into construction bid packages so that construction emissions do 
not exceed SJVAPCD construction emission thresholds. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce DPM emissions by approximately 85 percent as compared to 
standard CalEEMod assumptions for engine tier4. With these reductions, toxic air contaminant 
concentrations at sensitive receptors would not be substantial, and the project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial construction TAC pollutant concentrations and impacts would be less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

During construction activities, heavy equipment and vehicles would emit odors associated with vehicle 
and engine exhaust and during idling. However, these odors would be intermittent and temporary and 
would cease upon completion, and odors disperse with distance. Overall, project construction would not 
generate other emissions, such as those leading to odors, affecting a substantial number of people. 
Construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

SJVACPD has identified some common types of facilities that have been known to produce odors in the 
SJVAB. Table 6 of SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI shows the screening distances that have the potential to 
generate substantial odor complaints. The uses in the table include wastewater treatment plants, landfills 
or transfer stations, refineries, composting facilities, asphalt batch plant, chemical manufacturing, 
fiberglass manufacturing, painting/coating operations, food processing facility, feed lot/dairy, and 
rendering plants (SJVAPCD 2015). The proposed project is not associated with operational odors in the 
SJVAB. In addition, solid waste generated by the proposed on-site uses would be properly stored 
pursuant to district standards in lidded dumpsters and/or trash cans and collected by a contracted waste 
hauler, ensuring that on-site waste would be managed and collected in a manner to prevent the 
proliferation of odors. SJVAPCD does not have an individual rule or regulation that specifically addresses 
odors; however, odors would be subject to SJVAPCD’s Rule 4102, Nuisance. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not generate other emissions such as those leading to odors affecting a substantial 
number of people, and impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
4 The default construction equipment engine tier for CalEEMod consists of a mix of all engine tiers. 
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4 Biological Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 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, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife 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 
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? □ □ □ ■ 

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

The project site is developed with urban uses and ornamental landscaping, and does not contain 
vegetation, surface waters or other habitat features. Based on queries of biological resource databases 
performed for this analysis, no special-status plant species and no special-status wildlife species are 
known to occur within one mile of the study area (CDFW 2026a). Therefore, impacts related to special-
status plant and wildlife species would be less than significant.  

Migratory or other common nesting birds, while not designated as special-status species, are protected 
by Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) and federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and have the potential to nest within and adjacent to the study area, including on-site trees. 
Construction of the project has the potential to directly (by destroying a nest) or indirectly (through 
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construction noise, dust, and other human disturbances that may cause a nest to fail) impact nesting 
birds protected under the CFGC and MBTA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requiring a pre-
construction nesting bird survey if construction occurs during the nesting bird season (February 1 to 
August 31) would mitigate this impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would maintain 
compliance with CFGC 3503 and the MBTA and impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant 
with mitigation. 

Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 Pre-Construction Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance 
If project-related activities occur during the avian nesting season (February 1 to August 31), a 
preconstruction nesting bird survey shall be performed by a qualified biologist within the disturbance 
footprint plus a 100-foot buffer (250 feet for raptors), where feasible, and no more than one week prior to 
initiation of ground disturbance and/or vegetation removal activities. If the proposed project is phased or 
construction activities stop for more than one week, a subsequent preconstruction nesting bird survey 
will be required prior to each phase of construction.  

If any active nests are observed during surveys, a suitable avoidance buffer from the nests shall be 
determined by a qualified biologist based on species, location, and extent and type of planned 
construction activity. These nests shall be avoided until the chicks have fledged and the nests are no 
longer active, as determined by the qualified biologist. If no nesting birds are observed during 
preconstruction surveys, no further actions are necessary. 

Significance After Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would maintain compliance with CFGC 3503 and the MBTA 
and impacts to nesting birds would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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, or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

c. Would the project 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? 

In accordance with Section 1602 of the CFGC, CDFW has jurisdiction over lakes and streambeds 
(including adjacent riparian resources). CDFW regulates wetland areas only to the extent that those 
wetlands are part of a river, stream, or lake. Under Section 404 of the CWA, the United States Army Corps 
of Engineers has authority to regulate activities that discharge dredge or fill material into wetlands or 
other “waters of the United States” through issuance of a Section 404 Permit. Finally, the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board has jurisdiction over “waters of the state” pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act and has the responsibility for review of the project water quality certification per 
Section 401 of the federal CWA. In addition, Executive Order 11990 directs federal agencies to avoid 
adverse impacts to wetlands.  

The study area does not contain wetlands, riparian corridors or other sensitive natural vegetation 
communities. The Fowler Switch Canal is mapped in the National Wetland Inventory and located 
approximately 0.5 miles northwest of the project site (USFWS 2026). Although a formal aquatic resource 
delineation was not performed during the field survey, no potentially jurisdictional waters or wetlands 
were observed on the project site. Therefore, the project would not have an adverse effect on a riparian 
habitat or other identified sensitive natural communities, impacts to jurisdictional resources would be 
less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Would the project 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? 

There are no wildlife movement corridors mapped within the study area, and the closest mapped wildlife 
movement corridor is over 13 miles northeast of the project area (CDFWS 2026b). No impact to wildlife 
movement corridors would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

e. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a 
tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

The project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, including 
tree preservation policies outlined in the City of Sanger General Plan. Removal of existing landscaping 
would be offset through compliance with District landscaping, design requirements, and be subject to 
District site plan review and applicable development standards. Impacts related to biological resource 
policy consistency would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

f. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

The project site is not subject to an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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5 Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource pursuant to 
§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 formal cemeteries? □ □ ■ □ 

The following analysis is based on the Cultural Resources Technical Report (Appendix B) prepared by 
Rincon Consultants (Rincon) in March 2026.  

California Historical Resources Information System Records Search  
On January 20, 2026, Rincon received CHRIS records search results from the SSJVIC. The SSJVIC is the 
official state repository for cultural resources records and reports for the county in which the project falls. 
The purpose of the records search was to identify previously recorded cultural resources, as well as 
previously conducted cultural resources studies within the project site and a 0.5-mile radius. Rincon also 
reviewed the NRHP, CRHR, California Historical Landmarks list, Built Environment Resources Directory, as 
well as the Archaeological Determination of Eligibility list.  

Archival Research 
Rincon completed background and archival research in support of this study in January and February 
2026. A variety of primary and secondary source materials were consulted. Sources included, but were 
not limited to, historical maps, aerial photographs, and written histories of the area and were used to 
develop the historic context in Chapter 3 and for the evaluations presented in Chapter 5 of the Cultural 
Resources Technical Report (Appendix B). The following sources were utilized to develop an 
understanding of the project site and its context:  

• Fresno County Assessor’s Office 
• Historical aerial photographs accessed via NETR Online 
• Historical aerial photographs accessed via University of California, Santa Barbara Library FrameFinder 
• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company Maps accessed through the Los Angeles County Public Library 
• Historical U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps 
• Historical newspaper clippings obtained from Newspapers.com, ProQuest Historical Newspapers.com, 

and the California Digital Newspaper Collection 
• Various historical records via Ancestry.com 
• Geologic Maps via USGS National Geologic Map Database 
• USDA Web Soil Survey 
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Sacred Lands File Search and Native American Outreach 
Rincon contacted the NAHC on December 30, 2025, to request a search of the Sacred Lands File (SLF). 
Documents related to the SLF are included in Appendix B of the Cultural Resources Technical Report 
(Appendix B). 

Geoarchaeological Review  
A geoarchaeological review was conducted to assess the potential for subsurface archaeological 
resources within the project site. Sources reviewed as part of this assessment include historical 
topographic maps, historical aerial photographs, geologic maps, and soil survey maps. 

Field Survey 
Rincon Cultural Resources Specialist Soren Evans-Reese conducted a pedestrian survey of the project 
site on February 10, 2026. The survey identified and investigated areas of exposed ground surface as 
most of the project is currently developed. The goal of the archaeological survey was to determine 
whether there are any visible prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources on the surface. The 
archaeological surveyor searched for artifacts, such as flaked stone tools, fire-affected rock, historical 
debris, soil discoloration, and features, and structural remains such as foundation pads and water wells. 
Site characteristics and survey conditions were documented using field records and a digital camera. 

Under the direction of Rincon Architectural Historian Ashley Losco, Archaeologist Evans-Reese also 
conducted a built environment survey of the project site on February 10, 2026. Built environment 
resources within the project site, including buildings, structures, and landscape elements. Building 
characteristics were documented using notes and digital photographs which are maintained digitally by 
Rincon. 

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

Based on the results of the CHRIS records search, background research, and field survey, two built 
environment resources were identified in the project site, the Kings River High School and SUSD 
Administration Building. Each resource was recorded on DPR 523 forms and evaluated for listing in the 
NRHP and CRHR. The resources were recommended ineligible for the NRHP and CRHR due to lack of 
historical significance; the properties therefore do not qualify as historical resources as defined by CEQA 
Section 15064.5(a). The project would result in no impact to historical resources. 

NO IMPACT 

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

Based on the results of the CHRIS records search, background research, and field survey, no prehistoric 
or historic-period archaeological resources were identified within the project site. The SLF search yielded 
positive results, meaning Sacred Lands are located in the vicinity of the project site; however, the 
background research did not identify tribal resources within or adjacent to the project site. The 
geoarchaeological review concluded that the project site has low potential for subsurface archaeological 
resources due to the absence of substantial prehistoric or historic-period archaeological remains within 
the vicinity, along with the existing level of disturbance in the project site. In the event that unanticipated 
or previously unknown archaeological resources are encountered during project implementation, impacts 
to these resources could be significant. Therefore, Rincon recommends the following inadvertent 
discovery procedure, to facilitate appropriate treatment of any inadvertent discovery of archaeological 
resources in accordance with CEQA. Implementation of this recommendation would reduce potential 
impacts to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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Mitigation Measure 

CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural Resources 
In the event that archaeological resources are unexpectedly encountered during ground-disturbing 
activities, work within 50 feet of the find shall halt and an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for archaeology (National Park Service 1983) shall be 
contacted immediately to evaluate the resource. If the resource is determined by the qualified 
archaeologist to be prehistoric, then a Native American representative shall also be contacted to 
participate in the evaluation of the resource. If the qualified archaeologist and/or Native American 
representative determines it to be appropriate, archaeological testing for CRHR eligibility shall be 
completed. If the resource proves to be eligible for the CRHR and significant impacts to the resource 
cannot be avoided via project redesign, a qualified archaeologist shall prepare a data recovery plan 
tailored to the physical nature and characteristics of the resource, per the requirements of the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR) Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C). The data recovery plan shall identify data 
recovery excavation methods, measurable objectives, and data thresholds to reduce any significant 
impacts to cultural resources related to the resource. Pursuant to the data recovery plan, the qualified 
archaeologist and Native American representative, as appropriate, shall recover and document the 
scientifically consequential information that justifies the resource’s significance. The City shall review 
and approve the treatment plan and archaeological testing as appropriate, and the resulting 
documentation shall be submitted to the regional repository of the California Historical Resources 
Information System, per CCR Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3)(C). 

Significance After Mitigation 
With adherence to the unanticipated discoveries measure, Rincon recommends a finding of less-than-
significant impact with mitigation incorporated for archaeological resources under CEQA. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

If human remains are found, the State of California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no 
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made a determination of origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. In the event of an unanticipated 
discovery of human remains, the County Coroner must be notified immediately. If the human remains are 
determined to be of Native American origin, the Coroner will notify the NAHC, which will determine and 
notify an MLD. The MLD has 48 hours from being granted site access to make recommendations for the 
disposition of the remains. If the MLD does not make recommendations within 48 hours, the landowner 
shall reinter the remains in an area of the property secure from subsequent disturbance. With adherence 
to existing regulations, impacts would result in less than significant impact to human remains under 
CEQA.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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6 Energy 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Result in a 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? □ □ ■ □ 

The project would result in energy consumption during both construction and operation associated with 
improvements to the existing SUSD Alternative Education Campus. Construction activities would require 
the temporary use of gasoline and diesel fuels for construction equipment, worker vehicles, vendor 
deliveries, and haul trucks traveling to and from the project site. These fuel uses would be short‑term and 
typical of similar school renovation and construction projects. 

