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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Project Description 

The project proposes to relocate and operate a new Central Valley Transportation Center.  The new 
facility would consist of a transportation center from which the District would maintain and operate a fleet 
of up to 110 buses and 35 fleet vehicles.  To supplement the District facilities, the City of Reedley (City) 
would also relocate its Public Works Department and associated vehicle maintenance yard to the project 
site.   The proposed project would combine the current daily operations of the District transportation 
facilities and the City Public Works Department into one facility. 

The proposed actions for which this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse Number 
2009091097)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared include approval by Fresno 
County of a Conditional Use Permit, as well as release of funding through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grant, as issued by the U.S. Department of Energy.  

In this EIR/EIS, reference will be made to the Fresno County General Plan (2000).  Such reference is 
made to avoid repetition of information contained in this readily available document. It is not; however, 
relied upon herein as a master or program EIR upon which this EIR is based as a supplement or 
subsequent document. This EIR is intended to be a separate, project-level analysis.  

Project Objective 

The objective of the project is to fulfill the area’s goal of providing more sustainable transportation, which 
will in turn lead to cleaner air quality for the San Joaquin Valley. 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Section 15123(b)(1) of the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(State CEQA Guidelines) provides that the summary shall identify each significant effect with proposed 
mitigation measures that would reduce or avoid that effect.  This information is summarized in 
Table ES-1, Summary of Potential Impacts, Mitigation Measures, and Mitigation Monitoring Program, at 
the end of this Executive Summary.  

Potential Areas of Controversy and Issues to be Resolved 

The following issues are most likely to produce controversy in reviewing and considering the proposed 
project: 

◊ Agricultural Resources 

◊ Air Quality 

◊ Biological Resources 

◊ Hazards and Hazardous Materials/Health Risks/Vectors 

◊ Traffic 

◊ Water Quality Impacts 

◊ Alternatives Analysis 

◊ Cumulative Impacts 
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires the EIR/EIS to describe a reasonable project or 
location alternative range which would reduce or avoid significant impacts, and which could feasibly 
accomplish the basic project objectives, and to evaluate the comparative alternative project merits; 
however, if the environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR must also 
identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.   

The EIR evaluates the following alternatives: 
 

• No Project Alternative. Under the No Project Alternative, the land would remain in agricultural 
use and the identified impacts associated with constructing and operating the proposed project 
would be avoided.  Short-term construction impacts to air quality and noise would be avoided and 
potentially-significant long-term project impacts to biological resources, air and water quality, and 
traffic also would be avoided. 

 

• Alternative Site.  The alternate site is approximately two miles east of the city limits, zoned for 
agriculture and currently utilized by the school district for an elementary school.  If the district 
used the site for their transit center, in combination with the elementary school, the additional 
agricultural land needed for the operation, would be minimal.  The County General Plan EIR 
(dated October 2004) previously identified impacts and mitigation for losses of important farmland 
within the County, and a Statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for project-level 
and cumulative impacts associated with loss/conversion of agricultural land.  The amount of land 
acreage in agricultural production which would be converted to urban use if this site were chosen 
for the transit center would be considered a minimal loss and would result in a less-than-
significant impact to agricultural resources.   

• Alternatives Rejected from Further Consideration. A number of sites were evaluated for use 
as an alternate site.  The utilization of some of these sites might involve impacts not present on 
the project site – incompatible land uses or significant transportation/traffic effects, for example.  
Because of the status of the air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, there is no evidence 
that there are any other sites in Fresno County which would not have comparable air quality 
impacts. 

Based upon the analysis contained and documented in this EIR/EIS, the no-project alternative is 
environmentally superior.  Apart from this alternative, the proposed project is considered the 
environmentally superior alternative.  Construction impacts would be short term and would not result in 
substantial new development on the site.  The relatively low-impact land use would not substantially 
increase impacts to native plants and wildlife that currently use the agricultural site.  Given the potential 
additional environmental impacts associated with the alternative provided and analyzed in Chapter Four 
of the EIR/EIS, the proposed project is considered the environmentally-superior alternative. 

Mitigation Reporting / Monitoring Program 

State and local agencies are required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code to 
establish a monitoring and reporting program for all projects which are approved and which require CEQA 
processing.  The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the proposed project corresponds to 
mitigation measures outlined in the project EIR.  The Program summarizes the environmental issues 
identified in the EIR, the mitigation measures required to reduce each potentially significant impact to less 
than significant, the person or agency responsible for implementing the measures, and the agency or 
agencies responsible for monitoring and reporting on the implementation of the mitigation measures (see 
Chapter Seven).   



 

TABLE ES-1 
Summary of Possible Impact, Mitigation Measures, and Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
AESTHETICS 
3.1.1 Visual Compatibility 3.1-1  None Required   
3.1.2 Light and Glare 3.1-3  None Required   
AGRICULTURAL  RESOURCES 
3.2.1 Loss of Farmland, 

Conversion of 
Farmland 

3.2-6  None Required   

3.2.2 Zoning and 
Williamson Act 
Conflicts 

3.2-6  None Required   

AIR  QUALITY 
3.3.1 Short Term 

Emissions 
3.3-11 3.3.1a As the project shall be completed in compliance with 

SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, the following dust control 
measures shall be taken to ensure compliance 
specifically during grading and construction phases:  
Water previously exposed surfaces (soil) whenever 
visible dust is capable of drifting from the site or 
approaches 20% opacity. 
Water all unpaved haul roads a minimum of three-
times/day or whenever visible dust from such roads is 
capable of drifting from the site or approaches 20% 
opacity. 
Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles 
per hour. 
Install and maintain a track out control device that 
meets the specifications of SJVAPCD Rule 8041 if the 
site exceeds 150 vehicle trips per day or more than 20 
vehicle trips per day by vehicles with three or more 
axles. 
Stabilize all disturbed areas, including storage piles, 
which are not being actively utilized for production 
purposes using water, chemical stabilizers or by 
covering with a tarp or other suitable cover. 
Control fugitive dust emissions during land clearing, 
grubbing, scraping, excavation, leveling, grading, or 
cut and fill operations with application of water or by 

Less Than 
Significant 

SJVAPCD 
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
presoaking. 
When transporting materials offsite, maintain a 
freeboard limit of at least 6 inches and cover or 
effectively wet to limit visible dust emissions. 
Limit and remove the accumulation of mud and/or dirt 
from adjacent public roadways at the end of each 
workday.  (Use of dry rotary brushes is prohibited 
except when preceded or accompanied by sufficient 
wetting to limit visible dust emissions and use of 
blowers is expressly forbidden). 
Stabilize the surface of storage piles following the 
addition or removal of materials using water or 
chemical stabilizer/suppressants. 
Remove visible track-out from the site at the end of 
each workday. 
Cease grading or other activities that cause excessive 
(greater than 20% opacity) dust formation during 
periods of high winds (greater than 20 mph over a one-
hour period). 
 

   3.3-1b The GAMAQI guidance document lists the following 
measures as approved and recommended for 
construction activities.  These measures shall be 
required to ensure that the proposed project emissions 
do not exceed District thresholds: 
Maintain all construction equipment as recommended 
by manufacturer manuals. 
Shut down equipment when not in use for extended 
periods. 
Construction equipment shall operate no longer than 
eight (8) cumulative hours per day. 
Use electric equipment for construction whenever 
possible in lieu of diesel or gasoline powered 
equipment. 
Curtail use of high-emitting construction equipment 
during periods of high or excessive ambient pollutant 
concentrations. 
All construction vehicles shall be equipped with proper 
emissions control equipment and kept in good and 

Less Than 
Significant 

SJVAPCD 



 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT ES – 8 
SCH #2009091097 

Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
proper running order to substantially reduce NOx 
emissions. 
On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use 
diesel particulate filters if permitted under 
manufacturer’s guidelines. 
On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use 
cooled exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) if permitted 
under manufacturer’s guidelines. 
All construction workers shall be encouraged to shuttle 
(car-pool) to retail establishments or to remain on-site 
during lunch breaks. 
All construction activities within the project area shall 
be discontinued during the first stage smog alerts. 
Construction and grading activities shall not be allowed 
during first stage ozone alerts.  First stage ozone alerts 
are declared when the ozone level exceeds 0.20 ppm 
(1-hour average). 

3.3.2 Long Term 
Emissions 

3.3-12 3.3.2 The following mitigation measures are recommended 
to further reduce the potential for long-term project 
emissions.  These measures shall be required to 
ensure that the proposed project emissions are not 
exceeded: 
Installation of a 1.2 MW Solar Collection and Charging 
System. 
Replacing older diesel vehicles with CNG vehicles. 
The project design shall comply with standards set 
forth in Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code to 
minimize total consumption of energy. 
Applicants shall be required to comply with applicable 
mitigation measures in the Air Quality Attainment Plan, 
District Rules, Traffic Control Measures, Regulation 
VIII and Indirect Source Rules for the SJVAPCD. 
The developer shall comply with the provisions of 
SJVAPCD Rule 4601 - Architectural Coatings, during 
the construction of all buildings and facilities.  
Application of architectural coatings shall be completed 
in a manner that poses the least emissions impacts 
whenever such application is deemed proficient. 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

SJVAPCD 
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
The applicant shall comply with the provisions of 
SJVAPCD Rule 4641 during the construction and 
pavement of all roads and parking areas within the 
project area.  Specifically, the applicant shall not allow 
the use of: 
Rapid cure cutback asphalt; 
Medium cure cutback asphalt; 
Slow cure cutback asphalt (as specified in SJVAPCD 
Rule 4641, Section 5.1.3); or Emulsified asphalt (as 
specified in SJVAPCD Rule 4641, Section 5.1.4). 
The developer shall comply with applicable provisions 
of SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review). 

3.3.3 Potential Impacts to 
Sensitive Receptors 

3.3-16  None Required   

3.3.4 Health Risk Impacts 3.3-17  None Required   
3.3.5 Impacts to the 

Ambient Air Quality 
3.3-19  None Requires   

3.3.6 Potential Impacts to 
Air Quality 
Attainment Plan 

3.3-21  None Required   

3.3.7 Potential Odor 
Impacts 

3.3-22  None Required   

BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 
3.4.1 Substantial Adverse 

Effect on Candidate, 
Special-Status or 
Sensitive Species  

3.4-7 3.4.1 Construction, storage, travel and other types of 
disturbance should be restricted to the 27-acre project 
site and not take place in the offsite land adjacent to 
the riparian corridor of Travers Creeks.  Trucks and 
equipment vehicles should approach from Huntsman 
or the western access road rather than the dirt road 
along the riparian/orchard interface.  If this restriction is 
not possible, then a more extensive biological survey 
of the riparian corridor would be necessary to 
determine if the impacts will require further mitigation. 
Maintaining the current cable and lock system in place 
at the southern access to the corridor from Huntsman 
will continue to discourage traffic along the offsite 
riparian corridor.  Adding signage in English along the 
west-to-east dirt access road to the riparian corridor 
will further discourage project traffic from within the 

Less Than 
Significant 

Fresno County 
Public Works the 
Applicant 
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
parcel. 
Vehicles shall use slow speeds (less than 15 miles per 
hour), especially at night, when driving through or 
around the project site to minimize potential for striking 
or disturbing animals.  San Joaquin kit fox and other 
animals are vulnerable to collisions with autos. 
Pipes and culverts shall be inspected before being 
moved or altered to prevent wildlife from being injured 
or trapped. 
If special status species are encountered during an 
inspection, they shall be left alone to passively exit the 
area unless otherwise authorized by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
Removal of trees shall occur outside of bird nesting 
season to minimize impact to nest activity. 
Any migratory birds and their nests shall be not be 
disturbed as outlined in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1918 (MBTA).  The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, 
possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory 
bird listed in Section 50 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations Part 10, including feathers or other parts, 
nests, eggs or products, except as slowed by 
implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). 

3.4.2 Substantial Adverse 
Effect on Riparian 
Habitat or Other 
Sensitive Natural 
Community 

3.4-9  None Required   

3.4.3 Substantial Adverse 
Effect on Federal 
Protected Wetlands 

3.4-9  None Required   

3.4.4 Conflict with Local 
Policies or 
Ordinances 

3.4-10  None Required   

3.4.5 Conflict with Local 
Policies or 
Ordinances 

3.4-10  None Required   

3.4.6 Conflict with 
Adopted or 

3.4-10  None Required   
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
Approved 
Conservation Plan 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 
3.5.1 Disturbance of 

Cultural, Historic 
Resources, or 
Skeletal Remains 

3.5-2 3.5.1 If, in the course of project operation, any 
archaeological or historical resources are uncovered, 
discovered, or otherwise detected or observed, 
activities within 50 feet of the find area shall cease.  A 
qualified archaeologist shall be contacted and advise 
the County of the site’s significance.  If the findings are 
deemed significant by the County’s Environmental 
Assessment Officer, appropriate mitigation measures 
shall be required prior to any resumption of work in the 
affected area of the project. 
In the event human remains are encountered during 
construction or operation activities, all work within the 
vicinity of the remains would halt in accordance with 
Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources 
Code §5097.98, and §15064.5 of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  In addition to compliance with Public 
Resources Code §5097.98, in the event that any 
skeletal remains are discovered, a qualified 
archaeologist, the County Environmental Assessment 
Officer, County Coroner and local Native American 
organization shall be consulted, and appropriate 
measures shall be required that may include 
avoidance of the burial site or reburial of the remains. 

Less Than 
Significant 

County of Fresno 

GEOLOGY,  SOILS  AND  MINERAL  RESOURCES 
3.6.1 Impacts Resulting 

from Seismic 
Effects 

3.6-4  None Required   

3.6.2 Landslides 3.6-4  None Required   
3.6.3 Soil Erosion, Loss 

of Topsoil and 
Impacts from 
Instable or 
Expansive Soils 

3.6-4  None Required   

3.6.4 Hazards to Septic 
Tank or Alternative 
Waste Disposal 
System 

3.6-5  None Required   
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
3.6.5 Impacts to Mineral 

Resources 
3.6-5  None Required   

HAZARDS  AND  HAZARDOUS  MATERIAL / HEALTH  RISKS  AND  VECTORS 
3.7.1 Create Hazard to the 

Public or 
Environment 

3.7-6  None Required   

3.7.2 Result in Hazardous 
Emissions or 
Hazardous Materials 
within the Vicinity of 
an Existing or 
Proposed School 

3.7-6  None Required   

3.7.3 Hazardous Materials 
Site, Safety Hazard 
for People Working 
in Vicinity of a 
Public Airport, 
Public Use Airport, 
or Private Airstrip 

3.7-7  None Required   

3.7.4 Impair or Interfere 
with Emergency 
Response/ 
Evacuation Plan 

3.7-7  None Required   

3.7.5 Impacts Results 
from Proximity to 
Powerlines or 
Storage Tanks 

3.7-7  None Required   

3.7.6 Wildland Fires 3.7-8  None Required   
HYDROLOGY  AND  WATER QUALITY 
3.8.1 Violation of Water 

Quality Standards 
or Waste Discharge 
Requirements 

3.8-5  None Required   

3.8.2 Depletion of 
Groundwater 
Supplies 

3.8-7  None Required   

3.8.3 Drainage Pattern 
Alternation 

3.8-7  None Required   

3.8.4 Surface Runoff 3.8-8  None Required   
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
Increase or Water 
Quality Degradation 

3.8.5 100-year Flood 
Hazards 

3.8-8  None Required   

3.8.6 Dam Failure, Seiche, 
Tsunami, Mudflow 

3.8-8  None Required   

LAND  USE  AND  PLANNING 
3.9.1 Division of an 

Established 
Community 

3.9-2  None Required   

3.9.2 Land Use Policy / 
Zoning 
Conformance 

3.9-2  None Required   

NOISE 
3.10.1 Short-Term 

Construction Noise 
& Vibration 

3.10-2 
 

3.10.1 Noise producing equipment used during construction 
and operation shall be restricted to the timeframe of 
7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Friday, and 7:00 
am to 6:00 pm on Saturday, Sunday and holidays.  
Construction outside of these hours shall require 
written approval by the County of Fresno. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Applicant 

3.10.2 Vibration Impacts 3.10-3  None Required   
3.10.3 Operational and 

Traffic Noise 
3.10-3  None Required   

3.10.4 Airport Noise 3.10-4  None Required   
POPULATION  AND  HOUSING 
3.11.1 Population Impacts 3.11-1  None Required   
3.11.2 Housing Impacts 3.11-2  None Required   
PUBLIC  SERVICES  AND  UTILITIES 
3.12.1 Public Services 

Impacts 
3.12-2  None Required   

3.12.2 Impacts to Existing 
Infrastructure 
Capacity 

3.12-3  None Required   

3.12.3 Energy Impacts 3.12-3  None Required   
RECREATION 
3.13.1 Impacts to 

Recreational 
3.13-1  None Required   
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
Facilities 

TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC 
3.14.1 Traffic Increase vs. 

Road Capacity / 
Exceedance of LOS 
Standard 

3.14-2  None Required   

3.14.2 Change in Air 
Traffic Patterns 

3.14-3  None Required   

3.14.3 Safety Hazards 3.14-3  None Required   
3.14.4 Emergency Access 

Adequacy, Parking 
Capacity Adequacy, 
Road Deterioration, 
Alternative 
Transportation 
Policies 

3.14-4  None Required   

CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS 
 Aesthetics 5-2  None Required No Cumulative 

Impact 
 

 Agricultural 
Resources 

5-2  None Required Less Than 
Significant 

 

 Air Quality 5-2  None Required Less Than 
Significant 

 

 Greenhouse 
Gas/Climate Change 

5-6 5.3.1 CEQA requires that all feasible and reasonable 
mitigation be applied to the project to reduce the 
impacts from construction and operations on air 
quality. The SJVAPCD’s “Non-Residential On-
Site Mitigation Checklist” was utilized in preparing 
the mitigation measures and evaluating the 
projects features. These measures include using 
controls that limit the exhaust from construction 
equipment and using alternatives to diesel when 
possible. Additional reductions will be achieved 
through the regulatory process of the air district 
and CARB as required changes to diesel engines 
are implemented which will affect the product 
delivery trucks and limits on idling.   

Less Than 
Significant 

SJVAPCD 
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Impact 
No. Impact 

EIR 
Page # 

Mitigation 
Number Mitigation Measures 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation Monitoring Agency 
 

 Biological 
Resources 

5-9  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Cultural Resources 5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Geology & Soils 5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Hazards & 
Hazardous Materials 

5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Hydrology & Water 
Quality 

5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Land Use & 
Planning 

5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Mineral Resources 5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Noise 5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Population & 
Housing 

5-10  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Public Services 5-11  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Recreation 5-11  None Required No Cumulative 
Impact 

 

 Transportation/ 
Traffic 

5-11  None Required Less Than 
Significant 

 

 Utilities and Energy 5-11  None Required Less Than 
Significant 

 

 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Chapter One 
 

INTRODUCTION 



CHAPTER ONE – INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Proposed Action 

The project proposes to relocate and operate a new Central Valley Transportation Center.  The new 
facility would consist of a transportation center from which the District would maintain and operate a fleet 
of up to 110 buses and 35 fleet vehicles.  To supplement the District facilities, the City of Reedley (City) 
would also relocate its Public Works Department and associated vehicle maintenance yard to the project 
site.   The proposed project would combine the current daily operations of the District transportation 
facilities and the City Public Works Department into one facility. 

The proposed actions for which this Environmental Impact Report (EIR) (State Clearinghouse Number 
2009091097)/Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is being prepared include approval by Fresno 
County of a Conditional Use Permit, as well as release of funding through the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grant, as issued by the U.S. Department of Energy.  

1.2 Project Objective 

The objective of the project is to fulfill the area’s goal of providing more sustainable transportation, which 
will in turn lead to cleaner air quality for the San Joaquin Valley. 

1.3 Procedures 

The Kings Canyon Unified School District has determined that an EIR must be prepared for the proposed 
project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.  Anticipating receipt of the grant, the District has 
initiated preparation of an EIS prepared pursuant NEPA, following the Department of Energy 
implementation guidelines. As required by Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, and in an effort to 
comply with the intent to keep the public informed pursuant to Section 1506.6 of the Council of 
Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations, a Notice of Preparation (NOP)/Notice of Intent (NOI) was 
routed on September 23, 2009, for review and comment by responsible, trustee, and local agencies. In 
addition, a scoping meeting was held on October 13, 2009 (see Appendix A).  Copies of written 
responses to the NOP/NOI are included in Appendix A of this EIR/EIS.  As provided in Section 15063 of 
the Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA Guidelines), Kings 
Canyon Unified School District recognized that an EIR would be required. 

As provided in Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines because the Kings Canyon Unified School District 
recognized that an EIR would be required, an initial study was not required or circulated with the NOP.   

Section 15121(a) of the CEQA Guidelines defines an EIR as an informational document that will: 
...inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 
environmental effects of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 
effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

As defined by Section 15378 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a “project” is any action that “...has a 
potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable 
indirect physical change in the environment...”  Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires 
decision-makers to balance the benefits of a proposed project against any unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects of the project.  If the benefits of the project outweigh the unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, then the decision-makers may adopt a statement of overriding considerations, 
finding that the environmental effects are acceptable in light of the project’s benefits to the public. 

Under CEQA, the “Lead Agency” is usually the public agency that has the principal responsibility for 
carrying out or approving a project. In this case, the Kings Canyon Unified School District Board will act 
as Lead Agency with authority to certify the EIR.  Under Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines, a 
“Responsible Agency” is a public agency other than the Lead Agency that has discretionary approval 
authority over the project and will utilize the EIR prepared for the County.  Among the responsible 
agencies in this instance may be the Fresno County Public Works and Planning Department, the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Fresno County Health Department and the Fresno County 
Office of Education.  
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Both the CEQA and NEPA processes require that the Lead Agencies seriously consider input from other 
interested agencies, citizen groups, and individuals.  In this regard, a Notice of Preparation for the project 
was circulated and a scoping meeting was noticed and held.  CEQA and NEPA provide for a public 
process requiring full public disclosure of the expected environmental consequences of the proposed 
action.  The public must be given a meaningful opportunity to comment.  CEQA also requires monitoring 
to ensure that mitigation measures are carried out. 

1.4 Methodology 

Kings Canyon Unified School District has determined that a project level EIR should be prepared for the 
Central Valley Transportation Center project.  A project level EIR is described in Section 15161 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines as one that examines the environmental impacts of a specific development 
project.  A project level EIR must examine all phases of the project, including planning, construction, and 
operation. Similarly, the level of NEPA documentation prepared is a project level EIS. Section 1502 of the 
Council of Environmental Quality NEPA Regulations identifies the components of an EIS. 

It has been determined that the EIR/EIS should focus on the environmental aspects below. Issues 
specifically related to NEPA, including Environmental Justice, have been discussed in detail in Chapter 
Six. 

Air Quality. The EIR/EIS addresses potential short and long-term air quality impacts associated with the 
project. 

Biological Resources. The topical area on biological resources addresses potential impacts to special 
status plant and animal species related to the proposed project. Results of biological field surveys are 
discussed. 

Geology and Soils. The EIR/EIS summarizes and analyzes the soils-related findings of a geologic-
hydrologic investigation for the project site. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials/Health Risks/Vectors. This topical area includes consideration of 
hazardous material storage and usage, refers to the health risks analyzed in the Air Quality and 
Hydrology and Water Quality subsections of the EIR/EIS, and evaluates vector impacts. 

Hydrology and Water Quality. This area of the EIR/EIS summarizes and analyzes the results of the 
geologic-hydrologic studies. Issues related to water quality impacts, to alteration of drainage patterns, to 
storm water runoff, and to flood potential are evaluated. 

Land Use. This topical area addresses potential project impacts on surrounding land uses and impacts 
related to project compliance with County of Fresno land use regulations and zoning. 

Transportation/Traffic. This area of the EIR/EIS addresses existing traffic conditions, existing-plus-
project traffic conditions, and site access. It also addresses road condition impacts related to the project. 