During operation, the project would consume electricity to support lighting, heating, cooling, and 
operation of new and existing educational facilities, including newly constructed buildings, relocatable 
classrooms, and associated site improvements such as parking areas and outdoor spaces. Electricity 
service to the project site would be provided by PG&E and already includes existing on-site solar 
photovoltaic installations, which contribute to meeting State energy goals. 

Approximately 62 percent of California’s electricity supply in 2024 came from renewable energy sources, 
such as wind, solar photovoltaic, geothermal, and biomass (CEC 2026a). In 2018, Senate Bill 100 
accelerated the State’s Renewable Portfolio Standards Program, codified in the Public Utilities Act, by 
requiring electricity providers to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy and zero-carbon 
resources to 31 percent of total retail sales by 2021, 60 percent by 2030, and 100 percent by 2045. 
Gasoline, which is used by light-duty cars, pickup trucks, and sport utility vehicles, is the most used 
transportation fuel in California with approximately 13.4 billion gallons sold in 2024 (CEC 2026b). Diesel, 
which is used primarily by heavy duty-trucks, delivery vehicles, buses, trains, ships, boats and barges, 
farm equipment, and heavy-duty construction and military vehicles, is the second most used fuel in 
California representing 17 percent of total fuel sales (CEC 2026c).  

Methodology 
Fuel consumption associated with project construction and operation was estimated based on the 
CalEEMod outputs (Appendix A). The project assumptions for CalEEMod are described under Section 3, 
Air Quality. The project’s fuel consumption during construction activities was estimated based on the 
applicant-provided construction schedule. The applicant provided the construction schedule and 
construction equipment, and default CalEEMod worker trips and vendor trips were used for the model. 

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

The project would require energy during both construction and operation of the new educational facilities 
and associated site improvements at the SUSD Alternative Education Campus. Construction energy use 
would occur primarily from operation of construction equipment and from gasoline and diesel fuel 
consumed by construction workers, vendor vehicles, and material delivery trucks traveling to and from the 
site. 
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During operation, the project would consume electricity to support building lighting, heating and cooling 
systems, and typical institutional uses. Electricity would be provided by PG&E. The project is designed as 
an all‑electric facility and would not include natural gas infrastructure. In addition, the project would either 
utilize existing on‑site solar generation or incorporate new solar panels, which would offset a portion of 
the project’s electrical demand and reduce reliance on grid-supplied electricity. 

California’s electricity supply is generated from a combination of in‑state production and imported power, 
with an increasing share coming from renewable and zero‑carbon sources such as solar, wind, 
geothermal, and biomass. State policies, including Senate Bill 100, require electricity providers to 
progressively increase the use of renewable and carbon‑free energy, culminating in a carbon‑free 
electricity supply by 2045. As PG&E is subject to these requirements, the project’s long‑term electricity 
consumption would increasingly rely on renewable energy sources. 

Petroleum fuels associated with the project would be limited to temporary construction activities, 
including on‑road vehicle travel and off‑road construction equipment. No long‑term consumption of 
gasoline or diesel fuel would occur during project operation because the project would not generate new 
mobile trips or include fuel‑combustion equipment on site. The project would be required to comply with 
the most recent iteration of Title 24 and included energy efficient design features would exceed 
established efficiency standards. Therefore, the project would not lead to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

Implementation of the project would result in increased energy consumption associated with 
construction and operation of improvements at the existing SUSD Alternative Education Campus. 
Operational energy use would consist primarily of electricity to power new and remodeled educational 
facilities, site lighting, and associated campus functions. The project would also result in a minor 
increase in petroleum use associated with vehicle travel by students, staff, and service vehicles 
accessing the campus during operation. Vehicle trips generated by the project would be limited and 
consistent with existing school operations. The project would be subject to applicable State energy 
policies and regulations. These include the 2025 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen) 
and the Title 24 Building Energy Efficiency Standards, which promote energy conservation, reduced fossil 
fuel consumption, increased use of renewable energy, and overall energy efficiency. New buildings and 
improvements would be designed and constructed in compliance with these state standards. 

If a project were to use energy resources in a wasteful or inefficient manner, it could conflict with State 
energy standards. Construction and operation of the project would be conducted in a manner consistent 
with these standards. Construction equipment would comply with applicable regulations, including idling 
limitations for off-road diesel vehicles, which would reduce unnecessary fuel consumption during 
construction. Construction activities would be temporary and would not result in the long-term or 
permanent consumption of nonrenewable energy resources. During operation, fuel use associated with 
campus activities and routine maintenance would represent a negligible portion of regional energy 
consumption and would not be wasteful or inefficient. The incorporation of existing and new on-site 
renewable energy systems would offset operational energy demand and support statewide renewable 
energy and greenhouse gas reduction goals. Therefore, the project would not conflict with or obstruct a 
State or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency, and impacts related to energy use would be 
less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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7 Geology and Soils 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:     
1. 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? □ □ □ ■ 

2. Strong seismic ground shaking? □ □ ■ □ 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? □ □ ■ □ 
4. Landslides? □ □ □ ■ 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? □ □ ■ □ 

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

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? □ ■ □ □ 

a.1. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? 

The project site is located within the Great Valley geomorphic province, one of eleven major provinces in 
California. These provinces are “naturally defined geologic regions that display a distinct landscape or 
landform” (CGS 2002a). The Great Valley is an alluvial plain approximately 50 miles wide and 400 miles 
long. It begins in the Sacramento Valley in the north and extends through the southern part of the San 
Joaquin Valley. The project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone and there are no mapped 
active fault traces or A-P zones occur at the site, meaning surface fault rupture hazard is absent (CGS 
2022b). The project site is not transected, partially or fully, by an Alquist-Priolo earthquake fault zone. 
Therefore, there is no risk of rupture of a known earthquake fault, and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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a.2. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving strong seismic ground shaking? 

a.3. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

As discussed under Checklist Question a.1 above, there are no active faults in the City of Sanger or 
surrounding environment. Pursuant to California Geological Survey mapping, the site is level and not on 
soil subject to liquefaction (DOC 2026c). In the event of rupture of a regional fault, such as the San 
Andreas Fault, the project site may experience seismic ground shaking. The potential for geologic 
hazards to cause substantial adverse effects due to ground shaking would be addressed through 
mandatory compliance with the 2025 CBC seismic design provisions. The 2025 CBC incorporates the 
latest seismic design standards for structural loads and materials, as well as provisions from the 
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program, to mitigate losses from an earthquake and provide the 
latest provisions to ensure earthquake safety. The earthquake design requirements of the CBC consider 
the occupancy category of the structure, site class, soil classifications, and various seismic coefficients. 
The CBC provides standards for various aspects of construction, including but not limited to excavation, 
grading, earthwork, construction, site preparation, fill placement, retaining wall design, and foundation 
design. While the proposed project may be susceptible to some seismic-related hazards, the proposed 
project would be required to minimize this risk, to the extent feasible, through incorporation of applicable 
CBC standards. with required conformance to the CBC, impacts related to ground shaking or liquefaction 
would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

a.4. Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving landslides? 

The project site exhibits a generally flat topography that is not susceptible to landslides. The project 
would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects involving landslides and 
there would be no impact. 

NO IMPACT 

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

The project would involve construction and grading activities that could result in soil erosion. Soil erosion 
can also be caused by strong wind and/or earth-moving operations during construction. This would be 
minimized through compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Permit for Stormwater Discharges associated with construction and land disturbance activities 
(Construction General Permit), enforced through Order 2022-0057-DWQ. To obtain a Construction General 
Permit, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be developed. A SWPPP includes 
measures that ensure that all pollutants and their sources are controlled, and best management practices 
(BMPs) are followed, including those related to soil erosion. Such BMPs may include but would not be 
limited to the use of temporary de-silting basins, construction vehicle maintenance in staging areas to 
avoid leaks, and installation of erosion control blankets. The construction SWPPP and BMPs would be 
designed to prevent sedimentation of both on-site and off-site surface waters from construction 
activities. Upon completion of the project, the new facilities would not include components or activities 
that would result in ongoing erosion or loss of topsoil such as steep slopes or routine ground 
disturbance. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil, and 
impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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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? 

The project involves improvements to an existing educational campus within the City of Sanger that is 
surrounded by developed urban uses. Project implementation would include construction of new and 
remodeled educational facilities and associated site improvements within an already disturbed and 
developed area. Although future buildings and campus occupants could be subject to regional seismic 
activity typical of central California, the project would not adversely affect soil stability or increase the 
potential for seismic-related hazards such as landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse. 

As discussed under Checklist Question a.3. above, the project site is not located in an area mapped as 
prone to liquefaction and is situated on relatively flat terrain. Construction activities would be conducted 
in accordance with applicable building codes and engineering standards designed to address seismic 
conditions. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate hazards related to unstable soils and would not 
result in on-site or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts 
related to seismic and geologic hazards would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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? 

Expansive soils are soils that shrink and swell in response to changes in moisture content and are 
typically characterized by a high clay content. Soils with moderate to high expansive potential in Fresno 
County are generally located in areas associated with foothill regions or western valley areas and are not 
present at the project site or within the immediate vicinity. The project site is located on flat terrain within 
an existing, previously developed educational campus and is not underlain by soil types typically 
associated with expansive soil conditions (USDA 2026). Construction of the project would comply with 
applicable 2025 CBC requirements, including geotechnical design specifications intended to address 
potential soil-related issues. Therefore, the project would not introduce risk to life or property as a result 
of expansive soils. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

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? 

The project would be developed within the project site that includes the existing SUSD alternative 
education campus, which is currently served by existing public sanitary sewer infrastructure. The project 
would connect new and remodeled educational facilities to the existing municipal sewer system, and no 
septic tanks, leach fields, or alternative wastewater disposal systems are proposed as part of project 
construction or operation. Because the project would utilize existing sewer service and would not rely on 
on-site wastewater disposal systems, soil conditions are not an issue in this regard. There would be no 
impact. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the evidence of once-living organisms preserved in the rock 
record. They include both the fossilized remains of ancient plants and animals and the traces thereof 
(e.g., trackways, imprints, burrows, etc.). Paleontological resources are not found in “soil” but are 
contained within the geologic deposits or bedrock that underlies the soil layer. Typically, fossils are 
greater than 11,700 years old (i.e., Pleistocene or older) and are typically preserved in sedimentary rocks. 
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Although rare, fossils can also be preserved in volcanic rocks and low-grade metamorphic rocks under 
certain conditions (Society of Vertebrate Paleontology [SVP] 2025). Fossils occur in a non-continuous and 
often unpredictable distribution within some sedimentary units, and the potential for fossils to occur 
within sedimentary units depends on several factors. It is possible to evaluate the potential for geologic 
units to contain scientifically important paleontological resources, and therefore evaluate the potential for 
impacts to those resources and provide mitigation for paleontological resources if they are discovered 
during construction of a development project. 

Rincon evaluated the paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units that underlie the project site to 
assess the project’s potential for significant impacts to scientifically important paleontological resources. 
The analysis was based on the results of a review of existing information in the scientific literature 
regarding known fossils within geologic units mapped at the project site. In the absence of other 
sensitivity criteria required by certain federal, state, or local regulatory agencies, the SVP’s Fossil 
Prediction Map System (FPMS) is used to assign paleontological sensitivity to geologic units (SVP 2025). 
FPMS assignments are based on rock units within which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils 
have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present. Fossil occurrences are 
correlated with the geologic units that contain them, so the history of a geologic unit in producing fossils 
can be used to predict its potential for producing fossils in the future. The FPMS is a 5-tier scale ranging 
from FPMS 1 (Very Low Potential) to FPMS 5 (Very High Potential) geologic units along with other 
rankings for geologic units with unknown potential or areas covered by water or ice. Following the 
literature review, a paleontological sensitivity classification was assigned to each geologic unit mapped 
within the project site. This criterion is based on rock units within which vertebrate or significant 
invertebrate fossils have been determined by previous studies to be present or likely to be present. The 
potential for impacts to significant paleontological resources is based on the potential for ground 
disturbance to directly impact paleontologically sensitive geologic units.  

The project site is located in the Great Valley geomorphic province (California Geological Survey 2002). 
The Great Valley is an elongate lowland approximately 50 miles wide and 400 miles long. It is bounded to 
the east by the Sierra Nevada Range and to the west by the Coast Range. A relatively undeformed basin, 
the Great Valley rises from about sea level to approximately 400 feet in elevation at the north and south 
ends. The northern portion of the valley, referred to as the Sacramento Valley, is drained by the 
Sacramento River, while the southern portion of the valley, referred to as the San Joaquin Valley, is 
drained by the San Joaquin River. Consequently, the Great Valley is predominantly alluvial, flood, and delta 
plains formed by these two major river systems (Weissmann et al. 2005). 

The project site is located in the Sanger, California United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute 
topographic quadrangle(s). The geology of the region surrounding the project site was mapped by 
Matthews and Burnett (1965), who identified a single geologic unit, Quaternary alluvial fan deposits, 
underlying the project site.  

Quaternary alluvial fan deposits represent sand and silt deposited by streams and rivers flowing out of 
the Sierra Nevada. These sediments are Holocene in age, meaning they are too young (i.e., less than 
11,700 years old; SVP 2025) to preserve paleontological resources. However, Holocene-aged alluvial 
sediments increase in age with depth to a point where they are old enough to preserve paleontological 
resources (i.e., Pleistocene in age). Pleistocene-aged alluvial sediments are known to preserve 
paleontological resources in Fresno County, including mammoth (Mammuthus), bison (Bison), deer 
(Odocoileus), rodents, reptiles, and plants (Jefferson 2010; Paleobiology Database 2026; University of 
California Museum of Paleontology 2026). The depth at which sediments underlying the project site 
transition to become Pleistocene in age, due to the site’s proximity to the Kings River and relatively flat 
topography of the region, could be as deep as 15 feet below the surface. Therefore, the project site is 
considered to have FPMS 2 (Low) paleontological sensitivity from 0 to 15 feet below the surface and 
FPMS U (Undetermined) paleontological sensitivity greater than 15 feet below the surface.  

Ground-disturbing activities within FPMS U paleontological sensitivity, determined to be 15 feet below the 
surface, could result in significant impacts to paleontological resources. Impacts would be significant if 
construction activities result in the destruction, damage, or loss of scientifically important paleontological 
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resources and associated stratigraphic and paleontological data. Ground-disturbing activities are 
expected to be less than 10 feet deep at maximum. Only FPMS 2 (Low) paleontological sensitivity 
sediments are expected to be impacted at this depth and thus it is expected to have a less than 
significant impact to paleontological resources. Nevertheless, this 15-foot depth threshold is an estimate, 
so the risk to impact paleontological resources is still present. 

The following mitigation measure would address the potentially significant impacts if paleontological 
resources were discovered during project implementation and ground-disturbing activities. This measure 
would apply to all phases of project construction and would ensure that any significant fossils present 
on-site are preserved. Implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce potential impacts to 
paleontological resources to less than significant level and would effectively mitigate the project’s 
impacts to these resources through the recovery, identification, and curation of previously unrecovered 
fossils. 

GEO-1 Unanticipated Fossil Discovery 

Unanticipated Discovery of Paleontological Resources 

The project proponent shall include a standard inadvertent discovery clause in every construction 
contract to inform contractors of this requirement. If a potential fossil is discovered during project 
construction, construction activity within 50 feet of the find shall cease until the discovery is examined by 
a Paleontological Principal Investigator per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. If the find is 
determined to be significant, the Paleontological Principal Investigator shall direct all mitigation efforts 
related to paleontological resources consistent with the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards, 
which may include, but are not limited to: paleontological monitoring, fossil salvage, preparation, curation, 
and reporting to summarize the paleontological mitigation efforts.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 
Climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s atmosphere and 
oceans along with other substantial changes in climate (such as wind patterns, precipitation, and storms) 
over an extended period of time. Climate change is the result of numerous, cumulative sources of 
Greenhouse Gases (GHG) emissions contributing to the “greenhouse effect,” a natural occurrence which 
takes place in Earth’s atmosphere and helps regulate the temperature of the planet. The majority of 
radiation from the sun hits Earth’s surface and warms it. The surface, in turn, radiates heat back towards 
the atmosphere in the form of infrared radiation. Gases and clouds in the atmosphere trap and prevent 
some of this heat from escaping into space and re-radiate it in all directions.  

GHG emissions occur both naturally and from human activities, such as fossil fuel burning, 
decomposition of landfill wastes, raising livestock, deforestation, and some agricultural practices. GHGs 
produced by human activities include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. Different types of GHGs have varying global warming 
potentials (GWP). The GWP of a GHG is the potential of a gas or aerosol to trap heat in the atmosphere 
over a specified timescale (generally, 100 years). Because GHGs absorb different amounts of heat, a 
common reference gas (CO2) is used to relate the amount of heat absorbed to the amount of the gas 
emitted, referred to as “carbon dioxide equivalent” (CO2e), which is the amount of a specific GHG emitted 
multiplied by its GWP. Carbon dioxide has a 100-year GWP of one. By contrast, methane has a GWP of 30, 
meaning its global warming effect is 30 times greater than CO2 on a molecule per molecule basis 
(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] 2021). 

The United Nations IPCC expressed that the rise and continued growth of atmospheric CO2 
concentrations is unequivocally due to human activities in the IPCC’s Sixth Assessment Report (2021). 
Human influence has warmed the atmosphere, ocean, and land, which has led the climate to warm at an 
unprecedented rate in the last 2,000 years. It is estimated that between the period of 1850 through 2019, 
that a total of 2,390 gigatons of anthropogenic CO2 was emitted. It is likely that anthropogenic activities 
have increased the global surface temperature by approximately 1.07 degrees Celsius between the years 
2010 through 2019 (IPCC 2021). Emissions resulting from human activities are thereby contributing to an 
average increase in Earth’s temperature. Potential climate change impacts in California may include loss 
of snowpack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest 
fires, and more drought years (California Natural Resource Agency 2019). 
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Significance Thresholds  
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts related to GHG emissions from the project would 
be significant if the project would: 

• Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 
the environment; and/or 

• Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions 
of greenhouse gases. 

The majority of individual projects do not generate sufficient GHG emissions to directly influence climate 
change. However, physical changes caused by a project can contribute incrementally to cumulative 
effects that are significant, even if individual changes resulting from a project are limited. The issue of 
climate change typically involves an analysis of whether a project’s contribution towards an impact would 
be cumulatively considerable. “Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an 
individual project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other 
current projects, and probable future projects (CEQA guidelines, Section 15064[h][1]). 

According to the state CEQA guidelines, projects can tier from a qualified GHG reduction plan, which 
allows for project-level evaluation of GHG emissions through the comparison of the proposed project’s 
consistency with the GHG reduction policies included in a qualified GHG reduction plan. This approach is 
considered by the Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP 2016) in its white paper, Beyond 
Newhall and 2020, to be the most defensible approach presently available under CEQA to determine the 
significance of a project’s GHG emissions. The City of Sanger nor the County of Fresno has adopted a 
numerical significance threshold for assessing impacts related to GHG emissions. Neither SJVAPD, 
California Office of Planning and Research, CARB, CAPCOA, nor any other state or applicable regional 
agency has adopted a numerical significance threshold for assessing GHG emissions that is applicable 
to the proposed project.  

In the absence of an adopted numeric threshold, the significance of the proposed project’s GHG 
emissions is evaluated consistent with CEQA guidelines Section 15064.4(b) by considering whether the 
proposed project complies with applicable plans, policies, regulations, and requirements adopted to 
implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions.  

The City of Sanger nor the County of Fresno have a climate action plan to reduce GHG emissions. 
Therefore, the significance of the proposed project’s potential impacts regarding GHG emissions and 
climate change is evaluated based on consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan, the Fresno Council of 
Governments (COG)’s 2022 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), 
and City of Sanger 2035 General Plan. GHG emissions from the construction and operation of the 
proposed project are provided for informational purposes. 

Methodology  
Calculations of CO2, CH4, and N2O emissions are provided to identify the magnitude of potential project 
effects. The analysis focuses on CO2, CH4, and N2O because these make up 98 percent of all GHG 
emissions by volume and are the GHG emissions the project would emit in the largest quantities (IPCC 
2014). Emissions of all GHGs are converted into their equivalent GWP in terms of CO2 (i.e., CO2e). Minimal 
amounts of other GHGs (such as chlorofluorocarbons) would be emitted; however, these other GHG 
emissions would not substantially add to the total GHG emissions. GHG emissions associated with 
project construction and operation were estimated using CalEEMod, version 2022.1, with the 
assumptions described under Section 3, Air Quality, in addition to the following: 

• The analysis uses CalEEMod default assumptions for water, solid waste, and area sources for junior 
college land use. 

• The analysis converted CalEEMod default natural gas assumptions to electricity and added them into 
the default electricity consumption, reflecting an all‑electric project design. 
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• In accordance with AEP’s recommendation, GHG emissions from construction of the proposed project 
were amortized over a 30-year period and added to annual operational emissions to determine the 
project’s total annual GHG emissions (AEP 2016). 

a. Would the project generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

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

Several plans and policies have been adopted to reduce GHG emissions in the SJVAB, including the 
State’s 2022 Scoping Plan, the Fresno COG 2022 RTP/SCS, and the City of Sanger 2035 General Plan. The 
proposed project’s consistency with these plans is discussed in the following subsections. 

2022 Scoping Plan  
There are numerous state plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG 
emissions. The principal State plan and policy is AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006, as well as SB 32. The quantitative goal of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 
and the goal of SB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. In 2022, the 
State passed AB 1279, which declares the State would achieve net-zero GHG emissions by 2045 and 
would reduce GHG emissions by 85 percent below 1990 levels by 2045. 

The 2022 Scoping Plan identifies plans and regulations and strategies that are to be implemented at the 
state and project level that will reduce GHG emissions consistent with State policies with a target of 85 
percent below 1990 levels by 2045 which is the equivalent of carbon neutrality by 2045. The 2022 
Scoping Plan focuses on outcomes needed to achieve carbon neutrality by assessing paths for clean 
technology, energy deployment, natural and working lands, and others, and is designed to meet the 
state’s long-term climate objectives and support a range of economic, environmental, energy security, 
environmental justice, and public health priorities.  

The 2022 Scoping Plan Appendix D, Local Actions, provides suggestions (also referred to as “priority 
areas”) for prioritizing the various types of project features that may reduce GHG emissions, starting with 
on-site GHG-reducing design features and mitigation measures, such as methods to reduce VMT and 
support building decarbonization, access to shared mobility services or transit, and EV charging (CARB 
2022). The 2022 Scoping Plan’s VMT Reduction priority area focuses on projects that are infill sites, 
located near existing urban uses, do not result in the loss or conversion of natural and working lands, and 
are in proximity to existing transit stops. The project site would utilize existing utilities onsite and is 
adjacent to Fresno County Rural Transit Agency’s Sanger-Reedley College bus route. Therefore, the 
project would be consistent with the VMT Reduction priority area. In addition to the key attributes outlined 
for each priority area in Appendix D of the 2022 Scoping Plan, the project would be consistent with the 
latest California’s Title 24 Energy Efficient Building Standards. In addition, the project would include three 
electric vehicle charging stations and 12 electric vehicle capable spaces and would receive electricity 
from Pacific Gas and Electric, which is required to reduce GHG emissions by increasing procurement 
from eligible renewable energy by set target years. Although the project would achieve some Scoping 
Plan key project attributes, such as VMT reduction, the project may use natural gas as an energy source. 
As a result, the project would potentially conflict with the Building Decarbonization key project attributes 
identified in the 2022 Scoping Plan, thereby conflicting with the most applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, this impact would be potentially 
significant.  