Cumulative Impacts. Such impacts are analyzed in Chapter Five of the EIR/EIS. 

Other topical areas are discussed where environmental analysis warrants inclusion in this EIR/EIS. 

1.5 Organization of the EIR/EIS 

CHAPTER ONE 

Chapter One of the EIR/EIS briefly describes the proposed project, delineates the procedures and 
methodology for environmental evaluation of the project, outlines the contents of the project EIR/EIS, and 
lists agency actions and permits required for project implementation. 

CHAPTER TWO 

Chapter Two of the EIR/EIS describes the project in greater detail and summarizes the general 
characteristics of the project location. The project objectives are also presented. The project’s 
environmental setting is briefly described, and the regulatory context within which the project is evaluated 
or must be approved is outlined. 

CHAPTER THREE 

The subsections of the Chapter are organized as outlined below: 
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Introduction 

Each environmental topic is preceded by either a brief description of the topic-related environment or a 
brief statement of the rationale for addressing the topic. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Impact Evaluation Criteria are the standards or thresholds by which impacts are measured, with the 
objective being the determination of whether an impact will be significant. 

Setting 

This section provides a description of the environment that may be affected by the project, by topic, and 
may also include a discussion of the regulatory environment that may be applicable to the project. 

Impacts 

Each impact associated with a subject area is described and listed by number for future reference. 

Conclusion 

This is a statement identifying whether the impact is significant or less than significant. If found to be 
significant, the conclusion states whether the impact can be avoided or reduced to an acceptable level 
through implementation of mitigation measures, or whether the impact is unmitigable, unavoidable, 
cumulative and/or irreversible. 

Mitigation Measures 

Each proposed or recommended legal, feasible, and enforceable mitigation measure is described and 
listed by number. 

Effectiveness of Measure 

This is a statement that identifies whether the recommended measure will substantially reduce significant 
environmental impacts, based on the impact evaluation criteria. 

Implementation/Monitoring 
This is a statement of how the measure will be implemented and monitored. 

CHAPTER FOUR 

Chapter Four describes and evaluates alternatives to the proposed project. The proposed project is 
compared to each alternative, and the environmental ramifications of each are analyzed. 

CHAPTER FIVE 

Chapter Five describes the cumulative effects of the proposed project. 

CHAPTER SIX 

Chapter Six evaluates or describes CEQA-required and NEPA-required subject areas: growth 
inducement, environmental justice, socioeconomics and significant environmental effects that cannot be 
avoided. 

CHAPTER SEVEN 

Chapter Seven provides a monitoring and reporting program that summarizes the environmental issues, 
the mitigation measures, and the agency or agencies responsible for monitoring and reporting on the 
implementation of the mitigation measures. 

APPENDICES 

Following the text of this Draft EIR/EIS, several appendices and technical studies have been included to 
facilitate full environmental review of the proposed project. 
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1.6 Uses of the EIR/EIS and Required Agency Actions and Permits 

If the Kings Canyon Unified School District approves the proposed project, subsequent actions, permits, 
and approvals will be necessary. This EIR/EIS may be used, when certified, for evaluation of such 
subsequent actions. The construction and operation of the project will require:  

◊ The certification of an Environmental Impact Report by the Kings Canyon Unified School District. 

◊ Approval of a Conditional Use Permit by Fresno County.  

◊ Approval of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention (construction) Plan by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

◊ Approval of an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to Operate (PTO) by the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

◊ Compliance with fugitive dust rules (Regulation VIII of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District). 

◊ Compliance with other federal, state and local requirements. 
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CHAPTER TWO – PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

2.1 Project Location 

The Central Valley Transportation Center Project (project) is located in Fresno County, just outside the 
eastern City limits of Reedley, in the central San Joaquin Valley (see Figure 2.1).  The San Joaquin 
Valley is approximately 250 miles long and extends from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta in the north 
to the Tehachapi Mountains in the south, and from the various California coastal ranges (Diablo in the 
north, Santa Ynez in the south) in the west to the Sierra Nevada in the east.  

Eight counties comprise the San Joaquin Valley, including all of Kings County; most of Fresno, Kern, 
Merced and Stanislaus Counties; and portions of Madera, San Luis Obispo and Tulare Counties.  The 
San Joaquin Valley is home to more than 3 million residents.  The largest cities are Fresno, Bakersfield, 
Modesto, and Stockton.  Interstate 5 and State Route (SR) 99 are the major north-south roads that run 
the entire length of the valley.  The proposed project is located approximately 14 miles east of SR 99 and 
is located on a 27-acre section of a 36.62-acre parcel of land (Assessor Parcel Number 370-240-13T), 
Latitude 36.5829, Longitude -119.4253. 

2.2 Project Objective and Need 

The objective and need of the project is to fulfill the area’s goal of providing more sustainable 
transportation, which will in turn lead to cleaner air quality for the San Joaquin Valley. 

2.3 Project Purpose 
The proposed project’s purpose is: 

• To provide a regional transportation center that can be used by multiple jurisdictions.  
Collaboration among multiple jurisdictions makes it more financially feasible for the rural 
communities of eastern Fresno County. 

• To provide training opportunities for new sustainable transportation technologies. 
• To provide colocation of various alternative fueling resources. 

2.4 Project Background 

The Kings Canyon Unified School District (District or KCUSD) is a K-12 public school system that serves 
the cities of Reedley and Orange Cove and the foothill and mountain communities of Navelencia, Squaw 
Valley, Dunlap and Miramonte.  The District covers approximately 600 square miles and has a student 
population of 10,000.  KCUSD operates 19 schools, including K-5, K-8, Middle School, and High School. 

Kings Canyon Unified School District currently owns and operates one of the largest natural gas fleets in 
the San Joaquin Valley.  Approximately one-third of the District’s existing fleet have already converted to 
compressed natural gas (CNG) and the majority of their diesel school buses have Level I diesel 
particulate filter (DPF) retrofit devices and are in the process of receiving Level III DPF’s. 

2.5 Description of the Project 

The Kings Canyon Unified School District (District) proposes to construct and operate a state-of-the-art 
solar-powered Central Valley Transportation Center.  The site is currently in orchard production, which 
would be removed with project implementation.  The new facility would consist of a transportation center 
from which the District would maintain and operate a fleet of up to 110 buses and 35 fleet vehicles.  The 
land used by the current District transportation center would be absorbed by the adjacent Reedley High 
School and be converted to additional sports fields.  The proposed Central Valley Transportation Center 
project (proposed project) would provide the District with new transportation administration and vehicle 
maintenance facilities, including a 10,900 square foot education center.  The intent for the education 
center is to offer vocational training related to green technologies specifically those in use at the 
transportation center. These facilities would include a primary administration building with 23 bays for 
vehicle maintenance, repair, inspection, and wash racks, as well as office, storage, shop and staff support 
uses. 
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Project access would be available on both Olsen and Huntsman Avenues (see Figure 2.2).  The 
proposed project would also incorporate compressed natural gas (CNG) fueling facilities and solar 
collection and charging facilities. In addition, there would be auxiliary facilities, fuel storage and 
associated dispensers (ethanol, biodiesel, ultra-low sulfur diesel and unleaded regular gasoline).  Fuel 
storage at the project site would consist of the following: 

• 2 10,000 gallon diesel underground storage tanks 
• 1 10,000 gallon unleaded regular gasoline underground storage tank 
• 1 10,000 gallon ethanol underground storage tank 
• 1 10,000 biodiesel underground storage tank 

To supplement the District facilities, the City of Reedley (City) would also relocate its Public Works 
Department and associated vehicle maintenance yard to the project site.   The proposed project would 
combine the current daily operations of the District transportation facilities and the City Public Works 
Department into one facility.    

The District currently maintains 21 CNG powered busses and 39 traditionally powered busses and the 
District and City, combined, maintain approximately 209 service and maintenance vehicles.  There would 
be no increase in fleet size with the relocation.   The proposed project would generate approximately 800 
trips per day.  The fueling station would be open 24 hours per day, seven days per week, while internal 
District and City operations would be from 5 am to 11 pm. 

2.6 Construction  

Construction of the proposed project would include site clearing, demolition, grading, site layout, utility 
infrastructure, fueling infrastructure, storm drain recovery system, pond basin expansion, street 
improvements, sidewalks, curbs, pad build out and construction of core buildings of both the city and 
school district.  An average of 50-75 workers would be required on-site at one time to implement each 
construction phase.  The staging areas, including construction parking, would be located on-site within 
the boundaries of the proposed project area.  Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin 
in the fall of 2010 and continue for approximately 4-5 years depending on state and federal funding.  The 
project site could be ready for operation by winter 2012, subject to variation of the construction schedule 
and funding cycles. 

2.7 Environmental Setting 

As set forth in Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines:  

“An EIR must include a description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity 
of the project as they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published...from both a 
local and regional perspective. This environmental setting will normally constitute the 
baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is 
significant. The description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is 
necessary to an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project and its 
alternatives.” 

The climate of the project area is characteristic of that of the Southern San Joaquin Valley.  The summer 
climate is hot and dry, with daytime temperatures frequently above 100 degrees Fahrenheit, while winters 
are cool and periodically humid. There are between 250 and 300 frost-free days per year.  Mean daily 
maximum temperatures range from a low of approximately 57 degrees Fahrenheit in December and 
January to a high of about 99 degrees Fahrenheit in July. 

Rainfall is concentrated during the six months from November to April.  Average rainfall is less than 10 
inches per year, with the heaviest rains occurring between January and March (Munz and Keck, 1973).   
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Beginning in November through February, the Valley typically experiences heavy fog, mostly nocturnal, 
caused when moist cool air is trapped in the valley by high-pressure systems.  In extreme cases, this fog 
may last continuously for two or three weeks.  Its depth is usually less than 3,000 feet. 

Winds are predominantly up-valley (from the north) in all seasons, but more so in the spring and summer 
months.  Winds in the fall and winter are generally lighter and more variable in direction, but generally 
blow towards the south and southeast. 

The project lies within the Fresno County portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (Air Basin).  The Air 
Basin is comprised of eight counties: San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare 
and parts of Kern County.  The climate and meteorology within the Air Basin are conducive to the 
entrapment and creation of air pollution.  Air pollution within the Air Basin is a combination of pollutant 
emissions inside an enclosed air basin, which experiences long periods of inversion, a relatively light wind 
flow and a generous amount of sunlight.  The Air Basin periodically exceeds state and/or federal 
standards for ozone and particulate matter, and therefore is in non-attainment for these pollutants.  

The natural vegetation communities of the southern San Joaquin Valley have historically supported a 
diverse assemblage of plant and animal species.  The conversion of native and naturalized plant 
communities by agricultural development, road construction, dam construction, and urbanization has 
significantly reduced available wildlife and plant habitat.  As a result of this conversion, several species of 
both plants and animals have been extirpated from the southern San Joaquin Valley, and populations of 
other species have declined significantly.  As a result, and as directed by state and federal legislation, the 
California Department of Fish and Game and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service have listed 
many southern San Joaquin Valley species as threatened, endangered, candidates for state or federal 
listing “sensitive species”, “special-status species”, or “species of concern.”  The likelihood of their 
existence on the site is reduced by the existence of intensive agriculture. 

Fresh groundwater is principally contained in the unconsolidated continental deposits of the Pliocene to 
Holocene age, which extend to depths ranging from less than 100 to more than 3,000 feet. 

The ultimate source of groundwater in the San Joaquin Valley is precipitation on the valley and its 
tributary drainage basins.  Replenishment of the unconfined and semi-confined groundwater bodies can 
be by seepage from streams and by underflow in permeable materials flooring the river and stream 
canyons that border the valley. 

The groundwater basin in the central San Joaquin Valley is the Kings subbasin, which covers the area 
south of the San Joaquin River and includes Kings County and the western (valley portions) of Fresno, 
Tulare and Kern Counties. 

The southern San Joaquin Valley, approximately 10,000 square miles, is a broad structural trough 
bordered by the Sierra Nevada on the east, the Coast Ranges on the west and the Transverse Range on 
the south.  The occurrence of groundwater is directly related to the geology and soils in the region. 

2.8 Regulatory Context 

Dependant on the project alternative selected, the construction and operation of the transportation center 
facilities may require the following regulatory action:  

◊ The certification of an Environmental Impact Report by the Kings Canyon Unified School District. 

◊ Approval of a Conditional Use Permit by Fresno County.  

◊ Approval of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention (construction) Plan by the Central Valley Regional 
Water Quality Control Board. 

◊ Approval of an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to Operate (PTO) by the San Joaquin 
Valley Air Pollution Control District. 

◊ Compliance with fugitive dust rules (Regulation VIII of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District). 

◊ Compliance with other federal, state and local requirements. 
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CHAPTER THREE – SETTING, IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Introduction 

This section of the EIR/EIS addresses topics required by the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA).  Each topic (e.g., biological resources, air quality) includes a description of existing 
environmental or regulatory conditions for the proposed project in the Setting section for each topic.  The 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures section for each topic addresses impacts specifically related to the 
project.  Corresponding mitigation measures, unless otherwise noted, will be assumed to be sufficient to 
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.  When more than one mitigation measure is recommended 
for a specific impact, all the measures will be required to reduce the impact to a level of insignificance 
unless the word “or” or “alternatively” appears in the list of mitigation measures.  Less-than-significant 
impacts have also been identified and discussed.  No mitigation is mandated by CEQA for less-than-
significant impacts. 

The applicant must comply with the mitigation measures, including all reporting requirements, as a 
condition of approval of the project.  Failure to fully comply with all required mitigation measures is 
potential cause for enforcement action by the County, which may include permit modification or 
revocation, in accord with procedures set forth by the County of Fresno.  When monitoring of mitigation 
measures by Fresno County is required, the project applicant/operator shall maintain complete 
performance records on file for each such measure for agency review.  Each impact is briefly described 
(“headed”) and numbered in bold lettering.  Text then follows to provide discussion and analysis.  At the 
end of the impacts discussion, mitigation measures are listed and numbered to correspond to the 
numbered impact.  The summary table in the Executive Summary includes the same text heading and the 
mitigation measures. 

Focus 

The EIR/EIS and the discussions in this Chapter have been focused in accord with the scoping process 
provided for in Public Resources Code §21080.4(a) and CEQA Guidelines §15082, relying upon the 
Notice of Preparation circulated by Kings Canyon Unified School District and the responsible 
agency/trustee agency responses thereto.  Discussion of CEQA-required topics not identified by this 
process as requiring analysis in depth has not been eliminated but has been appropriately reduced to that 
essential for environmental analysis.  A scoping meeting to assist in this determination was duly noticed 
and held by Kings Canyon Unified School District on October 13, 2009 (See Appendix A). 

Determination of Significance 

Under CEQA, a significant impact is defined as a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in 
the environment (Public Resources Code §21068).  The guidelines implementing CEQA direct that this 
determination be based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.  The criteria for determining 
significance of a particular impact are identified prior to the impact discussion in each topical section, and 
are consistent with significance criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as implemented 
by the County of Fresno’s criteria and procedures for the evaluation of projects. 

Reference Documentation 

In this EIR/EIS, reference will be made to the Fresno County General Plan (2000), the EIR for the Fresno 
County General Plan, and the City of Reedley General Plan 2012 (1993).  Such reference is made to 
avoid repetition of information contained in these readily available documents.  It is not, however, relied 
upon herein as a master or program EIR upon which this EIR/EIS is based as a supplement or 
subsequent document.  This EIR/EIS is intended to be a separate, project-level, analysis.  This project is 
intended to be in compliance with the requirements of the Fresno County General Plan and its EIR. 
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3.1 Aesthetics 

Introduction 

This section addresses project impacts on the visual and aesthetic character of the project site and 
vicinity.  Issues include potential impacts to scenic views and vistas, potential disturbance of rural 
characteristics, visual alteration of agricultural uses, and impacts associated with an increase in light 
sources and glare. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria for evaluating adverse effects on scenic resources are: 

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 or county designated scenic highway or county 
designated scenic road? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings 
that are open to public view? 

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

Setting 

The proposed project site is within Fresno County, east of Buttonwillow Avenue (Road 64) and north of 
East Huntsman Avenue.  The project site is not located near any highway designated by the Department 
of Transportation as a State Scenic Highway.  The project site lies approximately one-quarter mile south 
of the Blossom Trail Route and Wildflower Route, which are both Designated Scenic Drives by the Open 
Space and Conservation Element of the Fresno County General Plan (2000).  The Blossom Trail Route 
splits into a Blossom Trail and a Foothill Trail along East Manning Avenue at Alta Avenue, and traverses 
along East Dinuba Avenue to Buttonwillow Avenue, north of the project site.  The routes are served by 
both vehicular and bicycle access. 

Located in an unincorporated area, adjacent to and near the City of Reedley’s City Limit and Sphere of 
Influence boundaries, the project site is surrounded by land that has been leveled and improved for 
intensive agricultural and industrial uses.  Structures include industrial buildings for packaging and 
produce shipping, an irrigation supply company, a plant nursery, a mini-storage facility, a cold storage 
facility, a poultry farm, a furniture outlet store, and scattered rural single-family residences.  Photographs 
documenting the existing views of the project site and surrounding area are depicted in Figures 3.1-1 
through 3.1-3. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.1.1 – Visual Compatibility  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b), (c)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The primary industrial and agricultural structures in the area consist of produce packaging and shipping 
warehouses, poultry farm houses, and cold storage warehouses.  The proposed transportation center will 
be consistent in its structural design in both architectural quality and height for the facility’s structures, 
compatible with the area’s existing buildings.  Figure 2.2 designates the locations of proposed fueling 
stations, a vehicle wash facility, service bays, a learning center, a regeneration center, and solar covered 
parking.  The proposed building elevations will be approximately 35 to 50 feet in height, consistent with 
the industrial-type structures in the immediate vicinity.  Commercial-type structures are exempt from 
building height restrictions in the agriculture zone, pursuant to the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance.  
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Section 816.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, regarding the designated AE District zone, allows increased 
height of non-dwelling structures, as follows “Buildings may not exceed thirty-five (35) feet in 
height…Non-dwelling structures and other accessory farm buildings are excepted, amended by 
Ordinance T-243 adopted 7-28-80.”    

 

 
Figure 3.1-1 -- View of the Project Site, looking to the North 

 
 

 
Figure 3.1-2 -- View of the Project Site, looking to the South 
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Figure 3.1-3 -- View of the Project Site, looking to the East 

 
 

Conclusion 

The proposed project is located in an established agricultural and industrial area characterized by 
produce packing and shipping facilities, agricultural operations, small commercial businesses, and 
scattered rural residences.  No identified scenic vista will be blocked by the project facilities since the 
Designated Scenic Drives, identified by the Open Space and Conservation Element of the County 
General Plan, are located at least one-quarter mile north of the project site.  The project facilities meet the 
zoning requirements for building height, and would be consistent with the surrounding area’s existing 
facilities and structures in both height and architectural compatibility.  Therefore, the proposed project will 
not have an adverse effect on a scenic vista or degrade the existing visual character of the project’s 
vicinity.  There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.1.2 – Light and Glare  
[Evaluation Criteria (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The proposed transportation center facility will include the installation and operation of several new light 
sources, including lights to be installed on the fueling stations, vehicle wash facility, maintenance building 
and service bays, educational center, regeneration center, and solar covered parking structures.  
Proposed exterior lighting on all buildings will be required to be shielded to deflect lighting away from 
adjoining properties, while reducing the amount of ambient lighting produced by the overall facility, thus 
complying with the lighting standards set forth by the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance.  The Zoning 
Ordinance sets forth lighting standards for Site Plan Review approval under Section 874.A.2.c, as follows: 
“Proposed lighting is so arranged as to reflect the light away from adjoining properties”.  Additionally, 
pursuant to Section 874.H.2.c, lighting onto surrounding residences would be reviewed, as follows: 
“Fences or walls…subject to Director Review and Approval.  The review shall include consideration of the 
effect of mass, noise, and lighting upon surrounding residences.”  The County’s adopted Environmental 
Impact Report (SCH# 1999051024) for the General Plan (2000) includes a policy document for 
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implementing mitigation measures for new development, which addresses lighting standards to minimize 
light exposure, pursuant to Part 4.16-2, as follows:  “In approving new development, the County shall 
require that lighting standards be designed and constructed to minimize the project contribution to 
ambient light production and to preclude "spillover" of light onto adjacent light-sensitive (e.g., residences, 
hospitals) properties.”   

Conclusion 

The project is designed to comply with the outdoor lighting standards set forth by the County’s Zoning 
Ordinance and Environmental Impact Report for the General Plan for reducing ambient light production 
and spillover, which would ensure potential impacts remain less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.2 Agricultural Resources 

Introduction 

Protection and preservation of agricultural resources is vital to the overall economic strength of the 
county.  This section describes the issues associated with development of the project, and what effect, if 
any, the project will have on agricultural resources.  The California Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
(LESA) Model (1997) created by the Department of Conservation was utilized to analyze the potential 
impacts of the project on agricultural resources and can be seen in Appendix B. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria for evaluating adverse agricultural resource impacts are: 

Would the Project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmlands, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use or if the area 
is not designated on the Important Farmland Series Maps, would it convert prime agricultural 
land as defined in Section 51201(c) of the Govt. Code to non-agricultural use? 

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

c) 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 otherwise adversely affect 
agricultural resources or operations? 

Regulatory Setting 

To accommodate population growth and take advantage of economic opportunities, Fresno County has 
determined that it may be necessary to convert existing "Important Farmland" to more urban uses.  To 
offset the expected net loss of "Prime Farmland" or "Farmland of Statewide Importance" and provide 
necessary housing and support facilities, the County General Plan has designated areas where growth 
should be directed.  

Under the Agriculture and Land Use Element of the County’s General Plan (2000), policies and programs 
apply to agricultural land within the County’s jurisdiction: 

• Policy LU-A.1 - The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated areas for agriculture use and 
shall direct urban growth away from valuable agricultural lands to cities, unincorporated 
communities, and other areas planned for such development where public facilities and 
infrastructure are available.  

• Policy LU-A.13 - The County shall protect agricultural operations from conflicts with 
nonagricultural uses by requiring buffers between proposed non-agricultural uses and adjacent 
agricultural operations. 

• Policy LU-A.14 - The County shall ensure that the review of discretionary permits includes an 
assessment of the conversion of productive agricultural land and that mitigation be required 
where appropriate. 

Environmental Setting 

The project site is located in the northeastern Fresno County, adjacent to the City of Reedley, as shown 
in Figure 2.1.  The 27-acre site is bound to the south by Huntsman Avenue and by Maxco Packaging 
Company, a produce box manufacturing company, to the west.  To the north and south of the project site 
is active agricultural land, specifically orchards and row crops.  The project site is currently used for stone 
fruit, row crop and alfalfa production.  The dominant land use in the project vicinity is agriculture with 
scattered rural residences throughout.   
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The project site is not located on land within a Williamson Act Contract.  According to the Reedley City 
Clerk’s records, on November 5, 1996, the site was removed from contract established in 1971, by a 
Resolution to Protest, Document No. 96148774.  The site is currently zoned AE-20, Exclusive Agriculture 
– 20 acre minimum (see Figure 3.2-1). 

For the evaluation of the quality of agricultural lands, the soils classification system adopted by the U.S. 
department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) was used, which 
determines the agricultural value of the soil based on a number of physical factors.  The classifications of 
four major types of farmland are described below and depicted in Figure 3.2-2. 

• “Prime Farmland” is best suited for producing food and fiber.  This category has the soil quality, 
growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields of crops when 
managed according to modern farming methods. 

• “Farmland of Statewide Importance” is land other than prime farmland with a good combination of 
physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, and fiber. 

• “Unique Farmland” is land other than prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance that 
has a special combination of soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to 
produce sustained high yields of a specific crop.  

• “Farmland of Local Importance” is defined as important to the local agricultural economy. 

The State is required to prepare current maps of the farmland in agricultural counties of California and to 
monitor permanent farmland conversion.  The California Department of Conservation’s Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program uses the above definitions for the classification of farmland.  In addition 
to the above farmland classifications, the California Department of Conservation describes three other 
categories, as follows: 

• “Grazing Land” is land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. 