Fresno COG 2022 RTP/SCS 
Fresno COG adopted an updated RTP/SCS, 2022 Regional Transportation Plan, in July 2022. The Fresno 
COG 2022 RTP/SCS comprehensively assesses all forms of transportation available in Fresno County as 
well as travel and goods movement needs through 2046. The SCS is reflective of legislation SB 375 to 
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focus land use development around high-quality transit corridors as a means to reduce passenger vehicle 
GHG emissions. The 2022 RTP/SCS has three central goals aimed at promoting a more sustainable 
future, including transportation strategies, land use strategies, and other beneficial approaches (Fresno 
COG 2022). The project would involve the construction of a classroom and parking lot. The project is 
adjacent to Fresno County Rural Transit Agency’s Sanger-Reedley College bus route and would encourage 
alternative modes of transportation, which would reduce VMT from single motor vehicles. The 2022 
RTP/SCS’s land use strategies would support efficient land use. The proposed classrooms would be all-
electric, and the project would add solar panels or utilize existing solar generation onsite. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be consistent with the 2022 RTP/SCS to reduce GHG emissions.  

City of Sanger 2035 General Plan  
While the 2035 General Plan does not contain specific GHG reduction policies, it does contain policies 
that ensure energy efficiency and multimodal transportation that would reduce GHG emissions from new 
development. Table 7 summarizes the project’s consistency with the City of Sanger 2035 General Plan’s 
policies indirectly related to GHG emissions. 

Table 7 Project Consistency with Relevant City of Sanger 2035 General Plan Policies 

Policy Consistency 

LU Issue Eight-Policy II.1.a: Future schools should 
be designed so that they can be easily-accessed 
from adjacent residential developments. 

LU Issue Eight-Objective II.3: To the best extent 
possible, new schools should be centrally-located 
in the neighborhoods they are expected to serve. In 
order to provide for a community that is concentric, 
the City should work with Sanger Unified to locate 
at least some of the new schools on the east side 
of the community either in the northeast or 
southeast quadrants. 

Consistent. The project would construct a new classroom to 
support existing students and employees and would not 
result in new mobile trips to and from the project site. In 
addition, the project would provide connectively with several 
residential neighborhoods and is adjacent to Fresno County 
Rural Transit Agency’s Sanger-Reedley College, along 
Seventh Street; therefore, the project could potentially 
promote walking, biking, and transit near the project site and 
reduce the reliance of motor vehicle uses. 

Safety Issue Eight- Objective I.2: Promote energy 
efficient building construction and operation 
through: Solar systems, passive solar design, tree-
shaded streets, drought tolerant landscaping, good 
street connectivity in new subdivisions, and cool 
roofs.  

Consistent. The project would be required to comply with 
Title 24 standards, which promote energy conservation in 
new buildings. The project would utilize existing solar onsite 
or would add solar with the new construction. Therefore, the 
project would comply with this policy. 

Source: City of Sanger 2020 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions for Informational Purposes 
Neither the SJVAPCD nor other applicable regional agencies have a numerical threshold to determine 
significance of the proposed project’s GHG emissions. Therefore, significance of GHG impacts are 
determined above, and GHG emissions below are provided for informational purposes at the request of 
the State Department of Land Use and Climate Innovation. Construction of the proposed project would 
generate temporary GHG emissions primarily from the operation of construction equipment as well as 
from vehicles transporting construction workers to and from the project site and heavy trucks to 
transport building materials. As shown in Table 8, construction of the proposed project would generate an 
estimated total of 149 MT CO2e. Amortized over a 30-year period per AEP guidance, construction of the 
proposed project would generate an estimated 5 MT CO2e per year. 
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Table 8 Estimated Construction GHG Emissions 

Construction Year Project Emissions (MT/yr CO2e) 

2027 117 

2028 31 

Total 149 

Amortized over 30 Years 5 

MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  
Source: Appendix A CalEEMod worksheets. 

Operation of the proposed project would generate GHG emissions associated with area sources, energy 
and water usage, and wastewater and solid waste generation. Table 9 combines the estimated 
construction and operational GHG emissions associated with development of the proposed project. As 
shown therein, annual emissions from the proposed project would be approximately 16 MT of CO2e per 
year. 

Table 9 Combined Annual Emissions of Greenhouse Gases 

Emission Source Annual Emissions (CO2e in metric tons) 

Construction 5 

Operational 11 

Area <1 

Energy 8 

Water 1 

Waste 2 

Refrigerant <1 

Total 16 

MT CO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent  
1 Amortized construction related GHG emissions over 30 years 
Source: Appendix A CalEEMod worksheets. 

Mitigation Measure 

GHG-1 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reductions 
The following project design features shall be incorporated to reduce GHG emissions to demonstrate 
consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan, which shall be verified by the City prior to issuing a building 
permit: 

• The project shall be designed to support all-electric buildings and electric appliances. Natural gas 
connections and activation shall be permitted if sufficient EV charging is provided to offset the GHG 
emissions associated with the use of natural gas appliances incorporated into the project. Compliance 
shall be verified by City staff on building plans prior to granting building permits. 

Significance After Mitigation 
With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the project would be consistent with 2022 Scoping 
Plan’s Building Decarbonization goals. Therefore, the project’s GHG impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation.  

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous material 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 in 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? □ □ □ ■ 

The term “hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous materials and hazardous waste. California 
Health and Safety Code Section 25501(n)(1) defines a hazardous material as any material that “because 
of its quantity, concentrations, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or 
potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the workplace or the 
environment.” Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous 
waste, and any material that a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for believing 
would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if released into the 
workplace or environment. 

A material is hazardous if it exhibits one or more of the following characteristics: toxicity, ignitability, 
corrosivity, and reactivity. These types of hazardous materials are defined below: 

• Toxic Substances. Toxic substances are materials that are poisonous to living organisms and can 
cause health effects. Carcinogens, substances that can cause cancer, are a special class of toxic 
substances. Examples of toxic substances include benzene (a component of gasoline and suspected 
carcinogen) and lead (a known carcinogen). 
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• Ignitable Substances. Ignitable substances are hazardous because of their ability to burn. Gasoline, 
hexane, and natural gas are examples of ignitable substances. 

• Corrosive Materials. Corrosive materials can cause severe burns. Corrosives include strong acids and 
bases such as sodium hydroxide (lye) or sulfuric acid (battery acid). 

• Reactive Materials. Reactive materials may cause explosions or generate toxic gases. Explosives, pure 
sodium or potassium metals (which react violently with water), and cyanides are examples of reactive 
materials.  

Existing Hazardous Materials Contamination 
California Government Code Section 65962.5 requires the California Environmental Protection Agency 
(CalEPA) to maintain an updated Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, also known as the Cortese 
List. The list includes specific types of hazardous waste and substances sites, such as hazardous waste 
facilities subject to corrective action, hazardous substance release sites selected for and subject to a 
response action pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section 78760 et. seq, all underground 
storage tanks for which an unauthorized release report is filed, all solid waste disposal facilities from 
which there is a migration of hazardous waste, and sites subject to cease and desist and cleanup and 
abatement orders that concern the discharge of wastes that are hazardous materials. The following 
databases were searched in January 2026 for records related to any known hazardous materials 
contamination at the project site:  

• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) GeoTracker database, which includes data from the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) (SWRCB 2026a).  

• CalEPA Active Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs) and Cleanup Abatement Orders (CAOs) (CalEPA) 
2026a).  

• List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the 
Health and Safety Code (CalEPA 2026). 

Based on a review of the databases listed above, there are no known hazardous materials sites on the 
project site and the project site is not listed as a site with active CDOs or CAOs.  

Regulatory Setting 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
As a department of CalEPA, DTSC is the primary agency in California that regulates hazardous waste, 
cleans up existing contamination, and looks for ways to reduce the hazardous waste produced in 
California. DTSC regulates hazardous waste in California primarily under the authority of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act and the California Health and Safety Code. 

DTSC also administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law to regulate hazardous wastes. The 
California Hazardous Waste Control Law lists 791 chemicals and approximately 300 common materials 
that may be hazardous; establishes criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous wastes; 
prescribes management controls; establishes permit requirements for treatment, storage, disposal, and 
transportation; and identifies some wastes that cannot be disposed of in landfills.  

Government Code Section 65962.5 requires DTSC, the State Department of Health Services, SWRCB, and 
CalRecycle to compile and annually update lists of hazardous waste sites and land designated as 
hazardous waste sites throughout the state. The Secretary for Environmental Protection consolidates the 
information submitted by these agencies and distributes it to each city and county where sites on the 
lists are located. Before the lead agency accepts an application for a development project as complete, 
the applicant must consult these lists to determine if the site at issue is included.  
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If any soil is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials, it is considered a hazardous waste if 
it exceeds specific criteria in Title 22 of the CCR. Remediation of hazardous wastes found at a site may 
be required if excavation of these materials is performed, or if certain other soil disturbing activities 
would occur. Even if soil or groundwater at a contaminated site does not have the characteristics 
required to be defined as hazardous waste, remediation of the site may be required by regulatory 
agencies subject to jurisdictional authority. Cleanup requirements are determined on a case-by-case 
basis by the agency taking jurisdiction.  

Government Code Section 65962.5 (Cortese List) 
Section 65962.5 of the Government Code requires CalEPA to develop and update a list of hazardous 
waste and substances sites, known as the Cortese List. The Cortese List is used by state, local agencies, 
and developers to comply with CEQA requirements. The Cortese List includes hazardous substance 
release sites identified by DTSC, SWRCB, and CalRecycle. 

Environmental Setting 

Hazardous Material Release Case Listings 
As discussed above in Existing Hazardous Materials Contamination, the project site is not listed in the 
SWRCB GeoTracker database, the DTSC EnviroStor database, or other Cortese List data resources 
available via the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). No adjacent properties or nearby 
properties within 0.25 mile of the project site are listed in these databases. 

a. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

b. Would the project 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? 

Construction of the project would temporarily increase the transport and use of hazardous materials in 
the project area through the operation of vehicles and equipment. These materials would be contained 
within vessels specifically engineered for safe storage and would not be transported, stored, or used in 
quantities that would pose a significant hazard to the public or construction workers themselves. Project 
construction activities would adhere with all relevant regulations, including the enforcement of hazardous 
materials transportation regulations. Compliance with these regulations and practices ensures that 
potential impacts from hazardous materials would be less than significant. The project would not operate 
and maintain the storage of hazardous chemicals on site. Therefore, there would be no impact related to 
hazardous materials during project operation. Project construction and operation would not create a 
significant hazard through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; or through upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials; and impacts would be less than 
significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school? 

The project is located on the SUSD Alternative Education Campus, an existing school facility. The nearest 
off-site school is Sanger Academy Charter School, located approximately 0.35 mile southwest of the 
project site. No other schools are located within 0.25 mile of the project site. Construction could involve 
both the use and transport of both hazardous materials and hazardous wastes and would be required to 
be managed by BMPs; in addition, the use of common construction hazardous materials and wastes in 
quantities needed for a development of this size would not present hazards to Sanger Academy Charter 
School. Given the distance to the nearest off-site school, the limited and temporary nature of 
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construction-related hazardous materials, and compliance with applicable regulations, the project would 
not result in hazardous emissions or conditions affecting a school within 0.25 mile. Impacts related to 
hazardous materials in proximity to schools would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous material 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? 

The following databases, compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, were reviewed in 
January 2026 for known hazardous materials contamination at the project site: 

• The State Water Resources Control Board’s (SWRCB) GeoTracker database (SWRCB 2026a) 
• SWRCB’s list of solid waste disposal sites with waste constituents above hazardous waste levels 

outside the waste management unit (SWRCB 2026b) 
• The California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s (DTSC) EnviroStor database (DTSC 2026) 
• The Superfund Enterprise Management System (SEMS) database (USEPA 2026c) 
• CalEPA Active Cease and Desist Orders (CDOs) and Cleanup Abatement Orders (CAOs) (CalEPA 

2026a)  
• List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to Section 25187.5 of the 

Health and Safety Code (CalEPA 2026b). 

The project site was not listed on the environmental databases reviewed. Adjacent properties were not 
listed on the environmental databases reviewed, and two nearby hazardous materials release cases 
within 1,000 feet of the project site were listed on the databases reviewed; however, based on the 
‘Completed – Case Closed’ designations for these nearby release cases and distance to the project site 
(over 250 feet away), these known hazardous materials sites are not anticipated to pose an 
environmental concern to the proposed project. Therefore, the project would not be located on a site that 
is included on a list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 
There would be no impact. 

NO IMPACT 

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? 

There are no airports within two miles of the project site. The closest airport is Reedley Municipal Airport, 
located approximately 6.91 miles southeast of the project site. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

f. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

The Fresno County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan (MJHMP) was created to safeguard the 
people and properties within Fresno County, including City of Sanger, against various hazard events 
(Fresno County 2022). The MJHMP also plays a crucial role in maintaining eligibility for federal disaster 
assistance, including programs such as the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program, Pre-Disaster Mitigation program, and Flood Mitigation Assistance (Fresno 
County 2022). This plan details the hazard mitigation process, highlights key hazards and vulnerabilities, 
and sets forth strategies designed to enhance resilience and reduce risks throughout the county. Through 
proactive planning and implementation of these strategies, Fresno County aims to mitigate disaster 
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response and recovery costs, protect essential community facilities, reduce liability, and minimize the 
overall impact of future hazard events. 

Project construction or operation would not hinder the County’s implementation of its emergency 
response and emergency evacuation plan. During the construction phase, the staging area is expected to 
remain on-site and not block roadways. Once the project is operational, traffic volume from the project is 
not expected to increase substantially from existing conditions. Therefore, no impact is anticipated. The 
project would not impair the implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan; no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 

g. Would the project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

The project is in an urban setting and not within or near a fire severity zone according to the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. The nearest mapped fire severity zone is classified Moderate 
and located approximately 5.90 miles northeast of the project site (CalFire 2026). No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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10 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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? □ □ ■ □ 

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

Potential short‑term impacts to water quality related to erosion and sedimentation could occur during 
construction of the project. However, the proposed improvements would disturb less than one acre of 
soil. As such, preparation of a SWPPP pursuant to the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
Construction General Permit would not be required. Nonetheless, construction activities would implement 
standard BMPs, such as erosion control measures and proper material handling, to minimize the potential 
for sedimentation and pollutant runoff during construction pursuant to California State Water Resources 
Control Board Order 2022-0057-DWQ (SWRCB). Project construction and operation would not increase 
water demand or wastewater generation in excess of system capacity, nor would it directly or indirectly 
cause the municipal systems to violate applicable water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. 
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Domestic water supply for the project would be provided through the existing municipal water service. 
Similarly, wastewater generated by the project would be conveyed to the existing public sanitary sewer 
system. No septic systems, leach fields, or alternative wastewater disposal systems would be installed or 
used. With implementation of standard construction BMPs required by the project’s SWPPP enforced 
through Order 2022-0057-DWQ, and connection to existing municipal utilities, the project would not result 
in violations of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements during construction or 
operation. Therefore, impacts related to water quality would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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? 

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

The project would be served by existing municipal water service provided by the City of Sanger, which is 
responsible for water supply, treatment, and distribution within city limits. The City of Sanger 2020 Urban 
Water Management Plan (UWMP) relies exclusively on groundwater extracted from municipal wells within 
the Kings Groundwater Subbasin, which is part of the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin. No 
imported or surface water supplies are used for municipal purposes. The Kings Subbasin is identified by 
the California Department of Water Resources as a critically overdrafted basin. Groundwater 
sustainability within the subbasin is being actively managed in accordance with the Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) through implementation of a Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
(GSP) adopted in 2019 by the South Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (SKGSA). The GSP 
establishes management objectives and recharge projects intended to achieve long‑term groundwater 
sustainability by 2040 (City of Sanger 2022). 

The City’s 2020 UWMP evaluated existing and projected water demands under normal, single dry year, 
and multiple dry year scenarios through 2045 and concluded that adequate groundwater supplies are 
available to meet projected municipal demands under all analyzed conditions. The UWMP also 
determined that planned recharge projects and demand management measures would support continued 
reliability of the City’s water supply while complying with SGMA requirements. 

The project would consist of development within an existing educational campus and would not result in 
population growth or a new service population. Water demand associated with project construction 
would be temporary and minimal, consisting primarily of dust control and construction activities, and 
would be consistent with existing City practices. Operational water use would serve existing students and 
staff and would not substantially increase overall campus water demand compared to existing 
conditions. Based on consistency with the City of Sanger’s 2020 UWMP, the Kings Subbasin GSP, and the 
limited scope and scale of the project, the project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge as the project would not substantially increasing 
nonpermeable surface areas such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of 
the basin or conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan. Impacts would be less than significant.  

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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c.(i) 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 result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

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

c.(iii) 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 that would 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? 

c.(iv) 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 impede or redirect flood flows? 

The project site is located more than 2,000 feet southeast of the Fowler Switch Canal, the nearest 
watercourse. The site is generally flat and already developed. The project would add buildings, hardscape, 
and landscaping, resulting in a minor increase in impervious surfaces and stormwater runoff compared to 
existing conditions. The project would not alter the existing drainage pattern or the course of a stream or 
river, and would not increase substantially impervious surfaces. However, the project represents infill 
development consistent with planned urban uses and would not result in substantial erosion or 
unplanned changes to stormwater conditions. Stormwater would be managed through existing and 
on‑site drainage features, including a small ponding area, and would not exceed the capacity of the City’s 
stormwater system. The site is not within a flood hazard area, and the project would not alter flood flows 
or cause flooding. Impacts would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

Based on the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps, the project site is located within FEMA Map Panels No. 
06019C2155H and No. 06019C2160H, both dated February 18, 2009. The project site is designated as 
Zone X (Other Flood Areas), which represents an area of minimal flood hazard (FEMA 2026). The site is 
not located within a coastal area. Therefore, tsunamis (seismic sea waves) are not considered a hazard 
at the site. Seiches are large waves generated in enclosed bodies of water in response to ground shaking. 
No major water-retaining structures are located immediately up-gradient from the project site. Flooding 
from a seismically induced seiche is considered unlikely as there are no nearby large bodies of water. The 
project site is not within a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, therefore, the project is not at risk of 
releasing pollutants due to project inundation.  

NO IMPACT 
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11 Land Use and Planning 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Physically divide an established community? □ □ □ ■ 
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 

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

a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

The project would involve development of new buildings and infrastructure within the framework of an 
existing facility, roadways, and land uses. No new roadways or other development features are proposed 
that would divide an established community or limit movement, travel, or social interaction between 
established land uses. No impact would occur.  

NO IMPACT 

b. Would the project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

As discussed under Checklist Question a above, the project site is zoned RSC by the City of Sanger, which 
permits public and quasi-public uses. Allowed uses within the RSC zone include administrative, 
recreational, public service, and cultural facilities operated by city, county, State, or federal agencies, as 
well as schools and other public buildings. The zoning designation also allows for public playgrounds, 
parks, community centers, and incidental or accessory structures associated with permitted uses. 

The proposed buildings and site improvements would be compatible with surrounding land uses and 
would not introduce land use conflicts. Project development would support institutional and educational 
objectives and would be consistent with long‑term planning assumptions for the site. The project would 
not involve a change in land use intensity that would substantially alter existing development patterns. 
The project would not alter the current use of the site for educational services consistent with the City of 
Sanger RSC designation. Although the project is not subject to City land use regulations, it would be 
consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations, and would not result in a significant 
land use impact. Impacts related to consistency with relevant and applicable land use plans, policies, and 
regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect would be less than 
significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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12 Mineral Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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? □ □ □ ■ 

a. Would the project 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. Would the project 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? 

The California Geological Survey is responsible for classifying land into Mineral Resource Zones under 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act based on the known or inferred mineral resource 
potential of that land. The project site is not located within an area classified as containing mineral 
deposits that are either of statewide significance or the significance of which requires further evaluation 
(CGS 2026). The project site is also not currently being used for mineral resource extraction. As such, the 
proposed project would not reduce or eliminate access to known mineral resources. Therefore, the 
project would not 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 or 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. No impact 
on mineral resources would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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13 Noise 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 
ordinance, 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? □ □ □ ■ 

Noise Overview 
Sound is a vibration that transmits through a medium (such as a gas, liquid, or solid) created by a moving 
or vibrating source, which is capable of being detected by the hearing organs. Sound in the context of 
environmental analysis consists of sound that transmits through the open air from a source to a receiver. 
Noise is defined as sound that is loud, unpleasant, unexpected, or undesired and may therefore be 
classified as a more specific group of sounds. 

Noise levels are commonly measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA). 
The A-weighting scale is an adjustment to the actual sound pressure levels so that they are consistent 
with the human hearing response, which is most sensitive to frequencies around 4,000 hertz (Hz) and 
less sensitive to frequencies around and below 100 Hz (Kinsler, et al. 1999). Decibels are measured on a 
logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to the Richter scale used to measure 
earthquake magnitudes. A doubling of the energy of a noise source, such as the doubling of vehicle 
traffic volumes, results in a noise level increase of 3 dB, whereas dividing the energy in half results in a 3 
dB decrease (Crocker 2007). 

Human perception of noise has no simple correlation with sound energy, i.e., the perception of sound is 
not linear in terms of dBA or in terms of sound energy. Two sources, each containing the same sound 
energy, do not “sound twice as loud” as one source. It is widely accepted that the average healthy human 
ear can detect changes (either increases or decreases) of 3 dBA, which is recognized as being barely 
perceptible to most people. Similarly, a change of 5 dBA is readily perceptible, and a change of 10 dBA 
sounds twice (or half) as loud (Crocker 2007). 

Descriptors 
The impact of noise is not a function of loudness alone. The time of day when noise occurs, and the 
duration of the noise are also important. In addition, most noise that lasts for more than a few seconds is 
variable in its intensity. Consequently, a variety of noise descriptors have been developed. The noise 
descriptors used in this analysis are the equivalent continuous noise level (Leq) and the maximum noise 
level (Lmax). The Leq is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same amount 
of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time. Typically, Leq is 
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equivalent to a one-hour period, even when measured for shorter durations as the noise level of a 10- to 
30-minute period would be the same as the hour if the noise source is relatively steady. Lmax is the highest 
Root Mean Squared (RMS) sound pressure level within the sampling period. 

Propagation 
Sound from a small, localized source (approximating a “point” source) radiates uniformly outward as it 
travels away from the source in a spherical pattern, known as geometric spreading. The sound level 
decreases or drops off at a rate of 6 dBA for each doubling of the distance away from the source. Other 
sources of noise, such as a road or railroad, are not a single, stationary point source of sound but rather, 
emanate noise from a line (“line” source). The drop-off rate for a line source is 3 dBA for each doubling of 
distance away from the source. 

The propagation of noise is also affected by the absorption characteristics of the ground: a hard site, 
such as a parking lot or smooth body of water, provides no absorption/attenuation and the changes in 
noise levels with distance result simply from the geometric spreading of the source. Conversely, a soft 
site, such as soft dirt, grass, or scattered bushes and trees, may provide additional 
absorption/attenuation, potentially reducing noise levels an additional 1.5 dBA per doubling of distance 
away from the source (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2013). 