• “Urban and Built-Up Land” is land that does not fall within an agricultural category and is occupied 
by structures with a density of at least one structure to one and one-half acres. 

• “Other Land” is all other land that does not meet the criteria of any other category. 

The project site is located on Ramona loam, Hanford coarse sandy loam, Tujunga loamy sand, and 
Greenfield sandy loam soils (see Figure 3.2-3).  These soils are irrigated orchards, row crops, and alfalfa 
which have been leveled, drained, and reclaimed with soil amendments.   

The State of California is in its third year of drought.  While drought conditions exist, the regional water 
supply available for farming is affected.  Currently, the project site and surrounding area are receiving 
surface and ground waters through the Pine Flat Dam - Kings River system adequate to meet the 
irrigation needs for agricultural uses.  The Alta Irrigation District (ALTAID) serves Fresno County and the 
City of Reedley with surface water supply.  The District oversees the adjacent Travers Creek channel for 
irrigation purposes in the area.  The District operates a “demand” system which allows farmers to order 
water on or off within the system.   
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Impacts 

Impact #3.2.1 – Loss of Farmland, Conversion of Farmland  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (c)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The proposed project will result in the loss of approximately 27 acres of prime farmland.  In order to 
determine the relative significance of this conversion, an agricultural conversion study was done in 
conformance with the Department of Conservation’s Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
Model.  

According to the LESA Model, the land for the project has a rating of 76.81 when land capability 
classification, Storie Index, project size, water resource availability, and surrounding agricultural lands 
factors are taken into account.  Any score higher than 80, on a scale of 0 to 100, is considered significant.  
The LESA worksheets and scoring manual are can be seen in Appendix B. 

Conclusion 

The County’s overall land use strategy, as reflected in the Fresno County General Plan (2000), is to 
minimize impacts to agricultural land through promotion of development in existing urban areas.  Other 
key agricultural policies in the General Plan which address preservation of agricultural resources include 
allowing the County to condition permits for residential development adjacent to agricultural areas by 
recording a Right-to-Farm Notice, providing direction for the County to consider establishing several 
agricultural conservation programs, and establishing an agricultural mitigation fee program to help offset 
development on agricultural lands.  The continued implementation of these adopted policies when 
applicable, in conjunction with the LESA Model results, determines that any potential impacts to farmland 
conversion are less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.2.2 – Zoning and Williamson Act Contract Conflicts  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The site is zoned by the County Zoning Ordinance for agricultural use AE-20.  The Zoning Ordinance 
defines the “AE” District as an exclusive district for agriculture and for those uses which are necessary 
and an integral part of the agricultural operation.  The Zoning Ordinance specifies governmental facilities 
are allowed in the AE District with approval as an Unclassified Conditional Use, pursuant to the Fresno 
County Zoning Ordinance, §853.B.7.  Public facilities are allowed pursuant to §853.B.14 for “public utility 
and public services, structures, uses and buildings”.  The County Planning Commission would need to 
approve a Conditional Use Permit for the proposed development. 

The project site is not under a Williamson Act Contract.  

Conclusion 

The proposed project would be in compliance with the County’s land use plans and Zoning Ordinance 
with an approved Conditional Use Permit.  The site is not under a Williamson Act contract.  There is no 
impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.3 Air Quality  

Introduction 

An air quality impact analysis (Appendix C) was conducted to address the impacts of the proposed 
project on ambient air quality and the exposure of people, especially sensitive individuals, to unhealthful 
pollutant concentrations, including the type and quantity of emissions that would be generated by the 
construction and operation of the proposed project.  The analysis of project emissions focuses on 
whether the project would cause an exceedance of a State or Federal ambient air quality standard or an 
exceedance of a threshold set forth by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Generally, according to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the criteria for evaluating adverse impacts 
on air quality are: 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

c) 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 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Air Quality Impacts Under CEQA 

In order to maintain consistency with CEQA, the SJVAPCD has adopted the Guidelines for Assessing 
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) to assist applicants in complying with the various 
requirements.   According to the GAMAQI, potentially significant air quality impacts are identified as 
effects that: 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 
• Cause a violation of any air quality standard or substantial contribution to an existing or projected 

air quality standard; 
• Cause a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is designated non-attainment under an applicable Federal or State ambient air quality 
standard (including emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 
• Cause the creation of objectionable odors that affect a substantial number of people. 

The GAMAQI thresholds are designed to implement the general criteria for air quality emissions as 
encouraged and required in the State CEQA Guidelines.  As such, SJVAPCD thresholds provide a means 
by which the general standards set forth by Appendix G may be used to quantitatively measure the air 
quality impacts of a specific project.   

Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts 

State CEQA Guidelines – Appendix G (Environmental Checklist) states that a project that would “violate 
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation” would 
be considered to create significant impacts on air quality.  Therefore, an air quality impact analysis should 
determine whether the emissions from a project would cause or contribute significantly to violations of the 
National (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) when added to existing ambient 
concentrations.   
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In order to determine what comprises “significant impact levels” the U.S. EPA has established the federal 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program to assess whether a project should be required to 
conduct a detailed cumulative increment analysis in areas deemed to be in attainment with the NAAQS.  
A project’s impacts are considered negligible if emissions are below PSD significant impact levels (SIL) 
for a particular pollutant.  When a SIL is exceeded, an additional “increment analysis” is required.  The 
increment analysis encompasses both the project and certain other existing, proposed, and reasonably 
foreseeable projects.   Incremental increases in deterioration of air quality may be considered minor or 
insignificant.  Emissions impacts below these thresholds are considered insignificant on both a project 
level and a cumulative level.  The projected emissions for the proposed project are significantly below 
levels that would require analysis under the federal PSD program.  Similarly, the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin is classified as non-attainment for the ozone NAAQS and, as such, is subject to “non-attainment 
new source review” (NSR).  PSD SILs and increments are more stringent than the state or NAAQS and 
represent the most stringent significance criteria.  As the project is not considered a “stationary source” 
under NSR, it will not be subject to either PSD or NSR review.   

Measures Used With the Air Quality Attainment Plan 

Air quality impacts from proposed projects near Reedley, California are controlled through policies and 
provisions of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD), and the City of Reedley 
and Fresno County General Plans.  In order to demonstrate that a proposed project will not cause further 
air quality degradation in either of the SJVAPCD’s plan to improve air quality within the air basin or 
federal requirements to meet certain air quality compliance goals, each project should also demonstrate 
consistency with the SJVAPCD’s adopted Air Quality Attainment Plans (AQAP) for ozone and PM10.  The 
SJVAPCD is required to submit a “Rate of Progress” document to the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB) that demonstrates past and planned progress toward reaching attainment for all criteria 
pollutants.  The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires air pollution control districts with severe or 
extreme air quality problems to provide for a 5 percent reduction in non-attainment emissions per year.  
The AQAP prepared for the San Joaquin Valley by the SJVAPCD complies with this requirement.  CARB 
reviews, approves or amends the document and forwards the plan to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) for final review and approval within the State Implementation Plan (SIP).   

Air pollution sources associated with stationary sources are regulated through the permitting authority of 
the SJVAPCD under the New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule (SJVAPCD Rule 2201).  
Owners of any new or modified equipment that emits, reduces or controls air contaminants, except those 
specifically exempted by the SJVAPCD, are required to apply for an Authority to Construct and Permit to 
Operate (SJVAPCD Rule 2010).  Additionally, best available control technology (BACT) is required on 
specific types of stationary equipment and such projects are required to offset both stationary source 
emission increases along with increases in mobile emissions if the specified threshold levels are 
exceeded (SJVAPCD Rule 2201, 4.7.1).  Through this mechanism, all stationary sources within the 
project area would be subject to the standards of the SJVAPCD to ensure that new developments do not 
result in net increases in stationary sources of criteria air pollutants. 

Measures Used in Areas with Severe Air Quality Issues 

Several special interest groups have suggested what has come to be known as the “one-molecule 
theory”.  This theory supposes that the addition of even one molecule of a criteria pollutant in a non-
attainment air basin would constitute a significant increase.  While these groups have attempted to 
enforce this theory in various jurisdictions, the Court of Appeals has held that CEQA does not require this 
approach.  One court has stated, “the ‘one [additional] molecule rule’ is not the law” (Communities for a 
Better Environment v California Resources Agency 2002, 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 119).  Therefore, the 
Measures of Significance included in Tables 3.3-1 through 3.3-7 were applied to the subject project to 
determine the project’s level of significance. 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 3.3 -  2  
SCH #2009091097 



Table 3.3-1 Measures of Significance – OZONE (ROG and NOx Emissions) 
Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

10 tons/yr NOx 
SJVAPCD 

10 tons/yr ROG 
SJVAPCD Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, 
August 20, 1998 (Revised January 10, 2002) 

SJVAPCD Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors During Operation, then Construction Impacts are 
Assumed to be Less Than Significant when compliance with 
Regulation VIII is achieved and the control measures of GAMAQI 
Tables 6-3 and 6-4 are implemented as appropriate. 

 
Table 3.3-2 Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts (NOx) 

Agency Level Description 
CARB 338 µg/m3 California One-Hour AAQS for NO2 
USEPA 100 µg/m3 National annual AAQS for NO2 
USEPA 1.0 µg/m3 Class II significant impact level for PSD 
USEPA 25 µg/m3 Class II increment for PSD 

 
Table 3.3-3 Measures of Significance – CARBON MONOXIDE (CO) 

Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

9 ppm, 8-hr avg 
SJVAPCD 

20 ppm, 1-hr avg 
SJVAPCD Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, 
August 20, 1998 (Revised January 10, 2002) 

SJVAPCD Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors During Operation, then Construction Impacts are 
Assumed to be Less Than Significant when compliance with 
Regulation VIII is achieved and the control measures of GAMAQI 
Table 6-4 are implemented as appropriate. 

Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts 
23,000 µg/m3 California 1-hour AAQS for CO 

CARB 
10,000 µg/m3 National and California 8-hour AAQS for CO 

 
Table 3.3-4 Measures of Significance – SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2) 

Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

SJVAPCD Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors During Operation, then Construction Impacts are 
Assumed to be Less Than Significant when compliance with 
Regulation VIII is achieved and the control measures of GAMAQI 
Table 6-4 are implemented as appropriate. 

Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts 
655 µg/m3 California 1-hour AAQS for SO2 

CARB 
105 µg/m3 California 24-hour AAQS for SO2 
1,300 µg/m3 National 3-hr AAQS for SO2 
80 µg/m3 National annual AAQS for SO2 
25 µg/m3 3-hr Class II significant impact level for PSD 
5 µg/m3 24 hr Class II significant impact level for PSD 
1.0 µg/m3 Annual Class II significant impact level for PSD 
512 µg/m3 3-hr Class II increment for PSD 
91 µg/m3 24 hr Class II increment for PSD 

USEPA 

50 µg/m3 Annual Class II increment for PSD 
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Table 3.3-5 Measures of Significance – RESPIRABLE PARTICULATES (PM10) 
Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

SJVAPCD Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors During Operation, then Construction Impacts are 
Assumed to be Less Than Significant when compliance with 
Regulation VIII is achieved and the control measures of GAMAQI 
Tables 6-2 and 6-3 are implemented as appropriate. 

Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts 
50 µg/m3 California 24 hour AAQS for PM10 

CARB 
20 µg/m3 California Annual AAQS for PM10 
5 µg/m3 24 hr Class II significant impact level for PSD 
1 µg/m3 Annual Class II significant impact level for PSD 
30 µg/m3 24 hr Class II increment for PSD 

USEPA 

17 µg/m3 Annual Class II increment for PSD 
 
Table 3.3-6 Measures of Significance – RESPIRABLE PARTICULATES (PM2.5) 

Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

SJVAPCD Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors During Operation, then Construction Impacts are 
Assumed to be Less Than Significant when compliance with 
Regulation VIII is achieved and the control measures of GAMAQI 
Tables 6-2 and 6-3 are implemented as appropriate. 

Measures Based on Ambient Air Quality Impacts 
CARB 12 µg/m3 California Annual AAQS for PM2.5 
USEPA 35 µg/m3 National 24 hr AAQS for PM2.5 

 
Table 3.3-7 Measures of Significance – TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS (TACs) 

Agency Level Description 
Measures Adopted for the Evaluation of Impacts Under CEQA  

Not Significant 

If Construction Emissions do not exceed CEQA Guide for Ozone 
Precursors during operation, then construction impacts are assumed 
to be less than significant when compliance with Regulation VIII is 
achieved and the control measures of CEQA Appendix G Tables 6-3 
and 6-4 are implemented as appropriate. 

10 in one million Carcinogenic Risk Limit for Maximally Exposed Individual 

SJVAPCD 

Hazard Index >1 Chronic and Acute Hazard Index Risk for Maximally Exposed 
Individual. 

 

Setting 

The project area is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (Basin) and Fresno County which is 
included among the eight counties that comprise the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
(SJVAPCD).  The SJVAPCD acts as the regulatory agency for air pollution control in the Basin and is the 
local agency empowered to regulate air pollutant emissions for the plan area.   

The project site is located at an elevation of approximately 341’ above mean sea level.  Currently the 
project site is in agriculture production.  The project site has agriculture land to the north, east and south 
with agricultural processing facilities to the west. 

Climate 

The most significant single control on the weather pattern of the San Joaquin Valley is the semi-
permanent subtropical high-pressure cell, referred to as the "Pacific High."  During the summer, the 
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Pacific High is positioned off the coast of northern California, diverting ocean-derived storms to the north. 
Hence, the summer months are virtually rainless.  During the winter, the Pacific High moves southward 
allowing storms to pass through the San Joaquin Valley. Almost all of the precipitation expected during a 
given year occurs from December through April.  During the summer, the predominant surface winds are 
out of the northwest.  Air enters the Valley through the Carquinez strait and flows toward the Tehachapi 
Mountains.  This up-valley (northwesterly) wind flow is interrupted in early fall by the emergence of 
nocturnal, down-valley (southeasterly) winds which become progressively more predominant as winter 
approaches.  Wind speeds are generally highest during the spring and lightest in fall and winter.  The 
relatively cool air flowing through the Carquinez strait is warmed on its journey south through the Valley.  
On reaching the area of the Valley where the proposed project is located, the average high temperature 
during the summer is nearly 97 degrees Fahrenheit (oF).  Relative humidity during the summer is quite 
low, causing large diurnal temperature variations. Temperatures during the summer often drop into the 
upper 50s to low 60s.  In winter, the average high temperatures reach into the mid-50s and the average 
low drops to the mid-30s.  In addition, another high-pressure cell, known as the "Great Basin High," 
develops east of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range during winter.  When this cell is weak, a layer of 
cool, damp air becomes trapped in the basin and extensive fog results.  During inversions, vertical 
dispersion is restricted, and pollutant emissions are trapped beneath the inversion and pushed against 
the mountains, adversely affecting regional air quality. Surface-based inversions, while shallow and 
typically short-lived, are present most mornings.  Elevated inversions, while less frequent than ground-
based inversions, are typically longer lasting and create the more severe air stagnation problems.  The 
winter season characteristically has the poorest conditions for vertical mixing of the entire year.   

Meteorological data for various monitoring stations is maintained by the Western Regional Climate 
Center.  Meteorological data for the project site is expected to be similar to the data recorded at the 
Visalia monitoring station.  This data is provided in Table 3.3-8 – Visalia Weather Data, which contains 
average precipitation data recorded at the Visalia monitoring station.  Over the 114-year period from 1895 
to 2009 (the most recent data available), the average annual precipitation was 10.13 inches. 

 
Table 3.3-8 – Visalia Weather Data 

Period of Record Monthly Climate Summary for the Period 2/1/1895 to 4/30/2009 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Annual 

Average 
Maximum 
Temp (F) 

55.9 62.7 68.1 74.8 82.7 91.2 97.7 96.3 90.1 80.3 67.4 56.9 77.0 

Average 
Minimum 
Temp (F) 

36.8 40.8 43.7 47.5 53.0 59.0 63.3 61.5 57.1 50.1 41.6 36.7 49.3 

Average 
Total 
Precip.(in.) 

1.99 1.84 1.73 0.96 0.37 0.08 0.01 0.01 0.14 0.48 0.99 1.54 10.13 

Average 
Snowfall 
(in.) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Average 
Snow 
Depth (in.) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Percent of possible observations for period of record: 
Max. Temp.: 97.4% Min. Temp.: 97.4% Precipitation: 99.3% Snowfall: 97.0% Snow Depth: 96.8% 

 

Regulatory Setting 

Under the provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act, the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin has been classified 
as non-attainment, attainment, unclassified/attainment or unclassified under the established Federal and 
State standards.  Table 3.3-9 provides the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin’s designation and classification 
based on the various criteria pollutants under both state and federal standards.  Table 3.3-10 provides the 
Federal and California Air Quality Standards. 
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TABLE 3.3-9 - SJVAB Attainment Status 
Pollutant Federal Standardsa State Standardsb 

Ozone, 1 hour No Federal Standardf Nonattainment/Severe 

Ozone, 8 hour Nonattainment/Serious Nonattainment 

PM10 Attainmentc Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainmentd Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Lead (Particulate) No Designation/Classification Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility Reducing particulates No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride No Federal Standard Attainment 
a See 40 CFR Part 81 
b See CCR Title 17 Sections 60200-60210 
c On September 25, 2008, EPA redesignated the San Joaquin Valley to attainment for the PM10 National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(NAAQS) and approved the PM10 Maintenance Plan. 
d The Valley is designated nonattainment for the 1997 PM 2.5 federal standards.  EPA designations for the 2006 PM 2.5 standards will be 
finalized in December 2009.  The District has determined, as of the 2004-06 PM 2.5 data, that the Valley has attained the 1997 24-Hour PM 
2.5 standard.   
e On April 30, 2007 the Governing Board of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District voted to request EPA to reclassify the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin as extreme nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone standards.  The California Air Resources Board, on 
June 14, 2007, approved this request.  This request must be forwarded to EPA by the California Air Resources Board and would become 
effective upon EPA final rulemaking after a notice and comment process; it is not yet in effect. 
f Effective June 15, 2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revoked in the federal 1-hour ozone standard, including 
associated designations and classifications.  However, EPA had previously classified the SJVAB as extreme nonattainment for this 
standard.  Many applicable requirements for extreme 1-hour ozone nonattainment areas continue to apply to the SJVAB. 
Sources: SJVAPCD 2008 
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Table 3.3-10 - Federal & California Standards 
  Federal Standards California Standards 
Pollutant Averaging Time Concentration 

8 Hour 0.075 ppm (147 µg/m3)d 0.070 ppm (137 µg/m3) 
Ozone 

1 Hour a 0.09 ppm (180 µg/m3) 

8 Hour 9 ppm (10 mg/m3) 9.0 ppm (10 mg/m3) 
Carbon Monoxide 

1 Hour 35 ppm (40 mg/m3) 20 ppm (23 mg/m3) 

Annual Average 0.053 ppm (100 µg/m3) 0.030 ppm (56 µg/m3) 
Nitrogen Dioxide 

1 Hour  0.18 ppm (338 µg/m3) 

Annual Average 0.03 ppm (80 µg/m3 )  
24 Hour 0.14 ppm (365 µg/m3)  0.04 ppm (105 µg/m3) Sulfur Dioxide 
1 Hour  0.25 ppm (655 µg/m3) 

Annual Arithmetic Mean c 20 µg/m3 
Particulate Matter (PM10) 

24 Hour 150 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 

Annual Arithmetic Mean 15 µg/m3 12 µg/m3 
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)b 

24 Hour 35 µg/m3  
Sulfates 24 Hour  25 µg/m3 

Calendar Quarter 1.5 µg/m3  
Leade 

30 Day Average  1.5 µg/m3 

Hydrogen Sulfide 1 Hour  0.03 ppm (42 µg/m3) 

Vinyl Chloride (chloroethene) 24 Hour  0.010 ppm (26 µg/m3) 

Visibility Reducing particles 8 Hour (1000 to 1800 PST)  (See Note 1) 
ppm = parts per million mg/m3 = milligrams per cubic meter µg/m 3= micrograms per cubic meter 
a 1-Hour ozone standard revoked effective June 15, 2005.  
b The 1997 PM 2.5 standards were replaced by the 2006 PM 2.5 standards, effective December 18, 2006. The 2008 PM 2.5 Plan 
due to EPA in April 2008 addresses attainment of the 1997 PM 2.5 standards. For this reason, the District continues to list the 
1997 24-hour PM 2.5 standard. 
c Annual PM 10 standard revoked effective December 17, 2006. 
d EPA finalized the revised (2008) 8-hour ozone standard of 0.075 ppm on March 27, 2008. The 1997 8-hour ozone standard of 
0.08 ppm has not been revoked.  
e On October 15, 2008, EPA strengthened the lead standard.  

 

The SJVAPCD along with the CARB operates an air quality monitoring network that provides information 
on average concentrations of those pollutants for which state or Federal agencies have established 
ambient air quality standards.  Information from the various monitoring stations is available from the 
agency web sites.  A map of the various monitoring stations in the San Joaquin Valley is provided in 
Figure 3.3-1.  
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Figure 3.3-1 – San Joaquin Valley APCD Monitoring Network 

 

Existing Air Quality 

For the purposes of background data and this air quality assessment, this analysis relied on data 
collected in the last three years for the CARB monitoring stations that are located in the closest proximity 
to the project site.  Tables 3.3-11 through 3.3-17 provide the background concentrations for ozone, 
particulate matter of 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter of less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb) as of June 2009.  Information 
is provided for the Fresno – Drummond Street, Fresno – Hamilton and Winery, Fresno – 1st Street, Visalia 
– N Church Street and Parlier monitoring stations for 2006 through 2008.  Additional information for these 
monitoring stations is also presented in Attachments A, B, C and D of Appendix C.  No data is available 
for Hydrogen Sulfide, Vinyl Chloride or other toxic air contaminants in Fresno County. 
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Table 3.3-11 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – Ozone 
Number of Days Exceeding 
8-Hour NAAQS (0.075 ppm) 

Number of Days Exceeding 
8-Hour CAAQS (0.07 ppm) 

Maximum 8-Hour 
Concentration (ppm) 

CARB Air 
Monitoring 

Station 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 
Fresno – 
Drummond 
Street 

21 9 20 34 18 36 0.097 0.092 0.112 

Visalia – N 
Church Street 51 31 60 72 56 94 0.096 0.0099 0.121 

Parlier 61 30 51 85 54 73 0.107 0.096 0.116 
 
Table 3.3-12 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – PM10 

Days Exceeding 24-
hour NAAQS (150 

µg/m3) 
Annual Arithmetic 

Mean NAAQS (µg/m3) 
Days Exceeding 24-

hour CAAQS (50 
µg/m3) 

Maximum 
Concentration (µg/m3) CARB Air 

Monitoring 
Station 2006 2007 200

8 
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Fresno – 
Drummond 
Street 

0 0 0 43.3 38.0 40.0 16 10 21 132.0 92.0 98.8 

Visalia – N 
Church 
Street 

0 0 0 47.2 42.6 47.3 26 15 26 145.0 98.0 103.9 

 
Table 3.3-13 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – PM2.5 

Days Exceeding 24-hour 
NAAQS (35 µg/m3) 

Annual Arithmetic 
Mean NAAQS (µg/m3) 

Maximum 24-Hour 
Concentration (µg/m3) 

CARB Air Monitoring Station 

2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 
Fresno – Hamilton and Winery 13 16 11 17.6 16.8 16.5 87.0 65.1 46.6 
Visalia – N Church Street 10 18 17 18.8 20.4 19.8 65.0 71.0 68.2 

 
Table 3.3-14 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – CO 

Number of Days Exceeding
8-Hour NAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

Number of Days Exceeding
8-Hour CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

Maximum 8-Hour 
Concentration 

NAAQS (9.0 ppm) 
CAAQS (9.0 ppm) 

CARB Air 
Monitoring 

Station 
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Fresno – 
Drummond 
Street 

0 0 0 0 0 0 3.31 2.37 2.14 

Fresno – 1st 
Street 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.20 2.60 2.34 

NR = Not Reported 
 
Table 3.3-15 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – NOx 

Annual Average 
(ppm) 

Number of Days 
Exceeding 

CAAQS (0.03 ppm) 

Maximum 1-Hour 
Concentration 

CAAQS (0.18 ppm) 
CARB Air 

Monitoring Station 
2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 

Fresno – Drummond 
Street 0.017 0.016 0.015 0 0 0 0.072 0.067 0.076 

Visalia – N Church 
Street 0.014 0.015 0.014 0 0 0 0.063 0.071 0.077 

Parlier 0.011 0.011 0.009 0 0 0 0.062 0.055 0.049 
NR = Not Reported 
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Table 3.3-16 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – SOx 

Annual Average NAAQS 
(0.03 ppm) 

Maximum 24-Hour 
Concentration 

NAAQS (0.14 ppm) 
CAAQS (0.04 ppm) 

CARB Air Monitoring Station 

2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 
Fresno – 1st Street NR 0.007 0.010 NR 0.067 0.030 
NR = Not Reported 

 
Table 3.3-17 - Background Ambient Air Quality Data – Lead 

Days Exceeding CAAQS 30-
day Standard (1.5 µg/m3) 

Calendar Quarter NAAQS 
(1.5 µg/m3) 

Maximum 30-Day 
Concentration  

CAAQS (1.5 µg/m3) 
CARB Air 

Monitoring 
Station 

2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 2006 2007 2008 
Fresno – 1st 
Street NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR NR 

NR = Not Reported 
 

The following is a discussion of the governmentally regulated air pollutants and their recent documented 
levels in the vicinity of the project area that are expected to be emitted from the construction and 
operation of the proposed project.  Sources and health effects of these air pollutants can be seen in 
Section 5 of Appendix C.   