Noise levels may also be reduced by intervening structures. The amount of reduction provided by the 
“shielding” of these features depends on the size of the structure/s, the location of the structure/s 
relative to the noise source and receivers, and the frequency content of the noise levels. Natural terrain 
features, such as hills and dense woods, and man-made features, such as buildings and walls, can 
significantly alter noise levels. Generally, any large structure blocking the line of sight between a noise 
source and receiver will provide at least a 5-dBA reduction in source noise levels at the receiver (Federal 
Highway Administration [FHWA] 2011). 

Vibration Overview 
Groundborne vibration of concern in environmental analysis consists of the oscillatory waves that move 
from a source through the ground to adjacent structures. The number of cycles per second of oscillation 
makes up the vibration frequency, described in terms of Hz. The frequency of a vibrating object describes 
how rapidly it oscillates. Vibration levels are usually expressed as a single-number measure of vibration 
magnitude in terms of velocity or acceleration, which describes the severity of the vibration without the 
frequency variable. The peak particle velocity (PPV) is defined as the maximum instantaneous positive or 
negative peak of the vibration signal, usually measured in inches per second. Since it is related to the 
stresses experienced by buildings, PPV is often used in monitoring and controlling construction vibration 
to prevent damage to nearby structures. 

Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating the potential of building damage, it is not suitable for 
evaluating human response. It takes some time for the human body to respond to vibrations. In a sense, 
the human body responds to an average vibration amplitude (Federal Transit Administration [FTA] 2018). 
Because vibration waves are oscillatory, the net average of a vibration signal is zero. Thus, the RMS 
amplitude is used to describe the “smoothed” vibration amplitude (FTA 2018). The RMS of a signal is the 
square root of the average of the squared amplitude of the signal, usually measured in inches per second. 
The average is typically calculated over a one-second period. The RMS amplitude is always less than the 
PPV and is always positive. Decibel notation is used to compress the range of numbers required to 
describe vibration. The abbreviation “VdB” is used in this analysis for “vibration decibels” to reduce the 
potential for confusion with sound decibels. 
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Sensitive Receptors 
Noise exposure goals for various types of land uses reflect the varying noise sensitivities associated with 
those uses. The City of Sanger General Plan Noise Element identifies the following as noise-sensitive land 
uses: residential development, including hotels and motels, schools, libraries, museums, hospitals, 
nursing homes, churches, and meeting halls (City of Sanger 2020). 

The closest sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the project site include single-family residential 
properties located as close as 50 feet north of the project site, the Sanger Branch Library located 
approximately 65 feet north of the project site, single-family residential properties located as close as 50 
feet east and south of the project site, and single-family residential properties located as close as 55 feet 
west of the project site. 

Project Noise Setting 
The primary noise source in the vicinity of the project site is vehicular traffic along nearby roadways (i.e., 
Seventh Street, Webster Street, Rawson Avenue, Greenwood Avenue, and Jensen Avenue). To 
characterize ambient noise levels in the project vicinity, four short-term (15-minute) noise level 
measurements were taken on May 20, 2026, using Soft dB Piccolo-II, Type 2 integrating sound level 
meters. The sound level meters were calibrated prior to and after measurements. Short-term noise 
measurement 1 (ST 1) was conducted south of the project site along Webster Street; ST 2 was conducted 
west of the project site along Rawson Avenue; ST 3 was conducted north of the project site along 
Seventh Street; and ST 4 was conducted east of the project site along De Witt Avenue. Approximate noise 
measurement locations are shown in Figure 4 and results of the noise measurements are presented in 
Table 10. 

Table 10 Short-Term Noise Measurement Results 
Measurement 
Location Measurement Location Sample Times1 dBA Leq dBA Lmin dBA Lmax 
ST 1 Along Webster Street, at nearest 

residence south of the project 
site 

6:05 – 6:20 p.m. 49.0 40.4 68.1 

ST 2 Along Rawson Avenue, at nearest 
residence west of the project site 

6:24 – 6:39 p.m. 57.5 39.7 71.3 

ST 3 Along Seventh Street, at Sanger 
Branch Library north of the 
project site 

6:43 – 6:58 p.m. 50.1 38.2 67.3 

ST 4 Along De Witt Avenue, at nearest 
residence east of the project site 

7:02 – 7:17 p.m. 60.7 39.1 82.2 

dBA = A-weighted decibel; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level; Lmin = minimum sound level; Lmax = maximum sound level 
1 All short-term noise measurements were conducted on May 20, 2026. 
Noise measurement data included as Appendix G; approximate noise measurement locations are shown on Figure 4. 
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Figure 4 Approximate Noise Measurement Locations 
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Significance Thresholds 

Construction Noise 

2035 Sanger General Plan Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the 2035 Sanger General Plan contains goals and actions intended to minimize 
noise levels associated with construction activities. The Noise Element limits hours of construction to 
between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. on Mondays through Saturdays and prohibits construction activities on 
Sundays and holidays. The Noise Element also requires all construction equipment to be properly 
maintained and muffled and stationary noise-producing equipment to be located as far as possible from 
existing noise-sensitive land uses. Therefore, noise impacts associated with construction of the project 
would be considered significant if construction activities were to occur outside of the allowable days and 
times established in the Noise Element of the 2035 Sanger General Plan. 

Federal Transit Administration Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 

In absence of a quantitative threshold for evaluating construction noise impacts in the City’s General Plan 
and Municipal Code, the criteria recommended by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in the Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) were used to evaluate noise levels associated 
with construction of the project. This document provides criteria for assessing construction noise 
impacts based on the potential for adverse community reaction according to affected land use type, 
which are shown in Table 11. 

Table 11 FTA Construction Noise Criteria 

Land Use 

Leq, equip (8-hour), dBA 

Day (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) Night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 
Residential 80 70 

Commercial 85 85 

Industrial 90 90 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level 
Source: FTA 2018 

As shown in Table 11, noise impacts associated with construction of the project would be considered 
significant if noise levels were to exceed 80 dBA Leq over an eight-hour period at nearby noise-sensitive 
(i.e., residential) land uses. 

Operational Noise 

2035 Sanger General Plan Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the 2035 Sanger General Plan establishes maximum allowable exterior noise levels 
for non-transportation sources. These exterior noise thresholds establish limits not to be exceeded at 
receiving noise-sensitive land uses and are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure – Stationary (Non-Transportation) Noise 
Sources 

Outdoor Activity Areas1 

Maximum Allowable Noise Levels (dBA) 

Daytime  
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 

Nighttime  
(10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 

Hourly Leq, dBA 55 50 

Maximum (Lmax), dBA 75 65 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level; Lmax = maximum sound level 
1 Where the location of the outdoor activity area is unknown or is not applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall be applied 
to the boundary of the planned or zoned noise-sensitive use. 
Source: 2035 Sanger General Plan Noise Element, Table 6-5 (City of Sanger 2020). 

Operational noise impacts associated with the project would be considered significant if they were to 
exceed the City’s daytime and nighttime thresholds shown in Table 12 at the property lines of nearby 
sensitive receptors. 

Traffic Noise 

2035 Sanger General Plan Noise Element 

The Noise Element of the 2035 Sanger General Plan establishes maximum allowable exterior noise levels 
for non-transportation sources. These exterior noise thresholds establish limits not to be exceeded at 
receiving noise-sensitive land uses and are presented in Table 13. 

Table 13 Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure - Transportation Noise Sources 

Land Use Category 

Maximum Allowable Noise Level (dBA Ldn or CNEL) 

Outdoor Activity Areas Interior Spaces 
Residential – Low-Density Single Family 65 45 

Multi-Family Residential, Duplex, Mobile Homes 65 45 

Transient Lodging – Motels, Hotels 65 45 

Hospitals and Nursing Homes 65 45 

Churches and Meeting Halls -- 45 

Office Buildings, Schools, Libraries -- 45 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night equivalent sound level; CNEL = Community Noise Equivalent Level 
1 Where the location of the outdoor activity area is unknown or is not applicable, the exterior noise level standard shall be applied 
to the boundary of the planned or zoned noise-sensitive use. 
Source: 2035 Sanger General Plan Noise Element, Table 6-4 (City of Sanger 2020). 

Traffic noise impacts associated with the project would be considered significant if traffic generated by 
the project were to generate noise levels exceeding those presented in at the property lines of nearby 
sensitive receptors. 

Vibration 

Federal Transit Administration Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 

In absence of a quantitative threshold for evaluating vibration impacts in the City’s General Plan and 
Municipal Code, the criteria recommended by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in the Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual (FTA 2018) were used to evaluate vibration impacts 
associated with the project. This document provides criteria for evaluating vibration impacts based on 
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preventing minor architectural (i.e., non-structural) damage to nearby structures. These vibration limits 
are presented in Table 14. 

Table 14 FTA Vibration Damage Criteria 

Building Category PPV (in/sec) 

I. Reinforced concrete, steel, or timber (no plaster) 0.5 

II. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) 0.3 

III. Nonengineered timber and masonry buildings 0.2 

IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibration damage 0.12 

PPV = peak particle velocity; in/sec = inches per second 
Source: FTA 2018 

As shown in Table 14, vibration impacts associated with the project would be considered significant if 
vibration levels were to exceed 0.2 in/sec PPV at nearby residential structures. 

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? 

Construction 
Temporary noise levels caused by construction activity would be a function of the noise generated by 
construction equipment, the location and sensitivity of nearby land uses, and the timing and duration of 
noise-generating activities. Construction noise was estimated using the Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) (FWHA 2006). Typical construction 
projects have long-term noise averages that are lower than louder short-term noise events due to 
equipment moving around the site, work breaks, and idle time. Each phase of construction has a specific 
equipment mix depending on the work to be carried out during that phase. Accordingly, each phase is 
characterized by varying noise conditions; some phases will have higher continuous noise levels than 
others, while others may have intermittent, higher instantaneous noise levels. The maximum hourly Leq of 
each phase is determined by combining the Leq contributions from each piece of equipment used in that 
phase (FTA 2018). Construction of the project would consist of demolition of existing on-site buildings 
and the existing parking lot, development of new lawn areas (one at the southwestern corner of the 
project site and two near the eastern area of the project site), construction of a new parking lot at the 
northwestern area of the project site, and construction of the new CTE facility at the southern edge of the 
project site. Noise levels generated during each phase of construction were estimated based on the 
equipment list generated by the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), developed as part of 
the air quality analysis. 

For a construction noise assessment, construction equipment can be considered to operate in two 
modes: stationary and mobile. As a general rule, stationary equipment operates in a single location for 
one or more days at a time, with either fixed-power operation (e.g., pumps, generators, and compressors) 
or variable-power operation (e.g., pile drivers, rock drills, and pavement breakers). Conversely, mobile 
equipment moves around the construction site with power applied in cyclic fashion, such as bulldozers, 
graders, and loaders (FTA 2018). Noise impacts from stationary equipment are assessed from the center 
of the equipment, while noise impacts from mobile construction equipment are assessed from the center 
of the equipment activity area (e.g., construction site). Due to the complex and mobile nature of 
construction activity within a project site, the FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual 
document recommends evaluating construction noise impacts from all equipment at the center of the 
construction site, stating that the distance variable in its recommended construction noise calculation 
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“assumes that all equipment operates at the center of the project” (FTA 2018). For purposes of this 
analysis, construction noise levels associated with each phase were assessed from the center of each 
respective work area. It was assumed that the two loudest pieces of equipment during each phase would 
be operating simultaneously. It is assumed that diesel engines would power all construction equipment. 

Table 15 shows the estimated noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors during each phase of 
construction. As shown in Table 15, construction noise levels would reach up to approximately 76 dBA Leq 
(8-hour) at the nearest single-family residence located to the south during construction of the new CTE 
facility, which would not exceed the FTA’s recommended construction noise threshold of 80 dBA Leq (8-
hour). Other construction activities would result in lower noise levels. Therefore, temporary noise impacts 
associated with construction of the project would be less than significant. 