Ozone (O3) 

The most severe air quality problem in San Joaquin Valley is high concentrations of O3.  High levels of O3 
cause eye irritation and can impair respiratory functions.  High levels of O3 can also affect plants and 
materials.  Particularly vulnerable to O3 damage are grapes, lettuce, spinach and many types of garden 
flowers and shrubs.  O3 is not emitted directly into the atmosphere but is a secondary pollutant produced 
through photochemical reactions involving hydrocarbons (HC) and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  Significant O3 
generation requires about one to three hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. For this reason, 
the months of April through October comprise the "ozone season."  O3 is a regional pollutant because O3 
precursors are transported and diffused by wind concurrently with the reaction process.  The data 
contained in Table 3.3-11 shows that for the 2006 through 2008 period, the project area exceeded the 
State one-hour average ambient O3 standard, and the Federal and State eight-hour average ambient O3 
standards.   

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10 and PM2.5) 

Both state and Federal particulates standards now apply to particulates under 10 microns (PM10) rather 
than to total suspended particulate (TSP), which includes particulates up to 30 microns in diameter.  
Continuing studies have shown that the smaller-diameter fraction of TSP represents the greatest health 
hazard posed by the pollutant; therefore, EPA has recently established ambient air quality standards for 
PM2.5.  The project area is classified as attainment per the EPA for PM10, while non-attainment for the 
state for PM10.  The project area is classified as non-attainment for PM2.5 for both the Federal and State.  

The largest sources of PM10 and PM2.5 in Fresno County are vehicle movement over paved and unpaved 
roads, demolition and construction activities, farming operations, and unplanned fires.  PM10 and PM2.5 
are considered regional pollutants with elevated levels typically occurring over a wide geographic area.  
Concentrations tend to be highest in the winter, during periods of high atmospheric stability and low wind 
speed.  

Table 3.3-12 shows that PM10 levels at two monitoring stations regularly exceeded the corresponding 24-
hour state ambient standard over the three-year period of 2006 through 2008 but did not exceeded the 
Federal ambient standards.  Table 3.3-13 shows that PM2.5 exceedences were recorded over the three-
year period of 2006 through 2008 of the Federal 24-hour ambient standards. Similar levels can be 
expected to occur in the vicinity of the project site. 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 3.3 -  10 
SCH #2009091097 



Carbon Monoxide (CO) 

Ambient CO concentrations normally correspond closely to the spatial and temporal distributions of 
vehicular traffic.  Relatively high concentrations of CO would be expected along heavily traveled roads 
and near busy intersections.  Wind speed and atmospheric mixing also influence CO concentrations; 
however, under inversion conditions prevalent in the valley, CO concentrations may be more uniformly 
distributed over a broad area.  High concentrations of CO can impair the transport of oxygen in the 
bloodstream and thereby aggravate cardiovascular disease, causing fatigue, headaches, and dizziness.  
Table 3.3-14 shows that CO levels at two Fresno monitoring stations are well below the standards for the 
three-year period of 2006 through 2008; therefore, the vicinity of the project site is expected to be even 
lower than levels measured in Fresno. 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

NO2 is the "whiskey brown" colored gas readily visible during periods of heavy air pollution.  Mobile 
sources and oil and gas production account for nearly all of the county's nitrogen oxides (NOx) emissions, 
most of which is emitted as NO2.  Fresno County has been designated as an attainment/unclassified area 
for the NAAQS and attainment for the CAAQS for NO2.  In addition, Table 3.3-15 shows that no excesses 
of the Federal or State NO2 standards have been recorded at the Fresno, Visalia, or Parlier area-
monitoring stations investigated over the three-year period of 2006 through 2008. 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 

Fuel combustion for oil and gas production and petroleum refining account for nearly all of the County's 
SO2 emissions.  Fresno County has been designated as an attainment/unclassified area for the NAAQS 
attainment for the CAAQS for SO2.  Table 3.3-16 shows one exceedance of the more stringent state air 
quality standard over the three-year period in Fresno. 

Lead (Pb) and Suspended Sulfate 

Ambient Pb levels have dropped dramatically due to the increase in the percentage of motor vehicles that 
run exclusively on unleaded fuel.  No ambient Pb levels were taken in Fresno over the three-year period 
of 2006 through 2008 as demonstrated in Table 3.3-17.   

Impacts 

Impact #3.3.1 – Short Term Emissions 
 [Evaluation Criteria (b), (c), (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

Short-term emissions are primarily related to the grading and construction phases of a project and are 
recognized to be short in duration and without lasting impacts on air quality.   

As the precise construction details about the proposed project were unknown at the time this analysis 
was conducted, the default equipment provided in URBEMIS along with estimates from the project’s 
architectural firm were used to estimate the (short-term) grading, construction, and paving phase 
emissions.  While emissions from the project are expected to vary substantially from day to day, they are 
expected to be approximately equal over the course of the construction period.  Many variables are 
factored into the calculation of construction emissions such as length of the construction period, number 
of each type of equipment, site characteristics, area climate, and construction personnel activities.  In 
order to present the most conservative approach to estimating construction emissions from the project; all 
equipment was assumed to be in use 6 to 8 cumulative hours per day at full power, which is the 
URBEMIS default.  In reality, much of this equipment will be used significantly less than this due to idling 
time, operator breaks, equipment breakdowns, etc.  

According to the GAMAQI, it is recommended that projects with buildout periods in excess of five (5) 
years also model the proposed project’s emissions at the projected mid-way point.  As the subject project 
is not expected to have a buildout of more than five years an additional (intermediate) URBEMIS 
modeling run is not required for the project.  Table 3.3-18 presents the project’s unmitigated and mitigated 
short-term emissions based on the expected full buildout period.   
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Table 3.3-18 – Short-Term Project Emissions 
Pollutant (tons/year) Emissions 

Source ROG NOx CO* SOx* PM10 PM2.5
* 

Unmitigated Emissions       
Construction Emissions – 2009 0.06 0.47 0.26 0.00 1.65 0.36 
Construction Emissions – 2010 0.61 1.54 1.17 0.00 0.58 0.20 
SJVAPCD Annual Threshold 10 10 NA NA 15 NA 
Is Threshold Exceeded Before Mitigation? No No - - No - 
Mitigated Emissions       
Construction Emissions – 2009 0.06 0.47 0.26 0.00 0.18 0.06 
Construction Emissions – 2010 0.58 1.54 1.17 0.00 0.15 0.11 
SJVAPCD Annual Threshold 10 10 NA NA 15 NA 
Is Threshold Exceeded After Mitigation? No No - - No - 
NOTES:  
* The SJVAPCD has not established significance thresholds for CO, SOx or PM2.5. 

 

Conclusion 

As calculated (see Attachment E of Appendix C) the short-term emissions, for each year of construction, 
are predicted to be less than SJVAPCD significance threshold levels.  Short-term emissions from the 
project as calculated by URBEMIS, using the default equipment listing would be less than SJVAPCD 
significance levels.  Project short term construction emissions would be less than significant. Although 
short term emissions would not exceed SJVAPCD standards, mitigation measures are included to ensure 
that project emissions are minimized. 

Mitigation Measure #3.3.1a 

As the project shall be completed in compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, the following dust control 
measures shall be taken to ensure compliance specifically during grading and construction phases:  

• Water previously exposed surfaces (soil) whenever visible dust is capable of drifting from the site 
or approaches 20% opacity. 

• Water all unpaved haul roads a minimum of three-times/day or whenever visible dust from such 
roads is capable of drifting from the site or approaches 20% opacity. 

• Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per hour. 
• Install and maintain a track out control device that meets the specifications of SJVAPCD Rule 

8041 if the site exceeds 150 vehicle trips per day or more than 20 vehicle trips per day by 
vehicles with three or more axles. 

• Stabilize all disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for 
production purposes using water, chemical stabilizers or by covering with a tarp or other suitable 
cover. 

• Control fugitive dust emissions during land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, leveling, 
grading, or cut and fill operations with application of water or by presoaking. 

• When transporting materials offsite, maintain a freeboard limit of at least 6 inches and cover or 
effectively wet to limit visible dust emissions. 

• Limit and remove the accumulation of mud and/or dirt from adjacent public roadways at the end 
of each workday.  (Use of dry rotary brushes is prohibited except when preceded or accompanied 
by sufficient wetting to limit visible dust emissions and use of blowers is expressly forbidden). 

• Stabilize the surface of storage piles following the addition or removal of materials using water or 
chemical stabilizer/suppressants. 

• Remove visible track-out from the site at the end of each workday. 
• Cease grading or other activities that cause excessive (greater than 20% opacity) dust formation 

during periods of high winds (greater than 20 mph over a one-hour period). 
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Mitigation Measure #3.3.1b 

The GAMAQI guidance document lists the following measures as approved and recommended for 
construction activities.  These measures shall be required to ensure that the proposed project emissions 
do not exceed District thresholds: 

• Maintain all construction equipment as recommended by manufacturer manuals. 
• Shut down equipment when not in use for extended periods. 
• Construction equipment shall operate no longer than eight (8) cumulative hours per day. 
• Use electric equipment for construction whenever possible in lieu of diesel or gasoline powered 

equipment. 
• Curtail use of high-emitting construction equipment during periods of high or excessive ambient 

pollutant concentrations. 
• All construction vehicles shall be equipped with proper emissions control equipment and kept in 

good and proper running order to substantially reduce NOx emissions. 
• On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use diesel particulate filters if permitted under 

manufacturer’s guidelines. 
• On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use cooled exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) if 

permitted under manufacturer’s guidelines. 
• All construction workers shall be encouraged to shuttle (car-pool) to retail establishments or to 

remain on-site during lunch breaks. 
• All construction activities within the project area shall be discontinued during the first stage smog 

alerts. 
• Construction and grading activities shall not be allowed during first stage ozone alerts.  First 

stage ozone alerts are declared when the ozone level exceeds 0.20 ppm (1-hour average). 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would ensure that any potentially significant impacts 
would remain less than significant.   

Implementation and Monitoring 

Kings Canyon Unified School District shall be responsible for implementation and monitoring shall be the 
responsibility of the SJVAPCD. 

Impact #3.3.2 – Long Term Emissions  
[Evaluation Criteria (b), (c), (d)] 

Long-term emissions are related to the activities that will occur indefinitely because of project operations 
and are the primary focus of the SJVAPCD and of this analysis.  Long-term emissions are caused by 
operational (mobile) sources and area (heating, cooling and structural) sources.  The greatest of these 
emissions impacts emanate from mobile sources traveling to and from the project area.  Although 
emissions from existing mobile equipment will be occurring prior to completion of the proposed project, 
these long-term emissions will cease at the existing locations and start at the new location with the 
completion of construction.  Therefore, in order to get a true representation of the impact of the project 
current operational emissions were calculated and compared to the new project operational emissions to 
determine the incremental increase this project will cause.  Long-term emissions will consist of primarily 
fugitive dust emissions and equipment and vehicle exhaust. 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 

Operation of the project site at full buildout is not expected to present a significant source of fugitive dust 
(PM10) emissions.  The main source of PM10 emissions will be from vehicular traffic associated with 
project operations. 

PM10 generated as a part of fugitive dust emissions, as noted by the regulatory agencies, pose a 
potentially serious health hazard, alone or in combination with other pollutants.  Control measures 
required and enforced by the SJVAPCD under Regulation VIII will assist in minimizing these emissions to 
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a less than significant level.  The following SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations apply to the control of 
fugitive dust from the proposed project: 

• Rule 4102 - Nuisance 
• Rule 8011 - General Requirements 
• Rule 8021 - Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities 
• Rule 8041 - Carryout and Trackout 
• Rule 8051 - Open Areas 

Compliance with applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations, the local zoning codes, and additional 
mitigation measures required in this analysis will reduce PM10 fugitive dust emissions even further to 
ensure that the project’s emissions remain at a “less than significant” level. 

Equipment and Vehicle Exhaust 

Exhaust emissions from this project include emissions produced on-site as consumers, employees, and 
residences travel to and from the site (see Table 3.3-19).  Emitted pollutants include CO, ROG, NOx, 
SOx, and PM10. 

Exhaust emissions will vary from day to day.  The variables factored into estimating total project 
emissions include: level of activity, site characteristics, weather conditions, and predicted number of 
residents. 
 
Table 3.3-19 – Emissions Sources 

Emissions Source Service and Pollutants 

Facility Buildings1 Air conditioning and heating system as well as water heater emissions will occur from 
the manufacturing facility.  While most of the facility will operate with electrical power, 
minor sources of combustion are used for these incidental items.  Criteria pollutant 
emissions will consist of ROG, NOx, CO, SO2 and PM10. 

Vehicles1 Delivery and employee vehicles will be used to transport product and employees to 
and from the facility.  Criteria pollutant emissions will consist of ROG, NOx, CO, SO2 
and PM10. 

NOTES: 
1 Emissions factors and emissions were based on URBEMIS. 

The emissions from this project were evaluated based on the incremental difference between the current 
location of the facility and the new facility location.  If the proposed project is approved using, at a 
minimum, the mitigation measures identified, this project is expected to have the long-term air quality 
impacts shown in the Table 3.3-20. 
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Table 3.3-20 – Long-Term Incremental Emissions 
Pollutant (tons/year) Emissions 

Source ROG NOx CO* SOx* PM10 PM2.5* 
Baseline 

Direct Exhaust Emissions 0.06 0.41 0.31 0.00 0.02 0.02 
Indirect Exhaust Emissions 0.71 14.96 6.34 0.02 0.50 0.46 
Area Source Emission1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Baseline Total 0.77 15.37 6.65 0.02 0.52 0.48 
Project Emissions 

Direct Exhaust Emissions 0.08 0.56 0.43 0.00 0.03 0.03 
Indirect Exhaust Emissions 0.98 20.95 10.28 0.03 0.69 0.64 
Area Source Emission 0.05 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Project Total 1.11 21.53 11.03 0.03 0.73 0.67 
Total Mitigated Incremental Increase Long-
Term Emissions2 0.34 6.16 4.38 0.01 0.21 0.19 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 NA NA 15 NA 
Is Threshold Exceeded After Mitigation? No No - - No - 
NOTES: 
1 Since current facilities will not be demolished and continue to be used in some capacity the baseline area emissions will be 
zero. 
2 Numbers may not add due to rounding by the URBEMIS for Windows 9.2.4 Model. 
* The SJVAPCD has not established significance thresholds for CO, SOx or PM2.5. 

 

Conclusion 

As calculated (see Attachment E of Appendix C), the mitigated long-term operational (mobile) and area 
source emissions associated with the proposed project would be less than SJVAPCD threshold levels 
and would, therefore, not pose a significant impact.  Although long term emissions would not exceed 
SJVAPCD standards, mitigation measures are included to ensure that project emissions are minimized. 

Mitigation Measure #3.3.2 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to further reduce the potential for long-term project 
emissions.  These measures shall be required to ensure that the proposed project emissions are not 
exceeded: 

• Installation of a 1.2 MW Solar Collection and Charging System. 
• Replacing older diesel vehicles with CNG vehicles. 
• The project design shall comply with standards set forth in Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code 

to minimize total consumption of energy. 
• Applicants shall be required to comply with applicable mitigation measures in the Air Quality 

Attainment Plan, District Rules, Traffic Control Measures, Regulation VIII and Indirect Source 
Rules for the SJVAPCD. 

• The developer shall comply with the provisions of SJVAPCD Rule 4601 - Architectural Coatings, 
during the construction of all buildings and facilities.  Application of architectural coatings shall be 
completed in a manner that poses the least emissions impacts whenever such application is 
deemed proficient. 

• The applicant shall comply with the provisions of SJVAPCD Rule 4641 during the construction 
and pavement of all roads and parking areas within the project area.  Specifically, the applicant 
shall not allow the use of: 

o Rapid cure cutback asphalt; 
o Medium cure cutback asphalt; 
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o Slow cure cutback asphalt (as specified in SJVAPCD Rule 4641, Section 5.1.3); or 
Emulsified asphalt (as specified in SJVAPCD Rule 4641, Section 5.1.4). 

o The developer shall comply with applicable provisions of SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect 
Source Review). 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures would ensure that any potentially significant impacts 
would remain less than significant.   

Implementation and Monitoring 

Kings Canyon Unified School District shall be responsible for implementation and monitoring shall be the 
responsibility of the SJVAPCD. 

Impact #3.3.3 – Potential Impacts to Sensitive Receptors  
[Evaluation Criteria (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

Based on the emissions impacts expected, the proposed project is not expected to affect sensitive 
receptors.  Sensitive receptors are defined as areas where young children, chronically ill individuals, the 
elderly or people who are more sensitive than the general population reside.  Schools, hospitals, nursing 
homes and daycare centers are locations where sensitive receptors would likely reside.  The nearest 
sensitive receptors to the project site are listed in Table 3.3-21. 
 
Table 3.3-21 – Sensitive Receptors Located < 2 Miles from Project 

Receptor Type of Facility Distance from Project 
(miles) 

Direction from 
Project 

Monte View School 1-12 Public 0.96 NW 
Jefferson Elementary School K-5 Public 1.07 NW 
Aly’s Angles Day Care Daycare 1.27 NW 
YMCA Daycare 1.43 NW 
General Grant Middle School 6-8 Public 1.51 NW 
Lincoln Elementary School K-5 Public 1.64 NW 
Chapter One School Daycare 1.68 NW 
Kids Corner After School Program Daycare 1.69 NW 
Washington Elementary School K-5 Public 1.70 NW 
Palm Village Retirement Community Nursing Home 1.75 W 
Cym Learning Center Daycare 1.84 NW 
Immanual Schools K-12 Private 1.85 NW 
St La Salle Elementary School PK-8 Public 1.86 NW 

 

Therefore, based on the predicted emissions from the project during both intermediate and completion 
phases, the project is not expected to have any adverse impacts on any known sensitive receptor.   

Conclusion 

The impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure  

None are required. 
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Impact #3.3.4 – Health Risk Impacts  
[Evaluation Criteria (d) 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

As noted previously, the GAMAQI recommends that Lead Agencies also consider the situations wherein 
a new or modified source of hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) is proposed for a location near an existing 
residential area or other sensitive receptor when evaluating potential impacts related to HAPs.  The 
proposed facility will result in emissions of HAPs and will be located near existing residences and 
businesses; therefore, an assessment of the potential risk to the population attributable to emissions of 
hazardous air pollutants from the proposed project is required. 

Ambient air concentrations were predicted with dispersion modeling to arrive at a conservative estimate 
of increased individual carcinogenic risk that might occur as a result of continuous exposure over a 70-
year lifetime.  Similarly, predicted concentrations were used to calculate non-cancer chronic hazard 
indices (HIs), which are the ratio of expected exposure to acceptable exposure.  Individuals at businesses 
are not subject to a continuous exposure over a 70-year lifetime; therefore worker exposure duration for 
cancer risk may be adjusted to HARP default worker exposure assumptions. 

The basis for evaluating potential health risk is the identification of sources of hazardous air pollutants.   
Diesel exhaust particulate matter has been identified as a hazardous air pollutant with the potential to 
produce carcinogenic and non-cancer chronic health impacts.  Gasoline pumps operation’s emissions 
have been identified as a hazardous air pollutant with the potential to produce carcinogenic and non-
cancer chronic and acute health impacts.  Therefore, diesel exhaust particulate matter emissions from the 
on-site travel of heavy-duty diesel vehicles and gasoline pump emissions from the filling station 
operations were evaluated.    

Health risk is determined using the Hotspots Analysis and Reporting Program (HARP) software distributed 
by the California Air Resources Board, which requires annual-averaged emission rates for each modeling 
source to estimate carcinogenic and non-cancer chronic and acute health impacts.  The modeled 
emission rates were based on the estimated number of vehicles, the on-site distance of travel, five 
minutes of idling per vehicle, gasoline pump operations and SJVAPCD-approved emission factors.   
Annual emissions for truck travel, idling, and gasoline pump operations are provided in Attachment F of 
Appendix C. 

The most recent version of EPA’s AMS/EPA Regulatory Model - AERMOD (recompiled for the Lakes ISC-
AERMOD View interface) was used to predict the dispersion of emissions from the proposed project.   All 
of the regulatory default AERMOD model keyword parameters were employed.  Elevated terrain options 
were not employed due to the lack of complexity of the project area terrain in the specified model domain. 
Structure-induced downwash was included in the air dispersion modeling.  AERMOD was used to 
generate ambient concentrations for the 1-hour, 4-hour, 6-hour, monthly and annual periods.  Diesel 
combustion emissions from the diesel vehicles traveling were modeled as area sources with a point 
source representing the location where idling emissions may occur and two point sources and two volume 
sources were used to represent the gasoline refueling operations.  SJVAPCD-approved release 
parameters were employed.  Unit emission rates of 1 g/sec for the volume and point sources were input 
to AERMOD.  A total of 561 receptors were modeled in order to assess risk to the nearest receptors.    An 
SJVAPCD AERMET-processed meteorological data set for the Fresno Airport (2004-2008) was input to 
the AERMOD model.  Rural dispersion parameters were used because the operation and the majority of 
the land surrounding the facility is considered "rural" under the Auer land use classification method.  The 
facility boundary, emission sources and coordinate locations for each of the modeled receptors can be 
seen in Figure 3.3-2.   
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Figure 3.3-2 – Predicted Health Risk Modeled Receptors Impacts 
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Plot files generated by AERMOD were imported to HARP ONRAMP software wherein pollutant-specific 
emission rates were assigned to adjust the AERMOD-predicted air concentrations calculated with unit 
emission rates.  HARP ONRAMP was used to generate source, X/Q and emission import files for HARP.   

HARP post-processing was used to assess the potential for excess cancer risk and chronic non-cancer 
effects using the most recent health effects data from the California EPA Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) are used in the HRA.  Risk reports were generated using the derived 
OEHHA analysis method for carcinogenic risk and non-carcinogenic chronic risk.   Site parameters are 
included in the HARP output files.  Total cancer risk was predicted for inhalation and non-inhalation 
pathways at each receptor.  A hazard index was computed for chronic and acute non-cancer health 
effects for each applicable endpoint and each receptor.  SJVAPCD has set the level of significance for 
carcinogenic risk to ten in one million, which is understood as the possibility of causing ten additional 
cancer cases in a population of one million people.  The level of significance for chronic and acute non-
cancer risk is a hazard index of 1.  

The carcinogenic risk and the health hazard index (HI) for chronic and acute non-cancer risk at all of the 
modeled receptors do not exceed the significance levels of less than ten in one million (10 x 10-6) and 1, 
respectively except for one business receptor.  Therefore, the application of HARP default worker 
exposure assumptions to reduce continuous exposure to less than a 70-year lifetime was not necessary 
for the business receptors.  The risk predicted by HARP for the potential maximum impacts, as identified 
by receptor number, type, risk and location, are provided in Table 3.3-22.   
 
Table 3.3-22 - Potential Maximum Impacts Predicted By HARP 

 Receptor Value UTM East UTM North Pathway 
Excess Cancer Riska 332 5.10E-06 282872 4071175 Inhalation 
Chronic Hazard Indexb 332 2.47E-03 282872 4071175 Respiratory System 
Acute Hazard Indexb 327 1.99E-04 282872 4051077 Respiratory System 

a Based on continuous, 70-year residential exposure for the residential receptors and default worker exposure assumptions for all 
business receptors. 

b Based on continuous, 70-year residential exposure for the most sensitive receptor. 
  

As shown above in Table 3.3-22, the maximum predicted cancer risk for the facility is 5.10E-06.  The 
maximum chronic and acute non-cancer hazard indexes are 2.47E-03 and 1.99E-04 respectively.  
Cancer risk and chronic and acute non-cancer risk are attributable to emissions of diesel exhaust 
particulate matter from the on-site travel of heavy-duty vehicles and gasoline pump operation emissions.    

It should be noted that the health risk results presented herein were produced by following extremely 
conservative analysis methods that most likely represent an overestimate of potential health impacts. 

Conclusion 

In accordance with the GAMAQI, the potential health risk attributable to the proposed project is 
determined to be less than significant based on the following conclusions: 
Potential chronic carcinogenic risk from the proposed project is below the significance level of ten in a 
million at each of the modeled receptors; and 
The hazard index for the potential chronic non-cancer risk from the proposed project is below the 
significance level of one at each of the modeled receptors. 

Mitigation Measure  

None are required. 

Impact #3.3.5 – Impacts to the Ambient Air Quality  
[Evaluation Criteria (a)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

An ambient air quality analysis was performed to determine if the proposed project has the potential to 
impact ambient air quality through a violation of the ambient air quality standards or a substantial 
contribution to an existing or projected air quality standard.  The basis for the analysis is dispersion 
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modeling, the project’s specifications described in previous sections and the project’s long-term air quality 
impacts shown in the Table 3.3-20. 

The maximum off-site ground level concentration of each pollutant for the 1-hour, 3-hour, 8-hour, 24-hour 
and annual periods was predicted using the most recent version of EPA’s AMS/EPA Regulatory Model 
(AERMOD) dispersion software under the Lakes Environmental ISC-AERMOD View interface.  An 
approved pre-processed AERMET meteorological data set for the Fresno area (2004-2008) was supplied 
by the SJVAPCD for input to the AERMOD model.  All of the regulatory default AERMOD model keyword 
parameters were employed.  Rural dispersion parameters were used for this project, which differs from 
the urban setting used in the URBEMIS model. The URBEMIS selection criteria is based on trip distances 
to the project site and the AERMOD selection criteria is based on the majority of the land use surrounding 
the facility. The majority of the land surrounding the project site is considered "rural" under the Auer land 
use classification method.  

Emissions were evaluated for each pollutant on a short-term (correlating to pollutant averaging period) 
and long-term (annual) basis, with the exception of CO that was evaluated only for short-term exposures.  
Emissions were modeled as an area source with a release height of 1.0 meters.   

A fenceline coordinate grid of receptor points was constructed.  The grid consisted of a 25-meter 
fenceline spacing and 25-meter tier spacing extending a distance of 100 meters with initial receptors 
starting 25-meters from the facility boundary.  Elevated terrain options were not employed due to the lack 
of complex terrain in the project area.  

The results of the air dispersion modeling, presented in Table 3.3-23, demonstrate that the maximum 
impacts attributable to the project, when considered in addition to the existing background concentrations, 
are below the applicable ambient air quality standard for NOx, SOx and CO.   The AERMOD output files 
are provided in the appendices.     
 
Table 3.3-23 - Predicted Ambient Air Quality Impacts 

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

Background 
(μg/m3) 

Project 
(μg/m3) 

Project + 
Background 

(μg/m3) 

NAAQS 
(μg/m3) 

CAAQS 
(μg/m3) 

PSD SIL 
(μg/m3) 

1-hour 7.80E-02 2.73E+02 2.73E+02 --- 470 0 
NO2 

Annual 2.10E-02 8.93E+00 8.95E+00 100 --- 1 
1-hour 3.00E-02 5.90E-01 6.20E-01 --- 655 0 
3-hour 1.50E-02 2.45E-01 2.60E-01   25 
24-hour 5.00E-03 8.24E-02 8.74E-02 --- 105 5 

SO2 

Annual 2.00E-03 1.93E-02 2.13E-02 80 --- 1 
1-hour 3.20E+00 2.59E+02 2.62E+02 40,000 23,000 2000 

CO 
8-hour 2.10E+00 7.84E+01 8.05E+01 10,000 10,000 500 
24-hour 1.07E+02 1.73E+00 1.09E+02 150 50 10.4* 

PM10 
Annual 4.30E+01 4.06E-01 4.34E+01 --- 20 NA* 
24-hour 7.51E+01 1.57E+00 7.67E+01 35 --- 10.4* 

PM2.5 
Annual 1.87E+01 3.67E-01 1.91E+01 15 12 NA* 

* District recommended significant impact level in lieu of PSD levels. If the 24-hour averaging period passes then it 
is accepted that the Annual averaging period also passes. 

 
Pre-project concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 exceed their respective ambient air quality standards.  PM10 
is evaluated in accordance with the SJVAPCD recommended significant impact level (SIL) for fugitive 
PM10 emissions of 10.4 μg/m3.  It is the District’s policy to use significant impact levels to determine 
whether a proposed new or modified source will cause or contribute significantly to an AAQS or PSD 
increment violation.   If a project’s maximum impacts are below the District or PSD SIL, the project is 
judged to not cause or contribute significantly to an AAQS or PSD increment violation.  A comparison of 
the proposed impact from the project to the District and PSD SIL values is provided in Table 3.3-22.   The 
modeled PM10 impacts directly attributable to the project are below the District’s significance levels.   
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Pre-project concentrations of PM2.5 also exceed the ambient air quality standard.  The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency proposed to adopt key elements of the PSD program for PM2.5, including three options 
for developing SILs for PM2.5.  The original comment period was extended to January 21, 2008.   Until a 
SIL is adopted for PM2.5, pursuant to District’s guidance the PM10 program is to be used as a surrogate.   
A comparison of the proposed impact from the project to the District and PSD SIL values is provided in 
Table 3.3-22.  The modeled PM2.5 impacts directly attributable to the project are below the District’s 
significance levels. 

Conclusion 

The impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure  

None are required. 

Impact #3.3.6 – Potential Impacts to Air Quality Attainment Plan  
[Evaluation Criteria (a)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

State CEQA Guidelines and the Federal Clean Air Act (Sections 176 and 316) contain specific references 
on the need to evaluate consistencies between the proposed project and the applicable Air Quality 
Attainment Plan (AQAP) for the project site.  To accomplish this, CARB has developed a three-step 
approach to determine project conformity with the applicable AQAP: 

1. Determination that an AQAP is being implemented in the area where the project is being 
proposed.  The SJVAPCD has implemented the current, modified, AQAP as approved by the 
CARB.  The current AQAP is under review by the U.S. EPA. 

2. The proposed project must be consistent with the growth assumptions of the applicable AQAP.  
The proposed project is included within the population and commercial property increases 
projected in the City of Reedley and Fresno County General Plans. 

3. The project must contain in its design all reasonably available and feasible air quality control 
measures.  The proposed project incorporates various policy and rule-required implementation 
measures that will reduce related emissions.   

The CCAA and AQAP identify transportation control measures as methods to further reduce emissions 
from mobile sources.  Strategies identified to reduce vehicular emissions such as reductions in vehicle 
trips, vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling and traffic congestion, can be implemented as 
control measures under the CCAA as well.  Additional measures may also be implemented through the 
building process such as providing electrical outlets on exterior walls of structures to encourage use of 
electrical landscape maintenance equipment or measures such as electrical outlets for electrical systems 
on diesel trucks to reduce or eliminate idling time.  

As the growth represented by the proposed project was anticipated by the City of Reedley and Fresno 
County General Plans and incorporated into the AQAP, conclusions may be drawn from the following 
criteria: 

1. The findings of the analysis conducted using Traffic Analysis Zones show that sufficient 
employment increase is planned for the project area;  

2. The proposed emissions from the project are by definition below the SJVAPCD’s established 
emissions impact thresholds;  

3. The primary source of emissions from the project will be vehicular traffic that are licensed through 
the State of California and whose emissions are already incorporated into the CARB’s San 
Joaquin Valley Emissions Inventory. 

Based on these factors, the project is consistent with the AQAP.   

Conclusion 

The impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure  

None are required. 
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Impact #3.3.7 – Potential Odor Impacts  
[Evaluation Criteria (e)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) GAMAQI states that an evaluation 
“should be conducted for both of the following situations: 1) a potential source of objectionable odors is 
proposed for a location near existing sensitive receptors, and 2) sensitive receptors are proposed to be 
located near an existing source of objectionable odors.”  The criteria for this evaluation are based on the 
Lead Agency’s determination of the proximity to one another of the proposed project and the sensitive 
receptors.  The SJVAPCD identifies a sensitive receptor as a location where human populations, 
especially children, senior citizens and sick persons, are present, and where there is a reasonable 
expectation of continuous human exposure to pollutants, according to the averaging period for ambient 
air quality standards, i.e. the 24-hour, 8-hour or 1-hour standards.  Commercial and industrial sources are 
not considered sensitive receptors.  As shown in Table 3.3-21, there are sensitive receptors that are in 
relative close proximity (within a two mile radius) to the project area.   

Based on the provisions of the SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI, the proposed project is not considered a source of 
objectionable odors or odorous compounds.    Furthermore, there does not appear to be any significant 
source of objectionable odors in close proximity that may adversely impact the project site when it is in 
operation.  Additionally, the dispersion modeling presented in this analysis indicates that emissions from 
the project site will not adversely impact surrounding receptors.  As such, the proposed project is not 
expected to be a source of any odorous compounds nor will it likely be impacted by any odorous source. 

Conclusion 

The impact would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure  

None are required. 



3.4 Biological Resources  

Introduction 

The natural vegetation communities of the central and southern San Joaquin Valley historically supported 
a diverse assemblage of plant and animal species. This section identifies and addresses potential project-
related effects on special-status animal and plant species that could potentially be present on the project 
site. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Public Resources Code Section 21001(c) finds and declares that it is the policy of the State to prevent the 
elimination of fish or wildlife species due to human activities, ensure that fish and wildlife populations do 
not drop below self-sustaining levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and 
wildlife communities and examples of the major periods of California history.  In addition, Section 
15065(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if 
it has the potential to substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species or cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce 
the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species. 

In further definition of these described potential impacts, pertinent criteria for evaluation of biological 
resources impacts are included in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines as: 

Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the evaluation process, it is noted that Section 15380 of the CEQA Guidelines defines endangered, 
rare or threatened species as follows: 

1. “Endangered” when its survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate jeopardy from one or 
more causes, including loss of habitat, over-exploitation, predation, competition, disease, or other 
factors; or 

2. “Rare” (all animals designated as rare by the Fish and Game Commission prior to January 1, 1985, 
were automatically reclassified as threatened by Fish and Game Code Sec. 2067) when either: 
a) Although not presently threatened with extinction, the species is existing in such small numbers 

throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it may become endangered if its 
environment worsens; or 

b) The species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range and may be considered “threatened” as that term is used in the 
Federal Endangered Species Act. 
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c) A species of animal or plant shall be presumed to be endangered, rare or threatened, if it is listed 
in: 
1) Sections 670.2 or 670.5, Title 14, California Administrative Code of Regulations; or 
2) Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations Sections 17.11 or 17.2 pursuant to the Federal 

Endangered Species Act as rare, threatened, or endangered. 
d) A species not included in any listing identified in subsection (c) shall nevertheless be considered 

to be rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet the criteria in subsection (b). 
e) This definition shall not include any species of the Class Insecta which is a pest whose protection 

under the provisions of CEQA would present an overwhelming and overriding task to man as 
determined by: 
1) The Director of Food and Agriculture with regard to economic pests; or 
2) The Director of Health Services with regard to health risks. 

Regulatory Framework 
Federal 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

Under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA), the Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of 
Commerce jointly have the authority to list a species as threatened or endangered (16 USC 1533 (c)).  
Pursuant to requirements of FESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its jurisdiction must 
determine whether any federally listed or proposed species may be present in the project region and 
determine whether the proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on such species.  In 
addition, the agency is required to determine whether the project is likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of any species proposed to be listed under FESA or result in the destruction or adverse 
modification of critical habitat proposed to be designated for such species (16 USC 1536(3), (4)).  Project-
related impacts to these species or their habitats would be considered “significant.”  The “take” prohibition 
of the FESA prohibits any action that adversely affects a member of an endangered or threatened 
species. 

Section 4(a)(3) and (b)(2) of the FESA requires the designation of critical habitat to the maximum extent 
possible and prudent based on the best available scientific data and after considering the economic 
impacts of any designations.  Critical habitat is defined in section 3(5)(A) of the FESA as (1) areas within 
the geographic range of a species that are occupied  by individuals of the species and contain the primary 
constituent elements (physical and biological features) essential to the conservation of the species, thus 
warranting special management consideration or protection, and (2) areas outside of the geographic 
range of a species at the time of listing but that are considered essential to the conservation of the 
species. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (16 U.S.C., Sec. 703, Supp. I 1989) prohibits killing, 
possessing, or trading in migratory birds except in accordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of the Interior.  This act encompasses whole birds, parts of birds, and bird nests and eggs.  Bird 
species and their nests that occur within the proposed project area would be protected under MBTA. 

State 

California Endangered Species Act 

Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) is responsible for maintaining a list of threatened and endangered species (California Fish and 
Game Code 2070), candidate species, and species of special concern.  Pursuant to the requirements of 
CESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project within its jurisdiction must determine whether any state 
listed endangered or threatened species may be present on the project region and determine whether the 
proposed project would have a potentially significant impact on such species.  In addition, the CDFG 
encourages informal consultation on any proposed project that may impact a candidate species.  If there 
were project-related impacts to species on the CESA threatened and endangered list, they would be 
considered “significant”.  Impacts to “species of concern” would be considered “significant” under certain 
circumstances, discussed below. 
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Although threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state statutes, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15380(b) provides that a species not listed on the federal or state list of protected 
species may be considered rare or endangered if the species can be shown to meet certain specified 
criteria.  These criteria have been modeled after the definition in FESA and the section of the California 
Fish and Game Code dealing with rare or endangered plants or animals.  This section was included in the 
CEQA Guidelines primarily to deal with situations in which a public agency is reviewing a project that may 
have a significant effect on, for example, a candidate species that has not yet been listed by either the 
USFWS or CDFG.  Thus, CEQA provides an agency with the ability to protect a species from a project’s 
potential impacts until the respective government agencies have an opportunity to designate the species 
as protected, if warranted. 

California Department of Fish and Game Code 

Fully-Protected Species 

The California Fish and Game Code provides protection from “take” for a variety of species that possess 
“fully-protected species” status.  Fully protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time and 
no licenses or permits may be issued for their take except for collecting these species for necessary 
scientific research and relocation of the bird species for the protection of livestock. 

Bird and Nest Protection 

Section 3503 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits the killing of birds or the destruction of bird 
nests.  Birds of prey are protected in California under the State Fish and Game Code, Section 3503.5 
1992).  Section 3503.5 states that it is “unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order 
Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such 
bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.”  Project 
impacts to these species would not be considered “significant” in this EIR unless they are known or have 
a high potential to nest on the site or rely on it for primary foraging. 

Wetland Regulations 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers   

Wetlands and other waters, e.g., rivers, streams and natural ponds, are a subset of "waters of the U.S." 
and receive protection under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) has primary federal responsibility for administering regulations that concern waters 
and wetlands on the project site under statutory authority of the CWA (Section 404).  In addition, the 
regulations and policies of various federal agencies (e.g., U.S. Department of Agriculture, and Natural 
Resource Conservation Service [NRCS], USEPA) mandate that the filling of wetlands be avoided to the 
extent feasible.  The USACE requires obtaining a permit if a project proposes placing structures within 
navigable waters and/or alteration of waters of the United States. 

The term "waters of the United States" as defined in Code of Federal Regulations (33 CFR 328.3[a] and 
[b]; 40 CFR 230.3[s]) includes those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at 
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. In extant regulations, these 
may be taken to be sloughs, wet meadows, or natural ponds; however, the Supreme Court of the United 
States recently ruled (January 8, 2001: Solid Waste Agency of Northwestern Cook County (SWANCC) v. 
United State Army Corps of Engineers et al.) that certain isolated wetlands do not fall under the 
jurisdiction of the CWA. 

Based on the Supreme Court ruling (SWANCC), non-navigable, isolated, intrastate waters are no longer 
defined as waters of the United States.  Jurisdiction of non-navigable, isolated, intrastate waters may be 
possible if their use, degradation, or destruction could affect other waters of the Unites States, or 
interstate or foreign commerce.  Jurisdiction over such other waters is analyzed on a case-by-case basis.  
Impoundments of waters, tributaries of waters, and wetlands adjacent to waters should be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis. 

A more recent Supreme Court case, Rapanos v. United States (2006), also questioned the definition of 
"waters of the United States" and the scope of federal regulatory jurisdiction over such waters, but left 
open the question as to whether the CWA extends to those waters and wetlands that have a "significant 
nexus" to navigable waters of the United States, or whether it is limited to waters with a continuous 
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connection.  The implications of this ruling are still being tested in the courts.  For example, the California 
Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals decision, in Northern California River Watch v. City of Healdsburg (August 
10, 2006), relied on the "significant nexus" definition, an interpretation that suggests little change in the 
scope of the CWA.  To date, neither the USEPA nor the USACE have issued guidelines as to how to 
implement the CWA in light of these latest rulings.  In practice, USACE jurisdictional authority remains as 
it was prior to Rapanos, although the potential exists for changes in the future based on Court decisions 
and pending regulatory guidance. 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Under Section 401 of the federal CWA, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) must certify that actions receiving authorization under section 404 of the CWA also meet state 
water quality standards.  The RWQCB also regulates waters of the state under the Porter-Cologne Act 
Water Quality Control Act (Porter Cologne Act).  The RWQCB requires projects to avoid impacts to 
wetlands if feasible and requires that projects do not result in a net loss of wetland acreage or a net loss 
of wetland function and values.  The RWQCB typically requires compensatory mitigation for impacts to 
wetlands and/or waters of the state.  The RWQCB also has jurisdiction over waters deemed 'isolated' or 
not subject to Section 404 jurisdiction under Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (SWANCC).  Dredging, filling, or excavation of isolated waters constitutes a discharge 
of waste to waters of the state and prospective dischargers are required obtain authorization through an 
Order of Waste Discharge or waiver thereof from the RWQCB and comply with other requirements of 
Porter-Cologne Act. 

California Department of Fish and Game 

Under Sections 1600 - 1616 of the California Fish and Game Code, the CDFG regulates activities that 
would substantially divert, obstruct the natural flow, or substantially change of rivers, streams and lakes.  
The jurisdictional limits of CDFG are defined in Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code as, 
"bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other 
material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement where it may pass into any river, stream, or 
lake...."  The CDFG requires a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement for activities within its 
jurisdictional area. Impacts to the jurisdictional area of the CDFG would be considered "significant" in this 
EIR. 

Local 

Fresno County General Plan 

Biology within the area of the proposed project is also governed by the Fresno County General Plan 
(2000).  Within the Land Use, Open Space, and Conservation Element General Provisions Section of the 
County General Plan, there are policies and implementation measures that are applicable to the 
proposed project: 

• OS-D.1:  The County shall support the “no-net-loss” wetlands policies of the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game.  
Coordination with these agencies at all levels of project review shall continue to ensure that 
appropriate mitigation measures and the concerns of these agencies are adequately addressed. 

• OS-E.1:  The County shall support efforts to avoid the “net” loss of important wildlife habitat 
where practicable.  In cases where habitat loss cannot be avoided, the County shall impose 
adequate mitigation for the loss of wildlife habitat that is critical to supporting special-status 
species and/or other valuation or unique wildlife resources.  Mitigation shall be at sufficient ratios 
to replace the function, and value of the habitat that was removed or degraded.  Mitigation may 
be achieved through any combination of creation, restoration, conservation easements, and/or 
mitigation backing.  Conservation easements should include provisions for maintenance and 
management in perpetuity.  The County shall recommend coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Services and the California Department of Fish and Game to ensure that appropriate 
mitigation measures and the concerns of these agencies are adequately addressed.  Important 
habitat and habitat components include nesting, breeding, and foraging areas, important 
spawning grounds, migratory routes, migratory stopover areas, oak woodlands, vernal pools, 
wildlife movement corridors, and other unique wildlife habitats (e.g., alkali scrub) critical to 
protecting and sustaining wildlife populations. 
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• OS-E.2:  The County shall require adequate buffer zones between construction activities and 
significant wildlife resources, including both onsite habitats that are purposely avoided and 
significant habitats that are adjacent to the project site, in order to avoid the degradation and 
disruption of critical life cycle activities such as breeding and feeding.  The width of the buffer 
zone should vary depending on the location, species, etc.  A final determination shall be made 
based on informal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and/or the California 
Department of Fish and Game. 

• OS-E.3:  The County shall require development in areas known to have particular value for 
wildlife to be carefully planned and, where possible, located so that the value of the habitat for 
wildlife is maintained. 

• OS-E.4:  The County shall encourage private landowners to adopt sound wildlife habitat 
management practices, as recommended by the California Department of Fish and Game 
officials and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

• OS-E.8:  The County shall promote effective methods of pest (e.g., ground squirrel) control on 
croplands bordering sensitive habitat that do not place special-status species at risk, such as the 
San Joaquin kit fox. 

• OS-E.9:  Prior to approval of discretionary development permits, the County shall require, as part 
of any required environmental review process, a biological resources evaluation of the project site 
by a qualified biologist.  The evaluation shall be based upon field reconnaissance performed at 
the appropriate time of year to determine the present or absence of significant resource and/or 
special-status plants or animals.  Such evaluation will consider the potential for significant impact 
on these resources and will either identify feasible mitigation measures or indicate why mitigation 
is not feasible. 

• OS-F.2:  The County shall require developers to use native and compatible non-native plant 
species, especially drought-resistant species, to the extent possible in fulfilling landscaping 
requirements imposed as conditions of discretionary permit approval or for project mitigation. 

• OS-F.7:  The County should encourage landowners to maintain natural vegetation or plant 
suitable vegetation along fence lines, drainage and irrigation ditches and on unused or marginal 
land for the benefit of wildlife. 

Setting 

The project site consists of the western 27 acres of a 36.62 acre parcel (APN 370-240-13T), located east 
of the City of Reedley Industrial area, in an intensely developed agricultural region of Fresno County, 
California.  The surrounding properties are primarily agricultural farmland, pasture, food packing/industrial 
facilities, a ponding basin and a riparian area (Travers Creek).  The riparian area at the eastern edge of 
the parcel is approximately 170 feet from the nearest edge of the proposed project site boundary.   A 
detailed description of the land use in the vicinity of the proposed project site is found in Section 3.9 of 
this EIR. 

A reconnaissance-level biological survey was conducted on July 8, 2009 by Jason Thomas, Biologist, and 
Gavin O’Leary, Biologist, of Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group, to determine whether special-status 
plant and animal species or their habitats exist on the project site (see Appendix D). 