Table 15 Estimated Noise Levels at Sensitive Receptors by Construction Phase 

Construction 
Phase 

Construction 
Activity 

Nearest Sensitive 
Receptor 

Distance 
to Nearest 
Sensitive 
Receptor  

(feet) 

Constructi
on Noise 
Level at 
Nearest 

Sensitive 
Receptor  
(dBA Leq 
[8-hour]) 

Applicable 
Noise 

Threshold  
(dBA Leq 
[8-hour]) 

Exceeds 
Threshold? 

Demolition Existing 
buildings 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

125 75.1 80 No 

Existing 
parking lot 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

210 70.6 80 No 

Site 
Preparation 

New CTE 
facility 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

105 75.3 80 No 

New parking 
lot 

Sanger Branch 
Library to north 

110 74.9 80 No 

New lawn area 
(western) 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

155 71.9 80 No 

New lawn 
areas (eastern) 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

210 69.2 80 No 

Grading New CTE 
facility 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

105 75.9 80 No 

New parking 
lot 

Sanger Branch 
Library to north 

110 72.9 80 No 

New lawn area 
(western) 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

155 70.2 80 No 

New lawn 
areas (eastern) 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

210 76.3 80 No 

Building 
Construction 

New CTE 
facility 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

105 69.7 80 No 

Paving New parking 
lot 

Sanger Branch 
Library to north 

110 69.9 80 No 

Architectural 
Coating 

New CTE 
facility 

Nearest single-family 
residence to south 

105 67.8 80 No 

dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent continuous sound level; CTE = career and technical education 
See Appendix C for construction noise modeling results. 
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Operation 
Once operational, the project would introduce new onsite stationary noise sources (i.e., heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning [HVAC] equipment, a shop building, and a playfield including pickleball 
courts) and offsite mobile noise sources (i.e., traffic). These noise sources are discussed further in the 
following sections. 

Onsite Stationary Noise Sources 

HVAC Equipment 

It is assumed that the project would include HVAC equipment on the rooftop of the CTE facility. Specific 
information regarding the equipment manufacturer and model are not known at this stage of project 
design; therefore, this analysis assumes the use of a typical HVAC system for commercial applications: a 
20-ton Carrier Weather Maker 50FCQM28 unit, which produces a noise level of 75 dBA at a reference 
distance of 3 feet (see Appendix C for equipment specification sheets. HVAC equipment was assumed to 
be operating simultaneously and continuously during both daytime and nighttime hours for a 
conservative estimate of noise impacts. HVAC equipment is conservatively assumed to be situated along 
the southern edge of the rooftop, closest to the nearest residential properties located to the south. 

Noise levels associated with operation of HVAC equipment were calculated at the nearest residential 
property line to the south. Noise levels were calculated while accounting for the direct line-of-sight 
distance between the equipment and property line of the nearest sensitive receptor (i.e., noise levels were 
calculated while accounting for both the horizontal and vertical distances between the roof-mounted 
equipment and nearest residential property line at the ground level). Assuming a building height of 30 feet 
and a horizontal distance of 70 feet, the direct-line-of sight distance between the equipment and nearest 
residential property would be approximately 76 feet. At a distance of 76 feet, HVAC equipment would 
generate noise levels up to 48 dBA Leq, which would not exceed the City’s daytime or nighttime noise 
limits of 55 and 50 dBA Leq, respectively, at the boundary of the nearest noise-sensitive land use. 
Therefore, operational noise impacts associated with the project’s onsite stationary noise sources would 
be less than significant. 

Shop Building 

The new CTE shop is assumed to include various tools and machinery associated with a typical 
workshop (e.g., saws, drills, grinders, sanders, impact drivers, pumps, etc.); however, these tools would be 
used within the CTE shop. Based on the site plan, the CTE shop would not include any large overhead 
doors or openings to the outside, except for a single door providing entry into/exit from the building; thus, 
noise transmitted to the outside from within the shop would be negligible due to the attenuation of the 
building structure. Noise impacts associated with use of the shop building would be less than significant. 

Pickleball Courts 

The project would construct a new playfield located south of the existing district offices. The new 
playfield would include two pickleball courts in the northern portion of the new playfield area and a 
combined basketball, volleyball, and pickleball court in the southern portion of the new playfield area. Due 
to the proximity to existing residences located south of the project site, the southernmost pickleball court 
represents the source with the potential to generate the highest noise impacts upon nearby sensitive 
receptors. The center of this pickleball court would be located approximately 115 feet from the nearest 
residence to the south. It is assumed that use of the new playfield and pickleball courts would be limited 
to daytime hours; therefore, the City’s daytime noise threshold of 55 dBA Leq would apply. 

Based on reference noise measurements of a pickleball court, a pickleball game between four players 
generated a noise level of 60.5 dBA Leq at a distance of 50 feet from the center of the court (Rincon 
Consultants 2024). At a distance of 115 feet, noise levels from use of the southernmost pickleball court 
would attenuate to approximately 53 dBA Leq at the nearest residence to the south, which would not 
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exceed the City’s daytime noise limit of 55 dBA Leq. Noise impacts associated with use of the pickleball 
court would be less than significant. 

Combined Stationary Noise Sources 

During project operation, noise generated by rooftop HVAC equipment and the pickleball court would 
occur simultaneously at certain times and combine to increase the noise level at nearby receptors. To 
account for this, the combined noise levels generated by rooftop HVAC equipment and use of the 
pickleball court were estimated at the nearest residence to the south of the project site. Note that use of 
the pickleball court would only occur during daytime hours, while operation of HVAC equipment may 
occur during both daytime and nighttime hours; thus, simultaneous operation of these sources would 
only occur during daytime hours. 

At the nearest residence located south of the project site, the combined noise level from HVAC 
equipment and use of the pickleball court would be approximately 54 dBA Leq, which would not exceed 
the City’s daytime limit of 55 dBA Leq. Combined operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Offsite Mobile Noise Sources (Traffic) 

Once operational, the project would not generate any new vehicle trips. Vehicle trips associated with the 
project would be consistent with those under existing school operations. Because the project would not 
generate new vehicle trips, the project would not cause an increase in traffic noise; therefore, no traffic 
noise impacts would occur. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

b. Would the project result in generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Construction Vibration 
Construction activities known to generate excessive groundborne vibration, such as pile driving and 
blasting, would not be conducted during construction of the project. Therefore, the greatest known 
sources of vibration during project construction activities would be a static roller and large earthmoving 
equipment (such as a backhoe, excavator, or dozer). Based on the project site plan, a static roller would 
likely be used to pave the new parking lot at the northeast corner of the project site, as close as 
approximately 115 feet from the nearest offsite residential structure to the east of the project site. A 
static roller generates a vibration level of approximately 0.05 in/sec PPV at a reference distance of 25 
feet (IR McIver 2012), which would attenuate to approximately 0.005 in/sec PPV5 at 115 feet away. Large 
earthmoving equipment may be used as close as approximately 75 feet from the nearest offsite 
residential structures assuming that earthmoving equipment would be used along the edges of the 
northern, eastern, and southern project site boundaries. This type of equipment generates a vibration 
level of approximately 0.089 in/sec PPV at a reference distance of 25 feet (FTA 2018), which would 
attenuate to approximately 0.017 in/sec PPV at 75 feet away. Vibration levels generated by use of a static 
roller and large earthmoving equipment would not exceed the FTA’s recommended vibration threshold of 
0.2 in/sec PPV at the nearest offsite residential structures; therefore, temporary vibration impacts 
associated with construction of the project would be less than significant. 

Operational Vibration 
Operation of the project would not include substantial sources of vibration; therefore, vibration impacts 
associated with operation of the project would be less than significant. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

 
5 PPVEquipment = PPVRef (25/D)n (in/sec), PPVRef = reference PPV at 25 feet, D = distance, and n = 1.1 



Environmental Checklist 
Noise 

 
Initial Study – Mitigated Negative Declaration 71 

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? 

The closest public or public use airports to the project site are the Reedley Municipal Airport and the 
Fresno Yosemite International Airport, located approximately 6.6 miles southeast and 9 miles northwest 
of the project site, respectively. The project site is not located within the noise contours of either airport 
according to County’s Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Fresno County Airport Land Use Commission 
2018). Therefore, workers and users of the project would not be exposed to excessive aviation-related 
noise levels and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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14 Population and Housing 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

The project would not result in the construction of new housing and, therefore, would not directly induce 
population growth. The project site is located within an urban area of the City of Sanger and is currently 
developed with existing educational and administrative facilities. Surrounding land uses include public 
and institutional facilities, residential neighborhoods, and commercial development. Construction 
activities associated with the project would be temporary, limited, and would be supported by local 
existing regional labor force. As such, construction would not attract new residents to the area or 
contribute to long-term population growth. During operation, the project would continue to support 
existing alternative education programs and related services in the City and on site and would not require 
substantial faculty or staff growth for SUSD. Additionally, the project would not extend infrastructure or 
utilities that would encourage additional development beyond what is already planned in the area. 
Accordingly, the project would not induce substantial unplanned population growth, either directly or 
indirectly. Impacts related to population growth would therefore be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

There are no existing housing units or temporary housing accommodations on the project site. The 
project would not displace existing housing units or people and thus would not require the construction of 
replacement housing. No impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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15 Public Services 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, or 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: 

1 Fire protection? □ □ □ ■ 
2 Police protection? □ □ □ ■ 
3 Schools? □ □ □ ■ 
4 Parks? □ □ □ ■ 
5 Other public facilities? □ □ □ ■ 

a.1. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered fire protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered fire protection 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives? 

a.2. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered police protection facilities, or the need for new or physically altered police protection 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives? 

a.3. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered schools, or the need for new or physically altered schools, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other 
performance objectives? 

a.4. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered parks, or the need for new or physically altered parks, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios or other 
performance objectives? 

a.5. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of other 
new or physically altered public facilities, or the need for other new or physically altered public facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, construction and operation of the project would not 
result in direct or substantial indirect population growth. The project would be required to comply with the 
California Fire Code, which establishes fire safety standards for building design, construction, and 
operation, as well as other regulations which set forth standards for fire protection in buildings. As such, 
an increase in demand for fire services is not expected to result from the project. Because the project 
would not increase substantially increase population or demand for services, the project would not result 
in the need for new or altered facilities for police protection, schools, libraries, or parks. Therefore, there 
would be no increase in the demand for public services such as police facilities, schools, libraries, or 
parks. Overall, the project would not result in the need for new or physically altered public facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. No impact on public services 
would occur.  

NO IMPACT 
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16 Recreation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? □ □ □ ■ 

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? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

As discussed in Section 14, Population and Housing, the project would not directly or indirectly induce 
substantial population growth. As such, the project would not generate demand for parks or cause 
substantial deterioration of existing parks. Additionally, project activities would not preclude the ability of 
residents to access recreational opportunities within the region, thereby necessitating the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities. The project would include a playfield area on an existing grass area, 
the development of which would not result in an adverse physical effect on the environment, as 
discussed throughout this Initial Study. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact 
on recreation. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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17 Transportation 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

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 use (e.g., farm 
equipment)? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? □ □ ■ □ 

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

The project site is located within the City of Sanger and is served by a network of public roadways that 
are planned and maintained by the City of Sanger 2035 General Plan Circulation Element. The Circulation 
Element provides a comprehensive framework for vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit circulation, 
and emphasizes coordination between land use planning and transportation infrastructure to ensure safe 
and efficient mobility while supporting future growth (City of Sanger 2020). 