A query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), maintained by the California Department 
of Fish and Game, was conducted to provide information on state and federal species of concern for the 
project site and vicinity (see Appendix D).  The search included queries from the California Department of 
Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California Native Plant Society.  In addition 
there are four natural communities that provide habitat for many of the protected species.  A list of all 
protected or special status species potentially located in the Vicinity of the project site is provided in Table 
3.4-1. 

While the CNDDB search indicates there are 30 protected or special status species potentially located in 
the vicinity of the project site, none of these species or associated vegetation communities was observed 
at the project site during the reconnaissance level biological survey.  The project site is on a piece of land 
that has been cultivated with orchard trees and used as a family residence for many years. 
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Table 3.4-1 
Potential Species Within the Vicinity of the Project Site 

Scientific Name Federal State CNPS Common Name 

Animals     

Branchinecta lynchi T,X   vernal pool fairy shrimp 
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus T   valley elderberry longhorn beetle 
Lepidurus packardi E   vernal pool tadpole shrimp 
Lytta molesta    molestan blister beetle 
Talanites moodyae    Moody’s gnaphosid spike 
Ambystoma californiense T   California tiger salamander, 

central population 
Lithobates pipiens    Northern leopard frog 
Rana aurora draytonii T   California red-legged frog 
Spea hammondii  SC  western spadefoot 
Actinemys marmorata  SC  western pond turtle 
Gambelia sila E E  blunt-nosed leopard lizard 
Thamnophis gigas T   giant garter snake 
Athene cunicularia  SC  burrowing owl 
Coccyzus americanus occidentalis C E  western yellow-billed cuckoo 
Antrozous pallidus  SC  pallid bat 
Lasiurus cinereus    Hoary bat 
Dipodomys nitratoides exilis E E  Fresno kangaroo rat 
Eumops perotis californicus  SC  western mastiff bat 
Vulpes macrotis mutica E T  San Joaquin kit fox 
Hypomesus transpacificus T   delta smelt 

Plants     

Atriplex depressa   1B.2 brittlescale 
Atriplex erecticaulis   1B Earlimart orache 
Atriplex miniscula   1B.1 lesser saltscale 
Chamaesyce hooveri T,X  1B.2 Hoover’s spurge 
Delphinium recurvatum   1B recurved larkspur 
Eryngium spinosepalum   1B.2 Spiny-sepaled button-celery 
Imperata brevifolia   2.1 California satintail 
Orcuttia inaequalis T,X E 1B.1 San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass 
Pseudobahia peirsonii T E 1B.1 San Joaquin adobe sunburst 
Tuctoria greenei E R 1B.1 Greene’s tuctoria 

Sensitive Communities     

Great Valley Valley Oak Riparian Forest  CN   
Northern Claypan Vernal Pool  CN   
Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool  CN   
Valley Sacaton Grassland  CN   

 
Federal Status (Federal) 
 

 State Status (State) 

E Listed Endangered  E Listed Endangered 
T Listed Threatened  T Listed Threatened 
P Proposed for listing  R Listed Rare 
C Candidate for listing  C Candidate for listing 
X Critical Habitat designated for this species  D Delisted, previously listed 
PX Proposed Critical habitat  SC CDFG Species of Concern 
   CN Recorded in CNDDB for conservation purposes 
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California Native Plant Society List (CNPS) 
1A Plant presumed extinct in CA 
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in CA and elsewhere 
2 Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in CA but more common elsewhere 
3 Plants about which more information is needed 
4 Plants of limited distribution 
 Threat Ranks 
0.1 Seriously threatened in California 
0.2 Fairly threatened in California  
0.3 Not very threatened in California 

 
Table 3.4-2 
Flora and Fauna Species Observed During the Field Survey 

Scientific Name Common Name 

Flora  

Tribulus terrestris puncturevine 
Amaranthus albus pigweed 
Geranium sp. cranesbill 
Bromus rigidus Ripgut brome 
Salsola sp. thistle 

Fauna  

Turdus migratorius American robin 
Carpodacus mexicanus House finch 
Spermophilus beecheyi California ground squirrel 
Cathartes aura Turkey vulture 
Zenaida macroura Mourning dove 
Tyrannus verticalis Western kingbird 
Mimus polyglottos Northern mockingbird 

A review of the National Wetlands Inventory maps has also been conducted (see Appendix D).  The 
inventory shows a small area classified as freshwater pond over one-half mile from the project site and 
another over two-thirds of a mile from the site.  Although it is not included in the NWI data, Travers Creek 
flows north to south approximately 200 feet east of the project site. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.4.1 – Substantial Adverse Effect on Candidate,  
Special-Status or Sensitive Species  
[Evaluation Criteria (a)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The Hoary bat (L. cinereus), pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), California satintail (Imperata brevifolia), San 
Joaquin adobe sunburst (Pseudobahia peirsonii), San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass (Orcuttia inaequalis), 
Moody’s gnaphosid spider (Talanites moodyae), valley elderberry long horn beetle (Desmocerus 
californicus dimorphus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia) and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis 
mutica) were not observed during the survey but have been documented within ten miles of the project 
site. 

Two bat species have been observed and recorded within five miles of the project site – hoary bat and 
pallid bat.  These bats forage in open areas and over water features such as lakes and ponds which are 
not available in or around the project site.  The outbuildings on site have wide open eaves and do not 
provide protection or cover to potential roosting bats.  It is not likely that bats would be impacted the 
project. 

California satintail is a conspicuous grass species that spreads from scaly rhizomes and has a white 
feathery panicle up to one foot long.  California satintail was recorded near the town of Reedley in 1933, 
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when the area was significantly less developed.  None of the habitat typed listed for California satintail are 
present in the project site, however outside the project area is a riparian corridor approximately 170 feet 
each of the project site.  As long as construction traffic and site drainage are not permitted to enter the 
riparian corridor, potential California satintail habitat would not be impacted by the project. 

San Joaquin adobe sunburst only grows in heavy adobe clay soils that retain moisture longer in the dry 
season.  The soil textures on the project site are loams and sands.  The soil conditions are not viable to 
San Joaquin adobe sunburst. 

San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass was recorded about seven and a half miles from the project site in 1936.  
This species is dependent on vernal pools which require clay soils and are not present in the area around 
the project and are found primarily in the Sierra foothills and foothill/valley interface at last eight miles to 
the east of the project site. 

Two invertebrate species have been observed and recorded within five miles of the project site – Moody’s 
gnaphosid spider and the valley elderberry longhorn beetle.  These two species have very specific habitat 
requirements, which are not available within the project site or surrounding area.  Moody’s gnaphosid 
spider is endemic to serpentine soil communities and the valley elderberry longhorn beetle is dependent 
on a specific host, the elderberry tree/shrub that is associated with riparian corridors.  There is no riparian 
vegetation in the project area.  There is a riparian corridor about 170 feet to the east of the project site; 
however the majority of plant species observed during the site visit were non-native.  No elderberry 
shrubs were observed in the project site or in the nearby riparian corridor.  The project is not expected to 
impact either Moody’s gnaphosid spider or the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. 

Two adult burrowing owls were observed approximately three miles from the project site, at a burrow in a 
fallow field that field years previously had been a vineyard.  Borrowing owls can establish burrows near 
residential or farming operations.  Burrowing owls are dependent on availability of both open areas to 
hunt prey and burrows.  Due to this dependency, burrowing owls are closely associated with populations 
of California ground squirrels which excavate appropriately sized burrows.  There are a large number of 
active ground squirrel burrows on the northern portion of the project site, however the ground squirrel 
burrows are in a field that is irrigated when cropped and the burrows are subject to inundation.  Burrowing 
owls typically select burrow site that are slightly above the surrounding soil surface to avoid inundation 
and thereby avoid their young being flooded.  As a result, none of the burrows seen on the project site are 
suitable for burrowing owl use.  It is not likely that the proposed project will impact burrowing owls. 

The San Joaquin kit fox has been observed within ten miles of the project site.  San Joaquin kit foxes are 
primarily active at night.  They inhabit various human impacted habitats, including grasslands and 
scrublands with active oil fields, agricultural fields (row crops, orchards, irrigated pasture, vineyard), and 
grazed annual grasslands.  Native vegetation communities of the San Joaquin Valley are also utilized by 
San Joaquin kit foxes.  It is not likely that the proposed project will impact San Joaquin kit foxes. 

Other sensitive native plants have been recorded on properties approximately seventeen miles from the 
project site.  Earlimart orache, lesser saltscale, brittlescale and recurved larkspur are native plant species 
associated with chenopod scrub and valley grassland vegetation communities in alkaline or saline soils.  
These species are typically found on land that has never been disturbed for cultivation.  The project site 
has been under intensive cultivation for decades and does not have alkaline or saline soils.  None of 
these species or associated vegetation communities was observed at the project site during the 
reconnaissance level biological survey.  The proposed project is on a piece of land that has been 
cultivated with orchard trees and used as a family residence for many years.  It is not likely that the 
proposed project will impact sensitive native plants or sensitive vegetation communities. 

Conclusion 

No endangered, threatened, or otherwise sensitive species were found on the project site during 
reconnaissance field surveys.  The project will not result in the significant loss of habitat for special status 
or sensitive species.   It is not likely the project would impact these species, however mitigation measures 
are included to minimize any potential impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

1. Construction, storage, travel and other types of disturbance should be restricted to the 27-acre project 
site and not take place in the offsite land adjacent to the riparian corridor of Travers Creeks.  Trucks 
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and equipment vehicles should approach from Huntsman or the western access road rather than the 
dirt road along the riparian/orchard interface.  If this restriction is not possible, then a more extensive 
biological survey of the riparian corridor would be necessary to determine if the impacts will require 
further mitigation. 

2. Maintaining the current cable and lock system in place at the southern access to the corridor from 
Huntsman will continue to discourage traffic along the offsite riparian corridor.  Adding signage in 
English along the west-to-east dirt access road to the riparian corridor will further discourage project 
traffic from within the parcel. 

3. Vehicles shall use slow speeds (less than 15 miles per hour), especially at night, when driving 
through or around the project site to minimize potential for striking or disturbing animals.  San Joaquin 
kit fox and other animals are vulnerable to collisions with autos. 

4. Pipes and culverts shall be inspected before being moved or altered to prevent wildlife from being 
injured or trapped. 

5. If special status species are encountered during an inspection, they shall be left alone to passively 
exit the area unless otherwise authorized by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

6. Removal of trees shall occur outside of bird nesting season to minimize impact to nest activity. 

7. Any migratory birds and their nests shall be not be disturbed as outlined in the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918 (MBTA).  The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any 
migratory bird listed in Section 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 10, including feathers or 
other parts, nests, eggs or products, except as slowed by implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the above mitigation measures will reduce any potential impacts to less than 
significant. 

Monitoring and Implementation 

The mitigation measures shall be a condition of the Conditional Use Permit.  The applicant will be 
responsible for their implementation.  Monitoring shall be the responsibility of Fresno County Public 
Works and Planning. 

Impact #3.4.2 – Substantial Adverse Effect on Riparian Habitat  
or Other Sensitive Natural Community  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

No sensitive natural vegetative communities occur on the project site.  A narrow riparian corridor occurs 
along the Travers Creek, located approximately 170 feet east of the project site.  Project construction and 
operation activities will not occur within 170 of the riparian community. 

Conclusion 

There will be no project impact on riparian habitat or a sensitive nature community. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.4.3 – Substantial Adverse Effect on Federal Protected Wetlands  
[Evaluation Criteria (c)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

There are no jurisdictional waters or wetlands on the project site that would be impacted by this project.  
Travers Creeks is located approximately 200 feet east of the project site.  The riparian corridor along 
Travers Creek will not be disturbed by this project. 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 3.4 – 9 
SCH #2009091097 



CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 3.4 – 10 
SCH #2009091097 

Conclusion 

There will be no project impact on wetlands. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.4.4 – Substantial Adverse Effect on Movement  
of Native or Migratory Wildlife  
[Evaluation Criteria (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The riparian corridor along Travers Creek, 170 feet east of the project site, provides habitat for birds and 
other migratory wildlife and likely functions as a movement corridor for wildlife.  The riparian corridor along 
Travers Creek will not be disturbed by this project. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project will have a less than significant impact on any riparian habitats or other sensitive 
natural communities. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.4.5 – Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances  
[Evaluation Criteria (e)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

This project is in compliance with all of the local policies or ordinances related to Biological Resources in 
Fresno County.   

Conclusion 

Project implementation will not conflict with any local policies or ordinances.  There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.4.6 – Conflict with Adopted or Approved Conservation Plan  
[Evaluation Criteria (f)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

There are no applicable adopted or approved conservation plans within the project area. 

Conclusion 

There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.5 Cultural Resources 

Introduction 

This section evaluates the potential effect the project may have on historical, archaeological and/or 
paleontological resources. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Criteria for evaluating adverse agricultural resource impacts are: 

Would the Project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in 
Section 15064.5? 

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

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature 
of paleontological or cultural value? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Regulatory Framework 

Potential effects on cultural resources were considered with respect to local, state, and federal 
regulations as outlined in the Public Resources Code, Section 21083.2.  In general, this code seeks to 
identify “significant” sites and/or properties, determine the possible effects on the resource, and provide 
ways to avoid or reduce potential impacts.  A unique archaeological resource is defined as an 
archaeological artifact, object, or site which it can be clearly demonstrated there is a high probability that 
it meets any of the following criteria: 

• is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American history 
or of recognized scientific importance in prehistory. 

• can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in addressing 
scientifically consequential and reasonable archaeological research questions; 

• has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best available 
example of its type; 

• is at least 100 years old and possesses substantial stratigraphic integrity (i.e., it is essentially 
undisturbed and intact). 

• involves important research questions that historic research has shown can be answered only 
with archaeological methods 

Virtually any physical evidence of past human activity can be considered a cultural resource, although not 
all such resources are considered to be significant.  They often provide the only means of reconstructing 
the human history of a given site or region, particularly where there is no written history of that area or 
that period.  Consequently, their significance is judged largely in terms of their historical or archaeological 
interpretive values.  Along with research values, cultural resources can be significant, in part, for their 
aesthetic, educational, cultural and religious values. 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for determining the significance of 
impacts to archaeological and historical resources.  This section of the State CEQA Guidelines includes 
the following information: 

• definition of “historic resources” 

• discussion of significant effects on historical resources 

• discussion of effects on archaeological sites 
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• identification of procedures to be followed in the event that Native American or other human 
remains are discovered on a project site. 

Setting 

The proposed project site currently contains irrigated cropland and orchards.  The site has been leveled 
for a number of years.  Surrounding lands have been intensively farmed and adjacent lands developed 
with industrial-type uses.   

The project site was part of lands originally designated for school purposes under the California Enabling 
Act of 1853.  The 76 Land and Water Company secured the rights to the land in order to build an 
irrigation system for some 30,000 acres in southern Fresno County and northern Tulare County, east of 
the Kings River.  The company took its name from Tulare State senator and cattleman Thomas Fowler’s 
“76 Ranch” which had significant land holdings in the area.  The irrigation system was constructed and 
subsequently sold to the Alta Irrigation District in 1890. 

A cultural resources records search (RS#09-291b; RSOC Project No. 200902) was conducted for the 
project on July 21, 2009 by RSO Consulting Archaeological and Historic Resource Management, at the 
Southern San Joaquin Valley Historical Resources Information Center (HRIC) at California State 
University, Bakersfield (Appendix E).   

The results of the records search showed that no surveys have been performed on the subject site, 
consisting of the entire 37-acre parcel owned by KCUSD.  Two surveys within one-half to one mile of the 
project site were performed in 1997 and 2000, with negative results for cultural resources.  No 
archaeological or historical sites have been recorded within the subject site or within one-half to one mile 
of the subject site.  The records search included an examination of the National Register of Historic 
Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, California Points of Historical Interest, California 
Inventory of Historic Resources, California State Historic Landmarks Registry, and the HRIC files of 
pertinent historical and archaeological data.   

No formal cemeteries or other places of human internment are known to exist at the site.   

The Native American Heritage Commission performed a record search of its Sacred Land File for the 
project area.  There was no indication of the presence of Native American cultural resources in the 
immediate project area (Appendix E).  

Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) are legal interests in assets that are held in trust by the U.S. Government for 
federally recognized Indian tribes or individual Indians.  The trust relationship usually stems from a treaty, 
executive order, or act of Congress.  The Secretary of the Interior is the trustee for the United States on 
behalf of federally recognized Indian tribes. “Assets” are anything owned that holds monetary value.  
“Legal interests” means there is a property interest for which there is a legal remedy, such a 
compensation or injunction, if there is improper interference.  Assets can be real property, physical 
assets, or intangible property rights, such as a lease, or right to use something.  ITAs cannot be sold, 
leased or otherwise alienated without United States’ approval.  ITAs may include lands, minerals, and 
natural resources, as well as hunting, fishing, and water rights. Indian reservations, rancherias, and public 
domain allotments are examples of lands that are often considered trust assets.  In some cases, ITAs 
may be located off trust land.  There are no tribes possessing legal property interests held in trust by the 
United States in the project area. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.5.1 – Disturbance of Cultural, Historic Resources or Skeletal Remains  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b), (c), (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

Proposed construction and ground disturbance activities will occur to clear the site of existing structures 
and to grade the site for new structures and facilities.  As found in the cultural resources records search, 
two surveys near the project location were performed with negative results and no archaeological or 
historical sites were recorded in the area. 
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Conclusion 

Although there is no record evidence of archaeological sites on the project site, there is the potential 
during project-related excavation and construction for the discovery of cultural resources.  This impact is 
potentially significant, but can be mitigated to a less than significant level. 

Mitigation Measure #3.5.1 

If, in the course of project operation, any archaeological or historical resources are uncovered, 
discovered, or otherwise detected or observed, activities within 50 feet of the find area shall cease.  A 
qualified archaeologist shall be contacted and advise the County of the site’s significance.  If the findings 
are deemed significant by the County’s Environmental Assessment Officer, appropriate mitigation 
measures shall be required prior to any resumption of work in the affected area of the project. 

In the event human remains are encountered during construction or operation activities, all work within 
the vicinity of the remains would halt in accordance with Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public 
Resources Code §5097.98, and §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  In addition to compliance with Public 
Resources Code §5097.98, in the event that any skeletal remains are discovered, a qualified 
archaeologist, the County Environmental Assessment Officer, County Coroner and local Native American 
organization shall be consulted, and appropriate measures shall be required that may include avoidance 
of the burial site or reburial of the remains. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 

This measure will assure that any archaeological, historical or cultural resources are properly evaluated, 
and will reduce potential impacts to these resources to a less than significant level. 

This measure will also assure that appropriate procedures are followed with respect to unidentified 
skeletal remains or Native American burial grounds that may be found during project construction or 
operation.  This measure will assure that any Native American burial sites encountered are avoided, 
treated in accordance with the recommendations of the most likely descendant (for Native American 
remains), or relocated and will reduce potential impacts to skeletal remains to a less than significant level.  

Monitoring and Implementation 

This requirement shall be implemented by the applicant, and monitoring shall be performed by the County 
of Fresno. 



3.6 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 

Introduction 

This section presents a description of the geologic, soils, seismic conditions and mineral resources at the 
project site and expected impacts associated with implementation of the proposed project.  The 
description of these conditions is based on information prepared by the U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS), 
the California Geologic Survey (CGS), the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), and the 
Fresno County General Plan (2000). 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for geology, soil impacts, and mineral resources are determined by evaluating whether 
the project will: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury or death involving: 

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

iv) Landslides 

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

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

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater 

f) 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 

g) 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 

In addition to general CEQA requirements, projects involving school site acquisition to be funded under 
the state School Facilities Program must also satisfy specific requirements established in the California 
Education Code and California Code of Regulations as seen below: 

h) Would the project involve the construction, reconstruction, or relocation of any school building on 
the trace on a geological fault along which surface rupture can reasonably be expected to occur 
within the life of the school building? 

Setting 

The San Andreas Fault is located approximately 75 miles west of the project site, the Owens Valley fault 
is located approximately 75 miles to the east, and the White Wolf fault is located about 100 miles 
southeast of the site, respectively. 

The project site is located in Zone V1 as defined in the Five-County Seismic Safety Element (Envicom, 
1974).  The description of this zone is: 
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Zone V1 includes most of the eastern San Joaquin Valley, and is characterized by a relatively thin section 
of sedimentary rock overlying a granitic basement.  Amplification of shaking that would affect low to 
medium-rise structures is relatively high, but the distance to either of the faults that are the expected 
sources of the shaking is sufficiently great that the effects are expected to be minimal.  The requirements 
of the Uniform Building Code are adequate for normal facilities. 

The California Geological Survey has prepared seismic shaking maps using consensus information on 
historical earthquakes, faults, and geologic materials.  Historic earthquakes, areas damaged, the slip 
rates of major faults, and geologic materials were combined to calculate the shaking hazard at peak 
ground acceleration.  The shaking hazard map, seen in Figure 3.6-1, shows the level of ground motion 
that has a 10% probability of being exceeded in 50 years.   

The Valley fill consists of thick sequences of Jurassic to Holocene aged marine, lacustrine, fluvial, and 
eolian sediments.  The eastern San Joaquin Valley is dominated by extensive alluvial fans and 
floodplains developed by rivers entering the valley from the Sierra Nevada.  These broad, gently sloping, 
alluvial fans consist predominantly of gravel, sand and silt.  The subject site is located on non-marine 
sedimentary deposits of the Pleistocene Epoch (1.6 million to 10,000 years ago), which are low alluvial 
terraces of the Kaweah River.  These alluvial deposits are often referred to as Older Alluvium. 

The Soil Survey for Eastern Fresno Area, California from the NRCS web soil survey (Soils Maps, Version 
1, Jan 20, 2005, Soil Data, Version 4, Jan 2, 2008), was reviewed to identify soil types present on the 
project site.  The Soil Survey identified soils on the project site and in the surrounding area as Hanford 
coarse sandy loam (Ha), Tujunga loamy sand, (TzbA), Ramona loam (Rc) and Greenfield sandy loam 
(GuA), as indicated in Table 3.6-1 and Figure 3.2-3.   

Table 3.6-1  
Soil Descriptions 

Series Name 
Linear 
Extensibility 
(percent) 

Plasticity 
Index 
(percent) 

USDA Texture Description 

Hanford coarse sandy loam 1.5 2.5 Sandy Loam Low shrink-swell potential 

Tujunga loamy sand 1.5 0.0 Loamy sand and sand Low shrink-swell potential 

Ramona loam 2.2 5.0 Sandy Loam or loam Low shrink-swell potential 

Greenfield sandy loam 1.5 2.5 Sandy Loam Low shrink-swell potential 
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Impacts 

Impact #3.6.1 – Impacts Resulting from Seismic Effects  
[Evaluation Criteria (a) i) ii) iii), (h)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

Review of California Seismic Regulatory Zones reveals that no Earthquake Fault Zones are located on or 
near the project site.  Additionally, review of the list of affected cities and counties on the California 
Geological Survey’s Seismic Hazards Mapping Program website shows that Fresno County is not listed in 
an Official Seismic Hazard Zone.  

The Five County Seismic Safety Element places the project site in an area of minimal ground shaking, 
with no likelihood of ground failure or liquefaction.  Project structures are required to comply with Building 
Code regulations, including seismic requirements. 

Conclusion 

There are no significant seismic-related project impacts. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.6.2 – Landslides  
[Evaluation Criteria (a) iv)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

Site topography is essentially level and is not conducive to landslides.  

Conclusion 

There is no potential landslide impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.6.3 – Soil Erosion, Loss of Topsoil, and Impacts  
from Instable or Expansive Soils    
[Evaluation Criteria (b) (c) (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project site has been in agricultural production and has been laser-leveled.  The site is essentially 
flat, and site soils are not highly erodible.  Existing cropland and orchards and structures will be removed, 
and any topsoil lost will be replaced with building site development and landscaping.  Alta Irrigation 
District has confirmed that there is no groundwater overdraft in the project area, therefore, liquefaction 
probability is low.  Soils in the project area have low shrink-swell potential and are not considered to be 
expansive. 

Conclusion 

The project will not create soil erosion, occasion loss of topsoil, or create any other negative soil impacts.  
There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 
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Impact #3.6.4 – Hazards to Septic Tank or Alternative Waste Disposal System  
[Evaluation Criteria (e)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The proposed project will not utilize septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems.  The project will 
connect to the City of Reedley’s existing municipal sanitary infrastructure. 

Conclusion 

There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.6.5 – Impacts to Mineral Resources  
[Evaluation Criteria (f), (g)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
Although there are sand and gravel resources located several miles northeast of the project site, along 
the Kings River, the project site area does not lie within a designated resource area.  

Conclusion 
There is no impact to mineral resources as the project site is not located near or within a known resource 
area. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 



3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials / Health Risks / Vectors 

Introduction 

This section focuses on the impacts of the proposed project with respect to hazards and hazardous 
materials.  The creation or expansion of hazardous conditions is the primary area of focus under this 
environmental issue.  Hazards include, but are not limited to, hazardous materials, public health and 
environmental risks, hazards associated with aircraft and airports, and wildland fires.  An additional 
concern is the consistency of the project with emergency response plans or emergency evacuation plans. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for hazardous condition and health risks impacts are determined by evaluating whether 
the project will: 

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 
or risk of explosion; 

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

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

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

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area; 

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan; 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed 
with wildlands? 

In addition to general CEQA requirements, projects involving school site acquisition to be funded under 
the state School Facilities Program must also satisfy several specific requirements established in the 
California Education Code and California Code of Regulations as seen below: 

i) Locate a school site at: 

i. The site of a current or former hazardous waste disposal site or solid waste disposal site 
and, if so, have the wastes be removed; 

ii. A hazardous substance release waste site identified by the State Department of Health 
Services in a current list adopted pursuant to §25356 for removal or remedial action 
pursuant to Chapter 6.8 of Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code; or 

iii. A site that contains one or more pipelines, situated underground or above ground, which 
carry hazardous substances, acutely hazardous materials or hazardous wastes, unless 
the pipeline is a natural gas line that is used only to supply natural gas to that school or a 
neighborhood? 

j) Locate a school within 2,000 feet of a significant disposal of hazardous waste? (If so, the DTSC 
will determine whether the property is to be considered a Hazardous Waste Property or Border 
Zone Property.) 
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k) Locate a school on a site containing or underlined by naturally occurring hazardous materials? 

l) Locate a school where the property line is less than the following distances from the edge of 
respective power line easements: 

i. 100 feet of a 50-133 kV line; 

ii. 150 feet of a 220-230 kV line; or 

iii. 350 feet of a 500-550 kV line? 

m) Locate a school near an above-ground water or fuel storage tank or within 1,500 feet of an 
easement of an above-ground or underground pipeline that can pose a safety hazard to the site? 

Definition of Hazardous Material 

A substance may be considered hazardous due to a number of criteria, including toxicity, ignitability, 
corrosivity, or reactivity.  The term “hazardous material” is defined in law as any material that, because of 
quantitative, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential 
hazard to human health and safety or to the environment. 

Once a hazardous material becomes ready for discard, it becomes a hazardous waste.  A hazardous 
waste, for the purpose of this report, is any hazardous material that is abandoned, discarded, or (planned 
to be) recycled.  In addition, hazardous wastes may occasionally be generated by actions that change the 
composition of previously non-hazardous material.  The same criteria (toxicity, ignitability, corrosivity, or 
reactivity) that render a material hazardous also make waste hazardous. 

The use of hazardous material and disposal of hazardous waste are subject to numerous laws and 
regulations at all levels of government.  Below is a brief overview of federal and state laws and 
regulations. 

Regulatory Framework 

Federal 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), individual states may implement their own 
hazardous waste programs in lieu of RCRA as long as the state program is at least as stringent as federal 
RCRA requirements.  The EPA must approve state programs intended to implement federal regulations.  
In California, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA) and the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), a department within Cal EPA, regulate the generation, transportation 
treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste.  The EPA approved the California RCRA program, 
called the Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL), in 1992.  DTSC has primary hazardous material 
regulatory responsibility, but can delegate enforcement responsibilities to local jurisdictions that enter into 
agreements with DTSC for the generation, transport, and disposal of hazardous material under the 
authority of the HWCL. 

The hazardous waste regulations establish criteria for identifying, packaging, and labeling hazardous 
wastes; prescribe the management of hazardous wastes; establish permit requirements for hazardous 
waste treatment, storage, disposal, and transportation; and identify hazardous wastes that cannot be 
disposed of in ordinary landfills.  The generator (producer) must retain hazardous waste manifests for a 
minimum of three years.  Hazardous waste manifests provide a description of the waste, its intended 
destination, and regulatory information about the waste.  A copy of the manifest must be filed with the 
state.  The generator must match copies of hazardous wastes manifests with receipts from treatment, 
storage, and disposal facilities. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA, otherwise 
known as Superfund) and associated Superfund Amendments provide the EPA with the authority to 
identify hazardous sites, to require site remediation, and to recover the cost of site remediation from 
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polluters.  California has enacted similar laws intended to supplement the federal program.  DTSC is 
primarily responsible for implementing California’s Superfund Law. 

State 
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, §66261.20.20-24 contains technical descriptions of 
characteristics that would cause a soil to be classified as a hazardous waste. 

The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 
The California Hazardous Materials Release Response Plans and Inventory Law of 1985 (Business Plan 
Act) requires that any business that handles hazardous materials prepare a business plan, which must 
include the following: 

• Detail, including floor plans, of the facility and business conducted at the site 

• An Inventory of hazardous materials that are stored or handled on site 

• An emergency response plan 

• A safety and emergency response training program for new employees with annual refresher 
courses 

Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program 
In January 1996, the Cal EPA adopted regulations implementing the Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program (Unified Program).  The program has six 
elements:  hazardous waste generators and hazardous waste on-site treatment; underground storage 
tanks; above ground storage tanks; hazardous materials release response plans and inventories; risk 
management and prevention program; and Uniform Fire Code hazardous materials management plan 
and inventories.  The plan is implemented at the local level. 

Cortese List Identification 
Data resources and information pertaining to hazardous waste sites are compiled pursuant to 
Government Code §65962.5 and provided through the “Cortese List”.  The Cortese List is required to be 
updated annually, based on the following list: 

• List of hazardous waste and substance sites from the Department of Toxic Substances Control 
(DTSC) EnviroStor database; 

• List of leaking underground storage tank sites by County and Fiscal Year from the State Water 
Resources Control Board Ger Tracker database; 

• List of solid waste disposal sites identified by the State Water Resources Control Board with 
waste constituents above hazardous waste levels outside the waste management unit; 

• List of “active” Cease and Desist Orders and Cleanup and Abatement Orders from the State 
Water Resources Control Board; and 

• List of hazardous waste facilities subject to corrective action pursuant to §25187.5 of the Health 
and Safety Code, identified by the DTSC. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Regulations 
California regulates the transportation of hazardous waste originating in the state and passing through the 
state (26 CCR).  The two state agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal and state 
regulations and responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies are the California 
Highway Patrol (CHP) and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 

Underground Storage Tanks 

Storage of hazardous materials in underground storage tanks (UST) is regulated by the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB), which has overall responsibility for implementing regulations set 
forth in Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations.  State standards cover the installation and 
monitoring of tanks in use, and corrective actions for removed tanks.  Implementation of State UST 
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regulations, including permitting, is enforced locally by the Fresno County Fire Department and the 
Fresno County Certified Unified Program Agencies. 

The following fuels are typically stored in underground storage tanks: 

Biodiesel 

Biodiesel is derived from vegetable oils that are chemically converted into biodiesel.  It is similar to diesel 
fuel except that it is produced from crops, typically canola, soybean, sunflower, and safflower.   

Effective June 1, 2009, an emergency regulatory action was approved by the State of California Office of 
Administrative Law which allows for the lawful storage of certain biodiesel blends up to 20 percent 
biodiesel and 80 percent petroleum diesel, commonly known as B20, in underground storage tanks 
(USTs) that have been tested and approved for storing petroleum diesel, if specified conditions are met.  
Prior to this, no blend of biodiesel was approved for storage in USTs. 

With the exception of biodiesel blends up to 5 percent (B5), which has been designated as meeting the 
specifications for petroleum diesel approval, underground tank systems manufactured to date have not 
received independent testing organization approvals for biodiesel or other biodiesel blends.  Further, leak 
detection equipment and method approvals have not been obtained for biodiesel or any blend of 
biodiesel. 

Not having yet completed testing for these two regulatory requirements (compatibility and functionality) 
has significantly contributed to the delay in the use of biodiesel blends greater than B5 in California.  In 
response, the State Water Resources Control Board demonstrated its commitment to facilitating the use 
of alternative fuels by adopting emergency regulations which provide a temporary variance from these 
testing requirements to allow the storage of biodiesel blends up to B20 in USTs. 

Diesel 

Diesel is a hydrocarbon-based fuel used in compression ignition engines and results in a complex mixture 
of air pollutants with potential to cause cancer, premature death and other health problems in large 
quantities.  The Air Resources Board (ARB) regulates fuel specifications for diesel fuel sold in California 
in the California Diesel Fuel Regulations outlined in Title 13, and Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations.   

Solid waste collection vehicles that are diesel fueled are required by the ARB to comply with the Solid 
Waste Collection Vehicle (SWCV) regulation.  Owners of solid waste collection vehicles or diesel-fueled 
trucks with over 14,000 pounds gross vehicle weight, with model-year engines from 1969 to 2006, used to 
collect residential and commercial solid waste, are required to use Best Available Control Technology for 
reducing diesel particulate matter (PM). 

Ethanol 

Used as a biofuel alternative to gasoline, it is widely used by flex-fuel light vehicles and as an oxygenate 
to gasoline.  Ethanol is a liquid alcohol made of oxygen, hydrogen and carbon, primarily corn and wheat 
based.  The type of ethanol used in vehicles has been distilled and dehydrated to create a high-octane, 
water-free alcohol.  Most gasoline-powered vehicles can run on a gasoline-ethanol blend of 10% ethanol 
(E-10); however, there are vehicles specifically designed to run on 85% ethanol (E-85), requiring only 
15% gasoline.  When combined with gasoline, the ethanol blend has environmental benefits, compared to 
using strictly gasoline.  It burns cleaner and more completely than gasoline or diesel.  Ethanol from corn 
produces 3-4% fewer greenhouse gas emissions than gasoline.  In March of 2000, the California State 
Water Resources Control Board issued an advisory to UST stakeholders regarding ethanol-blend fuel 
capabilities and discussed specific UST requirements to accommodate ethanol blends. 

Gasoline 

Gasoline is a nonrenewable fuel made from petroleum and used in most U.S. passenger vehicles with 
internal combustion engines.  When gasoline is used, carbon dioxide is produces.  Carbon dioxide is a 
greenhouse gas that is linked with global climate change (project impacts to global climate change are 
discussed in Chapter 5).  The use of gasoline also gives off pollutants- carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, 
particulate matter, and unburned hydrocarbons- that help form air pollution.  Since the 1960’s, 
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increasingly stringent environmental standards have led to vehicle designs that have reduced vehicle 
exhaust emissions by 95 percent.  The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 require that reformulated 
gasolines be used in areas of the country that do not meet air quality standards, to reduce emissions and 
improve air quality.   

Local 
Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPA) 

The Unified Program consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative requirements, 
permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of six environmental and emergency response programs.  
The state agencies responsible for these programs set the standards for their program while local 
governments implement the standards.  Cal/EPA oversees the implementation of the program as a 
whole.  CUPA policies for Fresno County include the administration and enforcement of the California 
Accidental Release Prevention Program, underground storage tanks, hazardous waste and universal 
waste reporting, and onsite treatment/tiered permitting.  In addition to the above mentioned enforcement 
areas, CUPA also require business plans for projects that handle hazardous materials above specific 
thresholds.  The business plan must include policies on the following topics: 

• Release Prevention 

• Immediate Notification and Evacuation 

• Emergency Response Protocols and Cleanup Procedures 

The business plan must also include a Risk Management Plan (RMP), which, at minimum, must discuss 
safety information, hazard review, operating procedures, training policies, maintenance schedules, 
compliance audits, and incident investigation. 

The business plan and RMP must be reviewed annually by the Fresno County Health Department in 
compliance with the Fresno County CUPA. 

The County of Fresno General Plan (2000)  

The Fresno County General Plan discusses hazardous waste in Section 9.6.  Fresno County has 
prepared a Hazardous Waste Management Plan (HWMP) in accordance with California Health and 
Safety Code Section 24135 et seq.  The HWMP identifies the need for any potential future locations of 
treatment, storage, and disposal facilities and includes policies and potential impacts for the management 
of hazardous waste within the county.  The major goal of the HWMP is to reduce the need for new 
hazardous waste facilities by reducing waste at its source through recycling, reduced use of hazardous 
materials, and public education. 

Fresno County’s Health Services Division coordinates an Emergency Response Program that provides 
technical oversight and assistance for all emergency situations, including hazardous materials incidents 
that occur in Fresno County. 

Both urban and wildland fire hazards exist in Fresno County, creating the potential for injury, loss of life, 
and property damage.  The type and amount of fuels, topography, and climates are the primary factors 
influencing the degree of fire risk.  Public Resources Code Section 4290 et seq. set minimum fire safety 
standards for development in State Responsibility Areas (SRAs).  Current development in Fresno County 
is subject to “Fire Safe” requirements (Public Resources Code §4291), which include minimum roadway 
width for access to parcels, turnarounds and maximum length limitations for dead-end roads, driveway 
width and length standards, and fuel clearance.  Factors that exacerbate urban structural fires include 
substandard building construction, highly flammable materials, delay in response time, and inadequate 
fire protection services. 

The project site borders the boundary of the City of Reedley.  The City proposes to partner with the Kings 
Canyon Unified School District in the transportation center and to relocate the Public Works Yard to the 
project site.  This would allow for shared use of the City’s equipment during times of emergency.   
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Setting 

The project includes the construction and operation of a 27-acre transportation center, where a fleet of 
209 busses, trucks and other vehicles would be housed, maintained, and stored.  Additional facilities 
include administration offices, an educational center, maintenance shops, service bays, and fuel storage 
and associated dispensers for compressed natural gas (CNG), ethanol, biodiesel, ultra-low sulfur diesel, 
and unleaded regular gasoline.  Fuel storage at the project site would consist of the following: 

• 2-10,000 gallon diesel underground storage tanks 

• 1-10,000 gallon unleaded regular gasoline underground storage tank 

• 1-10,000 gallon ethanol underground storage tank 

• 1-10,000 gallon biodiesel underground storage tank 

There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the project site; however, the project 
is a school facility with an educational center onsite. 

The Reedley Municipal Airport is located near the intersection of Reed Avenue and Central Avenue, 
approximately six miles north of the project site.  It is a relatively small, uncontrolled airport, with 
approximately 50 planes stored on site.  The Kings River Community College Airport is located near the 
intersection of Reed Avenue and Manning Avenue, approximately 2.25 miles northwest of the project site.  
It is a small, uncontrolled airport, with only one plane stored on site. 

The project site is currently cultivated agricultural lands and orchards and is not within a wildland fire 
hazard area. 

The project site is not located on a site which is included on Cortese List. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.7.1 – Create Hazard to the Public or Environment  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The construction and operation of the Central Valley Transportation Center Project will involve the routine 
use, transport and/or storage of hazardous materials.  These include fuels such as gasoline, diesel, 
biodiesel, ethanol and CNG.  Hazardous materials such as pesticides and fertilizers will likely be used in 
areas of the project during normal landscaping maintenance.  Other hazardous materials that will be used 
and stored on the site include vehicle maintenance and cleaning products. 

Conclusion 
The use, transport and storage of hazardous materials are regulated at the federal, state and local level.  
Existing regulations will reduce the impacts associated with the use, storage, transport, and accidental 
release of hazardous materials to a less than significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 

Impact #3.7.2 – Result in Hazardous Emissions or Hazardous Materials within the Vicinity 
of an Existing or Proposed School  
[Evaluation Criteria (c), (i), (j), (k)]: 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The proposed project is a school facility.  There are no other existing or proposed schools within one-
quarter mile of the project site.  There is one compressed natural gas pipeline running in close proximity 
to the site which will be utilized by the Transportation Center.  There are no naturally occurring hazards in 
the vicinity of the project site.  
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Conclusion 
There is no impact regarding hazardous emissions or hazardous materials within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 

Impact #3.7.3 –Hazardous Materials Site, Safety Hazard for People Working in Vicinity of a 
Public Airport, Public Use Airport, or Private Airstrip  
[Evaluation Criteria (d), (e) and (f)]: 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The project site is not located on a hazardous materials site and is not within two miles of a public airport, 
public use airport, or private airstrip. 

Conclusion 
There is no impact regarding the risk of these hazards. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 

Impact #3.7.4 – Impair or Interfere with Emergency Response/Evacuation Plan  
[Evaluation Criteria (g)]: 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The project will not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with the City of Reedley or the 
County of Fresno emergency response.  The project will not alter emergency response patterns to the 
facility and neither of the roads adjacent to the facility are major evacuation routes. 

Conclusion 
There is no impact regarding the risk of interference with an emergency response or evacuation plan. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 

Impact #3.7.5 – Impacts Resulting from Proximity to Powerlines or Storage Tanks  
[Evaluation Criteria (l), (m)]: 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
There are no high-voltage power lines within one-quarter mile of the project site.  There are no above 
ground storage tanks associated with this project, and all underground storage tanks will be in 
compliance with rules and regulations set forth by the State Water Resources Control Board and 
implemented at the local level by the Fresno County Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA).  

Conclusion 
There is no impact regarding the risk of hazards due to close proximity to powerline easements or above 
or below ground storage tanks.   

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 
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Impact #3.7.6 – Wildland Fires  
[Evaluation Criteria (h)]: 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The project site is currently surrounded by cultivated agricultural lands and orchards and is bordered on 
the east by an industrial area for the City of Reedley.  The project site is not within a recognized wildland 
fire hazard area. 

Conclusion 
There is a less than significant impact from the risk of wildland fires. 

Mitigation Measures 
None are required. 

 



3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Introduction 

This section evaluates the impacts of the proposed project on surface and groundwater quality and 
project area hydrology.  It describes existing water quality and hydrology in the project area, identifies any 
potential project impacts thereon, and proposes any needed mitigation measures which would reduce or 
mitigate such identified impacts.  The project will be required by law to comply with all Federal and State 
requirements. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for hydrology and water quality impacts are determined by evaluating whether the 
project will: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted) 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site 

e) 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 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam, inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow 

Regulatory Framework 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has authority over all water rights in California under 
the common law public trust doctrine to protect public trust uses.  The Urban Water Management 
Planning Act requires every public or private water supplier who meets certain operational criteria to 
prepare, adopt, and submit to the State Department of Water Resources (DWR) an urban water 
management plan, and to update the plan at least every five years.  The Agricultural Water Conservation 
and Management Act provides that agricultural water suppliers may institute water conservation and 
management programs.  DWR assists agricultural water suppliers in implementing efficient water 
management practices to improve agricultural water use efficiency.  Assembly Bill 225 and AB 3030 
authorized local agencies which provide water service to adopt and implement groundwater management 
plans. Consequently, the County of Fresno and other local agencies have adopted groundwater 
management plans.  
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) are responsible for ensuring implementation and compliance with the provisions of the federal 
Clean Water Act (CWA) and California’s Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.  Fresno County is 
situated within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley Region of the RWQCB (Region 5).  The Central Valley 
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RWQCB (CVRWQCB) has the authority to implement water quality protection standards through the 
issuance of permits for discharges (Report of Waste Discharge) to waters at locations within its 
jurisdiction.  Water quality objectives for the San Joaquin River and its tributaries are specified in the 
Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento River Basin and San Joaquin River Basin (Basin Plan) 
prepared by the CVRWQCB in compliance with the federal CWA and the State Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act.  
All discharges to surface water or groundwater within Fresno County are subject to the Basin Plan 
requirements for the area.  The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system 
was established in the CWA to regulate municipal and industrial discharges to surface waters of the 
United States.  Each NPDES permit contains limits on allowable concentrations and mass emissions of 
pollutants contained in the discharge. Sections 401 and 402 of the CWA contain general requirements 
regarding NPDES permits.  Section 307 of the CWA describes the factors that EPA must consider in 
setting effluent limits for priority pollutants.  Nonpoint sources are diffuse and originate over a wide area 
rather than from a definable point. 

In accordance with NPDES regulations, to minimize the potential effects of construction runoff on 
receiving water quality, the State requires that any construction activity affecting five acres or more must 
obtain a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit.  Permit applicants are required to prepare a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
reduce construction effects on receiving water quality by implementing erosion control measures.  
Additionally required structural BMPs include engineered features that provide some treatment, such as 
vegetative drainage ways, detention infiltration ponds, constructed wetlands, or filtration basins and sand 
filters.  A BMP may be drainage area-wide or site-specific.  Non-structural BMPs are typically non-
engineered management measures such as administrative and education programs focused on pollution 
prevention and source control.  Development projects would be required to incorporate structural BMPs 
appropriate to the type of development and land uses in the project site, taking into account local and 
regional drainage and water quality considerations. 

Local 

The Fresno County General Plan (2000) provides policies to protect and enhance the surface water and 
groundwater resources in the county.  Policies contained in the Open Space and Conservation Element 
address broad water planning issues, groundwater recharge, the relationship of land use decisions to 
water issues, and water quality problems.  Related policies are included in Flood Hazards, Water Supply 
and Delivery, Storm Drainage and Flood Control, Wetland and Riparian Areas, and River Influence Areas. 

Setting 

The topography of the project site is essentially flat, with slopes prior to agricultural land leveling 
averaging five feet to the mile toward the southwest.  Waterways within Fresno County and near the 
project site are depicted on Figure 3.8-1.  The project site is located approximately 200 feet west of the 
Travers Creek and approximately 1,300 feet east of the Buttonwillow Ditch. 

The Flood Insurance Rate Maps prepared by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
indicate that the project site is located outside of the 100-year flood zone, as depicted on Figure 3.8-2.  
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is responsible for flood control in the Fresno County area.   

The Alta Irrigation District (Alta ID), a California Irrigation District, provides surface water supply from the 
Kings River to Tulare, Fresno and a small portion of Kings Counties, and the towns of Dinuba and 
Reedley.  Irrigation releases are from Pine Flat Reservoir and Millerton Lake.  The District’s diversion and 
storage rights are based upon riparian and appropriative claims, as well as contractual agreements and 
licenses granted by the State Water Resources Control Board and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.   

Within the Kings River watershed, snowpack and rainfall provide extremely high quality water with low 
amounts of dissolved salts, resulting in high yields to occur on heavier soils without drainage issues.  Alta 
ID continually monitors the water quality of surface water discharges within the groundwater basin to 
ensure water meets or exceeds the water quality regulations set forth by the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB).  Municipal stormwater discharges into District facilities are regulated by permits 
between the discharger and the District.   
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Groundwater basin boundaries can be estimated based on subsurface geologic conditions and 
groundwater flow directions.  In addition, groundwater quality can be considered (i.e. areas of unusable 
groundwater quality could be deleted from basin boundaries).  Subsurface geologic conditions are 
important primarily because of constraints on attainable well yields and on groundwater development.  
Because of the recharge and pumping source locations, groundwater flow divides are important features.  
These divides are often related to boundaries of areas that have adequate surface water supplies, from 
which groundwater normally flows out toward cones of depression in other areas.  Cones of depression 
are normally developed where concentrated pumping is present due to insufficient surface water supplies. 