Project access would occur using existing public streets adjacent to the site. Construction activities 
would generate a temporary increase in traffic associated with construction workers, delivery vehicles, 
and equipment during weekday daytime hours. These trips would be limited in duration and would not 
require roadway widening, signalization, or other permanent modifications. As a result, 
construction‑related traffic would represent a minor and temporary increase over existing traffic volumes. 
Project operation would generate traffic consistent with the existing educational facility, with potentially a 
slight increase generated by the CTE operations with materials deliveries. The Circulation Element 
identifies schools and public facilities as land uses that should be centrally located and well connected to 
surrounding neighborhoods and collector or arterial roadways, with emphasis on safe access for 
students, staff, and visitors. The project would not result in traffic volumes that exceed the planned 
capacity of the surrounding roadway network and would not introduce new circulation conflicts. 

The Circulation Element incorporates Complete Streets principles and policies that promote safe 
multimodal travel, including pedestrian and bicycle access. The project would not interfere with existing 
or planned bicycle routes, sidewalks, transit services, or pedestrian facilities, nor would it impede 
emergency access or goods movement. Furthermore, under Senate Bill 743, transportation impacts are 
evaluated based on vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rather than level of service (LOS), and small institutional 
projects of this nature are not expected to substantially increase VMT. Because the project would rely on 
existing roadways, would generate traffic typical of school facilities already anticipated in the General 
Plan, is an existing facility, and would remain consistent with the City of Sanger’s adopted circulation 
policies and planning assumptions, the project would not conflict with applicable programs, plans, 
ordinances, or policies addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, and no impact would occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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b. Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) identifies criteria for evaluating transportation impacts. Specifically, 
the guidelines state that VMT exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate a 
significant impact. Construction of the project would result in short-term, temporary vehicle trips to and 
from the project site during the construction period. These temporary vehicle trips would not result in 
long-term changes to VMT within Fresno County; therefore, construction of the proposed project would 
not generate VMT inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) and following Caltrans’ 
Transportation Analysis under CEQA, First Edition in that vehicle trips related to the construction activities 
are temporary and the associated VMT is generally minor and limited to construction equipment and 
personnel with no long-term trip generation (Caltrans 2020) 

Following construction, project operation and maintenance activities would be consistent with the current 
VMT generated on site and would not result in a substantial increase in VMT. Therefore, the project would 
not conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and impacts would be less 
than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

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

The project would not alter or affect the existing street and intersection network in its vicinity. Staging 
equipment would occur on the project site and construction personnel would park on the project site, 
minimizing the potential for construction-related vehicles and equipment to create a dangerous 
intersection. Construction and operation of the project would not involve incompatible uses such as 
heavy industrial uses, commercial enterprises, residential development, or private uses. No new roadway 
facilities or features would be included as part of the project. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or incompatible use. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

The proposed project would not result in modifications to existing roadways or modifications to existing 
street parking. Staging equipment and temporary work areas utilized during construction of the project 
would be located within the project site and would not be located in the public right-of-way, nor would the 
project require closure of existing roadways in the vicinity of the project. One driveway connecting to 
seventh street would provide access to the project site and accommodate larger emergency vehicles. 
Furthermore, the City of Sanger Public Works Department would review project plans to ensure safe 
design of the entrance and adequate emergency access is provided. The project would have a less than 
significant impact involving inadequate emergency access. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
a Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, or 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: 

a. 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)? □ □ ■ □ 

b. 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. □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 that is 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)? 

b. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource as 
defined in Public Resources Code 21074 that is 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? 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (AB 52), California Native American tribes that are 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area may request to be included on a lead agency’s 
contact list for purposes of tribal consultation. The SUSD has not received any requests from tribes to be 
included on such a list and does not maintain an established AB 52 contact list. Accordingly, AB 52 tribal 
consultation was not conducted as part of this environmental review. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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19 Utilities and Service Systems 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Would the project: 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or storm water drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? □ □ ■ □ 

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

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? □ □ ■ □ 

d. Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment 
of solid waste reduction goals? □ □ ■ □ 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? □ □ ■ □ 

a. Would the project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

The project site is currently served by PG&E and would comply with applicable State and local energy 
efficiency standards. Water supply for the project would be provided by the City of Sanger municipal 
water system, and wastewater service would be provided by the City of Sanger sanitary sewer system. As 
discussed Under Checklist Question 10.a. above, the project’s estimated water demand and wastewater 
generation would represent a small incremental increase relative to existing service demands and would 
be within the capacity of the City’s existing water supply and wastewater treatment facilities. The project 
would not require the construction of new or expanded water supply or wastewater treatment facilities. 
Stormwater drainage would continue to be managed through the City of Sanger’s existing storm drainage 
system, and the project would be required to comply with applicable stormwater regulations, including 
construction‑phase BMPs to minimize potential runoff and water quality impacts. The project would also 
utilize existing telecommunications infrastructure serving the surrounding urban area. Given that the 
necessary utility systems are well-established and capable of accommodating the proposed 
development, no substantial new construction or relocation of water, wastewater, storm drainage, or 
electric power is anticipated. Consequently, the project would not necessitate the relocation or 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, storm water drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects. This impact would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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b. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

The project site’s water demand would be served by the City of Sanger municipal water system, which is 
supplied primarily by groundwater pumped from the Kings Subbasin. The Kings Subbasin is managed 
under the SGMA by the applicable groundwater sustainability agencies. While portions of the subbasin 
have experienced long‑term overdraft conditions, the City of Sanger’s UWMP evaluated groundwater 
sustainability, projected demands, and planned supply management actions and concludes that sufficient 
water supplies are available to meet existing and foreseeable future demands through 2040, including 
during single‑dry and multiple‑dry year conditions. The UWMP identifies groundwater as the City’s primary 
water source and includes conservation programs, monitoring, and infrastructure planning to ensure 
long‑term supply reliability (City of Sanger 2022). 

The project would occur on an existing developed school and would involve development typical of 
institutional land uses already served by the City’s water system. The project would not result in a 
substantial increase in permanent population or students attending the site, nor would it introduce 
unusually water‑intensive land uses beyond those typical of school facilities. As a result, the project 
would not substantially increase groundwater extraction beyond levels already anticipated and analyzed 
in the City’s UWMP. Construction and operation of the project would comply with applicable local and 
State regulations governing water service and system connections. Because the project would rely on the 
existing municipal water supply system, would not increase demand beyond levels planned for in the 
City’s adopted UWMP, and would not require new or expanded water supply facilities, impacts related to 
water supply availability would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

c. Would the project result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may 
serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

Project implementation would utilize existing sewer connections consistent with City standards and 
would not require the construction of new off‑site wastewater conveyance facilities or treatment 
infrastructure. The City of Sanger provides wastewater collection and treatment services in accordance 
with applicable State and local regulations, including oversight by the Central Valley Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. The project estimated increase in wastewater generation would be minimal as the 
project would not increase student enrollment or add uses with higher water demand then is existing on 
site. Any increases would represent a small incremental increase relative to existing flows from the 
existing facilities. The City’s wastewater treatment facilities have adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected wastewater demand in addition to existing commitments. Because the project would be served 
by a municipal wastewater treatment system, it would not require a determination regarding the capacity 
of a private or on‑site wastewater treatment system, nor would it require County‑level permitting for 
on‑site wastewater disposal. Compliance with City sewer connection requirements and applicable 
wastewater regulations would ensure proper collection and treatment of project‑generated wastewater. 
Because the project would rely on existing municipal wastewater facilities with sufficient available 
capacity, impacts related to wastewater treatment would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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d. Would the project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity 
of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

e. Would the project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

Construction of the project would generate temporary construction‑related solid waste, including 
demolition debris, excess soil, packaging materials, and building materials. Construction waste would be 
collected and disposed of at appropriately permitted disposal or recycling facilities serving the City of 
Sanger and Fresno County, consistent with local and State regulations.  

Construction debris generation would be minimized through implementation of applicable State 
requirements, including Assembly Bill 939 (Integrated Waste Management Act) and subsequent 
legislation, which require diversion of recyclable and recoverable materials from landfills. Construction 
activities would incorporate waste reduction and recycling practices to the extent feasible. During 
operation, the project would generate solid waste typical of an institutional educational campus, food 
waste, packaging, and miscellaneous refuse. Solid waste generated during operation would be collected 
through existing municipal solid waste services serving the project site and transported to permitted 
disposal facilities. The estimated operational solid waste generation would represent a small incremental 
increase relative to existing service levels with the Fresno County American Avenue Disposal Site having 
capacity into 2043 (Fresno County, 2026). The project would comply with all applicable federal, State, and 
local regulations related to solid waste management and diversion, including State waste reduction 
goals. Because permitted disposal facilities serving the City of Sanger have adequate capacity and 
because the project would generate a relatively minor amount of solid waste during both construction 
and operation, impacts related to solid waste would be less than significant. 

LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
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20 Wildfire 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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 plan or emergency evacuation plan? □ □ □ ■ 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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 downslopes or downstream 
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

The project site is located in an urbanized area of the City of Sanger and is not within a State 
Responsibility Area (SRA) or a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). The nearest VHFHSZ is 
approximately 37.8 miles southeast of the site, and the nearest moderate hazard severity zone is 
approximately 5.7 miles to the northeast (CalFire 2026). Because the project site is not located in or near 
state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, no impact would 
occur. 

NO IMPACT 
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21 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less-than -
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

Does the project: 

a. Have the potential to substantially 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. Have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the 
effects of other current projects, and the effects 
of probable future projects)? □ ■ □ □ 

c. Have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, 
either directly or indirectly? □ ■ □ □ 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially 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? 

As discussed under Section 4, Biological Resources, there is no suitable habitat for special-status species 
on the site. There is a potential for the project to affect nesting birds. However, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level by requiring nesting bird 
surveys. The project does not have the potential to 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.  

Based on the results of the CHRIS records search, background research, and field survey, two built 
environment resources were identified in the project site, the Kings River High School and SUSD 
Administration Building. Each resource was recorded on DPR 523 forms and evaluated for listing in the 
NRHP and CRHR. The resources were recommended ineligible for the NRHP and CRHR due to lack of 
historical significance; the properties therefore do not qualify as historical resources as defined by CEQA 
Section 15064.5(a), and no prehistoric or historic-period archaeological resources were identified within 
the project site. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 Unanticipated Discovery of Cultural 
Resources would reduce potential impacts to less than significant levels with mitigation incorporated. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 
probable future projects)? 

Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual (and potentially less than significant) project 
effects which, when considered together or in concert with other projects, combine to result in a 
significant impact within an identified geographic area. The cumulative impact scenario for this project is 
proposed projects within the City of Sanger. For example, if the construction of other projects in the area 
occurs at the same time as construction of the proposed project, potential impacts associated with noise 
and traffic in the project area may be more substantial. Cumulative development in the vicinity of the 
project site includes the following: 

• Tentative Tract Map No. 6493 (530-single family residential project) 
• Serenade II – Tentative Tract Map No. 6531 (48- single family residential project) 

Both of these projects are under construction and located close to a mile from the project site on major 
roads that provided access for construction traffic. Due to the distance from the project, construction 
noise would not be cumulatively considerable and construction traffic from these projects would take 
different routes than the construction traffic for the proposed project.  

As discussed in sections 1 through 20, the project would have no impact, a less than significant impact, 
or a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated, with respect to all environmental issues. 
Mitigation measures would be implemented for air quality, cultural resources, and greenhouse gas 
emissions. Due to the modest scale of the project and lack of major nearby projects in the cumulative 
scenario, the project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to significant 
cumulative impacts. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 

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

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with air quality, hazards and hazardous materials, 
noise, and wildfire. As detailed in Section 3, Air Quality, the project would not result, either directly or 
indirectly, in adverse hazards related to air quality. As discussed in Section 9, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, the project would not expose the public or the environment to hazardous materials. As 
discussed in Section 29, Wildfire, the project is not within or near wildfire hazard areas. Compliance with 
applicable rules and regulations and recommended mitigation measures would reduce potential impacts 
on human beings to a less-than-significant level. 

LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED 
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