A single groundwater basin can be considered to be present in the San Joaquin Valley, and by extension, 
in the larger Central Valley.  In general, permeable alluvial deposits are present in the Valley, and 
groundwater in these deposits is hydraulically connected to groundwater in other parts of the basin.  The 
San Joaquin Valley is bounded on the east by the Sierra Nevada Mountains, comprised of hard rock.  
These mountains are the watershed which provides the source of most of the water that eventually 
recharges the groundwater in the Valley.  This basin is also bound by the Coast Ranges on the west and 
the Transverse Range on the south.   

A more detailed breakdown of the San Joaquin Valley Basin has been made by the California Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) in considering potentially and existing overdrafted groundwater basins in the 
State.  Smaller basins are more useful in evaluating local groundwater conditions and management 
opportunities.  The Kings Subbasin includes the area where water is distributed from the Kings River and 
its deltaic branches.  The project site is located in the Kings Subbasin (see Figure 3.8-3). 

Alta Irrigation District implemented a Groundwater Management Plan (1994) that covers its portion of the 
Kings River groundwater subbasin.  The Groundwater Management Plan addresses both surface and 
ground water quality and supply, water monitoring policies, well drilling, groundwater banking, and water 
transfers. 

In compliance with the Department of Water Resources monitoring policies, Alta ID has historically 
monitored groundwater levels within the District’s boundaries.  Groundwater contour mapping over the 
years has indicated an overall trend of declining groundwater level within the District, periodically 
interrupted by a short-term groundwater recovery. 

Alta ID’s Groundwater Management Plan indicates the quality of the groundwater within the Kings 
Subbasin is very good due to the recharge waters originating in the Kings River watershed.  Sources of 
recharge to groundwater in the vicinity of the project site include seepage from the waterways (Kings 
River, Buttonwillow Ditch, and Travers Creek) and sheet-flow flooding and deep percolation of applied 
irrigation water. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.8.1 – Violation of Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements  
[Evaluation Criteria (a)] 

The proposed project would be subject to the regulations established in the statewide National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) general construction activity stormwater permit administered by 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). Specific requirements include, at a minimum, best 
management practices for sediment control, construction materials control, site management, and erosion 
control. In addition, a SWPPP would be developed for construction materials and waste management as 
the project would require disturbance of more than one acre of land.   

Conclusion 

Compliance with federal, state and local waste discharge requirements will ensure that impacts regarding 
violation of water quality standards are less than significant. 

Mitigations 

None are required. 
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 Impact #3.8.2 – Depletion of Groundwater Supplies  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)] 

Currently, the City of Reedley Public Works department and Kings Canyon Unified School District 
administrative office uses approximately 900,000 gallons per year.  As there will be minimal expansion of 
either facility with the move to the new site, and as water conservation has been a basis of project design, 
the new facility will actually use less water than what is being used currently.  On October 23, 2009, Russ 
Robertson, the City’s Public Works director confirmed that the City has continued capacity to supply the 
project.  The project proposes the use of various water conserving landscaping measures, including 
utilizing drought-tolerant plants for the majority of the landscaping and minimizing areas of turf grass.  
Water consumption of air-cleaning trees will be considered in landscaping decisions and native and 
drought tolerant trees will be incorporated where feasible.  Plumbing decisions will consider water 
efficiency and water conserving technologies, including the use of low-flow and other water-conserving 
plumbing fixtures.  Wastewater technologies, including recycling of wash water at wash station, are 
proposed for the project.  No wells are proposed to be drilled or used as part of the proposed project.   

Conclusion 

The project will use the domestic water supply provided by the City’s existing infrastructure system and 
will not substantially deplete groundwater levels or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  The 
impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.8.3 – Drainage Pattern Alteration  
[Evaluation Criteria (c), (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
To reduce runoff and minimize stormwater drainage, the project anticipates the use of pervious concrete 
at select areas, possibly including tree wells, parking stalls or the perimeter of parking areas.  Swales will 
likely be incorporated at drainage perimeters of paved surfaces.  If it is feasible and practical, the project 
also proposes to incorporate a modular green roof system.  The project’s stormwater and wastewater 
discharges will be directed to the City of Reedley’s stormwater basin located adjacent to and west of the 
project site.  The basin, located in the City’s Redevelopment Area, was developed in anticipation of the 
transportation project.  The storm drainage basin is currently 2.24 acres, with an additional 2.3 acres to 
be developed to accommodate the transportation facility at full project build-out. 

Conclusion 
The project will not alter or impact any natural channel in the vicinity as the nearest waterway, Travers 
Creek, is located at least 200 feet east of the project site and does not border the site’s perimeter.  The 
project will be engineered to comply with the County storm drainage and flood control improvement 
standards to ensure adequate drainage occurs without causing significant siltation or erosion impacts on 
or off-site.  Construction-related activities will be subject to compliance with requirements for demolition 
and grading permitting under the County Building Ordinance.  Discharge requirements of applicable state 
and federal regulations, such as the State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit and the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), as well as the use of feasible and practical 
best management practices (BMPs), will be implemented to reduce potential impacts to a level of less 
than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
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Impact #3.8.4 – Surface Runoff Increase or Water Quality Degradation  
[Evaluation Criteria (e), (f)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project is subject to compliance with the State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit to 
ensure the construction-related impacts, such as clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground, are 
reduced to acceptable levels to protect stormwater runoff.  Compliance with the permit would involve filing 
a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and preparing a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to construction.  To ensure compliance with adopted 
regulations, construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be implemented.  BMPs can include 
a variety of methods to eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to receiving waters, by 
scheduling or limiting activities to certain times of year, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, 
and/or other management practices to prevent or reduce pollution.   

Conclusion 

Potential impacts to surface water and polluted runoff on and off-site would be reduced with compliance 
with state and local wastewater discharge regulations and with county drainage improvement 
requirements for site development.  The impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.8.5 – 100-year Flood Hazards  
[Evaluation Criteria (g), (h)] 

The proposed transportation facility is not within a 100-year flood hazard zone (Figure 3.8-2).  The project 
will not place housing within a flood hazard area. 

Conclusion 

The proposed project will require temporary construction and ground disturbance; however potential flood 
flows redirected due to the project’s development do not affect a 100-year flood hazard area, as the site is 
located outside the 100-year flood zone.  There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.8.6 – Dam Failure, Seiche, Tsunami, Mudflow  
[Evaluation Criteria (i)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The Fresno County General Plan (2000) indicates that the proposed project site is located on the edge of 
the projected inundation area for Pine Flat Dam, located on the Kings River, approximately 25 miles 
northeast of Reedley.  The topography of the area and the abundant rivers and irrigation channels near 
the proposed project site will direct potential flood flows away from the project. 

The proposed project site is not located near a body of water that could generate seiche or tsunami 
impacts.  Site topography, which is essentially level, does not permit mudflow events. 

Conclusion 

As the project is approximately 25 miles west of the nearest dam and there is no large water body nearby, 
any impacts resulting from dam failure, mudflow, seiche or tsunami would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.9 Land Use and Planning 

Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to identify and evaluate potential project-specific impacts to land use and 
local land use policies that would result from the proposed project and its alternatives.  

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Pertinent criteria for evaluation of land use and planning impacts are: 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating and environmental effect? 

Regulatory Framework 

The Fresno County General Plan identifies the site as within the Eastside Valley Area geographic area 
boundary.  The General Plan identifies the project site, as well as the surrounding lands to the north, east 
and south, for agricultural use.  Properties adjacent to and west of the project site are located within the 
City of Reedley and are designated by the City of Reedley General Plan for industrial uses. 

The project site is not located within the Williamson Act Contract Lands boundaries, according to the 
Williamson Act Contract Lands in Reedley Map (December, 2008).  According to the Reedley City Clerk’s 
records, the site was removed from contract by a Resolution to Protest, Document No. 96148774, dated 
November 5, 1996. 

According to the Fresno County Zoning Maps, the site is zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural – 20 acre 
minimum) (seen in Figure 3.2-1).  The County Zoning Ordinance defines the “AE” District as an exclusive 
district for agriculture and for those uses which are necessary and an integral part of the agricultural 
operation.  Surrounding sites are zoned MH (Heavy Industrial), ML (Light Industrial), and MP (Planned 
Industrial) within the City of Reedley limit, and AE-20 within the County. 

The Zoning Ordinance specifies governmental facilities are allowed in the AE District with approval as an 
Unclassified Conditional Use, pursuant to the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance, §853.B.7.  Public 
facilities are allowed pursuant to §853.B.14 for “public utility and public services, structures, uses and 
buildings”.   

Setting  

The project site is located within Fresno County, east of Buttonwillow Avenue (Road 64) and north of East 
Huntsman Avenue, situated approximately 500 feet west of the Travers Creek channel. 

The project area is generally bounded by Dinuba Avenue to the north, Englehart Avenue to the east, 
Floral Avenue to the south, and Buttonwillow Avenue to the west.  

The project will span 27 acres of a 36.62-acre site located in a predominantly agricultural-based area.  
Existing land uses in the study area are characterized by a mixture of rural residential, agricultural, and 
industrial uses.  The project site is currently occupied by orchards and row crops.  The properties 
adjacent to and west of the project site, known as Reedley Industrial Park, are comprised of Maxco 
Packaging, fresh produce packaging company and a produce shipping company.  Within a half-mile 
radius of the project site, there exists an irrigation supply company, a plant nursery, a mini-storage facility, 
a furniture outlet store, a cold storage facility, a poultry farm facility, a fruit packing company, other 
farming operations, orchards, approximately 16 rural single-family residences, and a subdivision with 
approximately 250 single-family residences.  The nearest off-site residence is approximately 1,200 feet 
southwest of the proposed facility location.   
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Impacts 

Impact #3.9.1 – Division of an Established Community  
[evaluation criteria (a)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The location of the proposed transportation center is adjacent to the City of Reedley limit and one-quarter 
mile outside the nearest established community. 

Conclusion 

The proposed transportation center will not divide an established community.  There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.9.2 – Land Use Policy/Zoning Conformance  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation  

The project site will be renovated and reconfigured to accommodate proposed public and industrial-based 
facilities (corporate yard with alternative and renewable fueling stations, bus washing facility, 
administrative offices, educational center, district maintenance service bays, and fleet storage).  The 
existing industrial-based land uses in the project area decrease the potential for land use impacts by the 
proposed transportation facility.  Introducing a new transportation facility to the subject area would not 
create a substantially different land use that would significantly impact residential development or 
physically divide an established community, since all of the existing residences within the study area are 
rural and sparsely located.  The project site is also surrounded by existing agricultural uses, which include 
row crops and orchards.  The proposed transportation facility, being a public service facility with an 
industrial nature, will not be as compatible with existing residential and agricultural uses within the study 
area, as with those existing in the adjacent industrial park (i.e., packing and shipping facilities), and an 
Unclassified Conditional Use Permit would be approved by the Fresno County Planning Commission to 
ensure the project would be compatible with zoning objectives and with the surrounding land uses. 

Conclusion 

The project is in compliance with the goals, policies and objectives of the County’s General Plan, as 
discussed above. The project is consistent with zoning regulations subject to conditional use permit 
approval.  No significant environmental impact will occur with development of the proposed project that 
would conflict with implementation of the land use policies. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 



3.10 Noise 

Introduction 

This section discusses existing noise levels at the project site and adjacent to the site, noise levels 
resulting from construction and noise levels resulting from operation activities. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for noise impacts are determined by evaluating whether the project will result in: 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinances, or applicable standards of other agencies; 

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise 
levels; 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project; 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project; 

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 expose people residing 
or working in the project area to excessive noise levels; 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels 

Setting 

The proposed project site is located on 27 acres in an unincorporated area in Fresno County, just outside 
the eastern City Limits of Reedley.  The project site is surrounded by agricultural and industrial land uses, 
primarily orchards, row crops and packaging facilities.  Sensitive noise receptors located in the vicinity of 
the proposed transportation center consist of rural farm residences.  The nearest off-site residence is 
approximately 1,200 feet southwest of the proposed facility location. 

The Fresno County General Plan (2000) states that “Noise is subjectively defined as unwanted sound.  
Sound is technically described in terms of amplitude (loudness) and frequency (pitch).  The standard unit 
of sound amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB).  Since the human ear is not equally sensitive to 
sound at all frequencies, a special frequency-dependent rating scale has been devised to relate noise to 
human sensitivity.  The A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) provides this compensation by discriminating 
against frequencies in a manner approximating the sensitivity to the human ear.”  Table 3.10-1 
demonstrates noise levels acceptable in Fresno County. 

 
Table 3.10-1 
Fresno County General Plan – Land Use Compatibility for Community Noise Exposure 

Land Use 
Normally 

Acceptable 
Conditionally 
Acceptable 

Generally 
Unacceptable 

Land Use 
Discouraged 

Residential, Single-family 50-60 55-70 70-75 75-85 
Residential, Multi-family 50-65 60-70 70-75 75-85 
Office Buildings, Commercial 50-70 68-78 75-85  
Industrial, Utilities, Agriculture 50-75 70-80 75-85  

Interpretation: 
 Normally acceptable – Specified land use is satisfactory, based upon the assumption that any buildings involved are of 

normal conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements. 
 Conditionally acceptable – New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the 

noise reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design.  Conventional 
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning will normally suffice. 
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 Generally unacceptable – New construction or development should generally be discouraged.  If new construction or 
development does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise 
insulation features included in the design. 
Land Use Discouraged – New construction or development should generally not be undertaken. 
Source: Fresno County General Plan (2000) 

Impacts 

Impact #3.10.1 – Short-Term Construction Noise  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project operation would generate noise over a long period of time.  Short-term project construction 
would involve temporary noise sources associated with general construction activity.  Typical construction 
equipment would include backhoes, excavators, loaders and miscellaneous equipment (i.e. pneumatic 
tools, jack hammer, mechanical vibrators).  Typical noise levels generated by this type of construction 
equipment at various distances from the noise source are listed in Table 3.10-2 below: 

 
Table 3.10-2 
Typical Construction Noise Levels 

Construction Equipment 
Noise Source dBA at 50 ft dBA at 100 ft dBA at 1.0 mile 

Pneumatic tools 85 79 45 

Truck (e.g. dump, water) 88 82 48 

Concrete mixer (truck) 85 79 45 

Backhoe 85 79 45 

Source:  Borba Farms Dairy EIR, BASELINE Consulting, 1999, Cunniff 1977 

Noise levels generated by the equipment would range from 85 to 88 dBA at a distance of 50 feet from the 
noise source; at 100 feet, the noise levels would range from 79 to 82 dBA.   

Conclusion 

Construction noise at the nearest residence, 1,200 feet away, would not exceed the Fresno County 
General Plan (2000) noise standards of 60 dBA.  Additionally; any construction noise would be temporary 
in nature.  The impact is less than significant.  To further reduce any potential noise impacts, the following 
mitigation measure is included. 

Mitigation Measures 

Noise producing equipment used during construction and operation shall be restricted to the timeframe of 
7:00 am to 7:00 pm, Monday through Friday, and 7:00 am to 6:00 pm on Saturday, Sunday and holidays.  
Construction outside of these hours shall require written approval by the County of Fresno. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the above mitigation measure will ensure that the potential impact remains less than 
significant. 

Monitoring and Implementation 

Both implementation and monitoring shall be the responsibility of the applicant.  
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Impact #3.10.2 – Vibration Impacts  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The Federal Railway Administration (FRA) and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have published 
guidance relative to vibration impacts.  According to the FRA, fragile buildings can be exposed to ground-
borne vibration levels of 0.5 peak particle velocity (PPV) without experiencing structural damage (FRA, 
1998).  The FTA has identified the human annoyance response to vibration levels as 80 root mean 
square amplitude (RMA) (FTA, 1995). 

The project would involve temporary vibration sources associated with general construction activity.  
Typical vibration levels generated by generic construction equipment a distance of 50 feet from the 
vibration sources are listed below: 

 
Table 3.10-3 
Typical Vibration Levels 

Construction Equipment 
Noise Source 

PPV at 50 ft 
(inches/second) 

RMA at 50 ft 

Large Bulldozer 0.031 81 

Caisson drilling 0.031 81 

Loaded trucks 0.027 80 

Source:  Federal Transit Administration, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, April 1995 

Vibration from construction activities would not exceed the FTA or FRA threshold for the nearest 
residence, approximately 1,200 feet away from the project site.   

Conclusion 

The impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.10.3 – Operational and Traffic Noise  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (c)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project includes the housing and operation of a transportation facility, which would house and 
operate 110 buses (both diesel and CNG) and 35 fleet vehicles for the District and 47 trucks and 17 fleet 
vehicles for the City of Reedley.  Associated facilities include a maintenance yard and bus wash.  
According to Table 3.10-2, noise created by diesel driven trucks (e.g. concrete mixer) registered at 45 
dBA at 1 mile.  Noise emanating from the maintenance yard and bus wash is expected to be less than 
that of a diesel driven truck. 

Conclusion 

The nearest residence is 1,200 feet (¼ mile) from the project site, which would place the level of noise 
exposure within the conditionally acceptable threshold of 55 to 70 dBA for residential uses.  The impact is 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
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Impact #3.10.4 – Airport Noise  
[Evaluation Criteria (e), (f)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The Reedley Municipal Airport is located near the intersection of Reed Avenue and Central Avenue, 
approximately six miles north of the project site.  It is a relatively small, uncontrolled airport, with 
approximately 50 planes stored on site.  The Kings River Community College Airport is located near the 
intersection of Reed Avenue and Manning Avenue, approximately 2.25 miles northwest of the project site.  
It is a small, uncontrolled airport, with only one plane stored on site. 

Conclusion 

The noise impacts to the facility from nearby airports are expected to be minimal.  The impact is less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
 



3.11 Population and Housing 

Introduction 
This section discusses ways in which the project could directly or indirectly foster economic or population 
growth, along with the existing population and housing setting, and project-related impacts. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for population and housing impacts are determined by evaluating whether the project 
would: 

a) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population projections; 

b) Substantially change the demographics in the area; 

c) Induce substantial 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); 

d) Substantially alter the location, distribution, or density of the area’s population; 

e) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere; 

f) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere; 

g) Conflict with adopted housing elements? 

Setting 

The project site and surrounding lands are established with agricultural and industrial-type uses, zoned 
AE-20 (Exclusive Agriculture) for those properties located in the Fresno County area and “Light Industrial” 
for properties within the City of Reedley’s boundary.  There are approximately 46 off-site rural residences 
within one mile of the project site, and approximately 212 single family residential subdivision units 
approximately one-half to one mile north of the site.  The project site is currently vacant and surrounded 
by orchards and seasonal row crops.   

The project site will be renovated and reconfigured to accommodate proposed public and industrial-based 
facilities (transportation center with alternative and renewable fueling stations, bus washing facility, 
administrative offices, educational center, district maintenance service bays, and fleet storage).  The 
proposed transportation facility will serve the Kings Canyon Unified School District area, covering 
approximately 600 square miles.    The City of Reedley will also house its Public Works Department and 
associated vehicle maintenance yard at the project site.   

The U.S. Census Bureau website indicates that the current population of Fresno County is estimated to 
be 909,153.  The City of Reedley has a population of approximately 26,000 and lies adjacent to and west 
of the project site.  

Impacts 

Impact #3.11.1 – Population Impacts  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b), (c), (d)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project will create a new transportation facility for joint school district and municipality use, which will 
include a corporate yard with alternative and renewable fueling stations, a bus washing facility, 
administrative offices, an educational center, district maintenance bays, fleet storage, and eventual hydro 
electric and solar electric vehicle charging stations.  Both Kings Canyon Unified School District and the 
City of Reedley will retain their current workforce at the new site and create approximately 30 additional 
jobs for the new facility.   
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Since the project would support existing personnel and only approximately 30 new jobs are anticipated, 
there would be no regional or local population growth-related impacts as it is likely that employees would 
be drawn from the local workforce, due to the area’s high unemployment rate.  Construction activities 
resulting from project implementation would be considered short term and temporary, and the project 
construction would not substantially affect the employment patterns in the area.  Secondary effects of 
increased demand for housing and for goods and services that would support new and expanding 
business would not be created, and no substantial growth in the area’s population would occur, as a 
result of the project. 

The project would not remove any regulatory or physical obstacles to growth.  The proposed 
transportation facility would be independent and centralized by collectively housing various infrastructure 
and services in one location.  The project would not indirectly induce a substantial growth in the area’s 
population nor would the project substantially alter the location, distribution, or density of the population in 
the area. 

Conclusion 

The project will not result in potential impacts that would cumulatively exceed the regional or local 
population levels projected on a regional or local scale, or substantially change the demographics in the 
area.  Therefore, potential impacts by the project to population and the housing level are considered to be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.11.2 –Housing Impacts  
[Evaluation Criteria (e), (f), (g)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project will displace one single family residence that currently exists on the site.  No other dwellings 
will be relocated or demolished as a result of the project; consequently there is no conflict with the current 
housing element   

Conclusion 

In order to construct the proposed transportation center, there will an impact due to removal of one 
residence from the project site, which is considered to be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.12 Public Services, Utilities and Energy 

Introduction 
Development of private land can have an impact on needed public services.  This section describes the 
potential impacts that might occur as a result of the proposed transportation center.   

Impact Evaluation Criteria 
Evaluation criteria for public service impacts are determined by evaluating whether the project will: 

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

• Fire protection? 
• Police protection? 
• Schools? 
• Parks? 
• Other public facilities? 

b) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

d) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

e) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? 

f) 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? 

g) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

h) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

i) Exceed the capacity of an Energy supplier to provide the project’s energy needs? 

Regulatory Framework 

California Building Standards Code 

The California Building Standards Code establishes building requirements for construction and 
renovation. The most recent version of the California Building Standards Code was adopted in 2007 by 
the California Building Standards Commission and took effect January 1, 2008.  It is based on the 
International Code Council’s Building and Fire Codes. Included in the California Building Standards Code 
are the Electrical Code, Mechanical Code, Plumbing Code, Energy Code, and Fire Code. 

California Integrated Waste Management Act 

To minimize the amount of solid waste that must be disposed of by transformation and land disposal, the 
State Legislature passed Assembly Bill 939, the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 
(AB 939), effective January 1990.  The legislation required each local jurisdiction in the State to set 
diversion requirements of 25 percent in 1995 and 50 percent in 2000; established a comprehensive 
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statewide system of permitting, inspections, enforcement, and maintenance for solid waste facilities; and 
authorized local jurisdictions to impose fees based on the types or amounts of solid waste generated. 

California Public Utilities Commission 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates privately owned telecommunication, electric, 
natural gas, water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger transportation companies. It is the responsibility of 
the CPUC to (1) assure California utility customers safe, reliable utility service at reasonable rates; (2) 
protect utility customers from fraud; and (3) promote a healthy California economy.  The Public Utilities 
Code, adopted by the legislature, defines the jurisdiction of the CPUC.  

Title 24, California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings Title 24, 
Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations establishes California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings.  The standards were updated in 2005 and set a goal of 
reducing growth in electricity use by 478 gigawatt-hours per year (GWh/y) and growth in natural gas use 
by 8.8 million therms per year (therms/y).  The savings attributable to new nonresidential buildings are 
163.2 GWh/y of electricity savings and 0.5 million therms.  For nonresidential buildings, the standards 
establish minimum energy efficiency requirements related to building envelope, mechanical systems 
(e.g., HVAC and water heating systems), indoor and outdoor lighting, and illuminated signs. 

Setting 

Located in the unincorporated area of Fresno County and adjacent to the City of Reedley city limit, fire 
protection is provided in a dual capacity by the City of Reedley Fire Department and the Fresno County 
Fire Protection District.  The project site is within a 5-mile response perimeter of the County’s area fire 
station located in Kingsburg. 

The Fresno County Sheriff’s Department patrols the project area from the substation located in Selma, 
approximately 12 miles west of the project site.  The nearest school is the Monte Vista School (high 
school) within the City limits of Reedley, which is located approximately 1.5 miles west of the project site.  
The nearest public park in the Reed City Community Center, located approximately 1.25 miles west of the 
project site.  The project will be served by the American Avenue landfill, which is approximately 40 miles 
to the west. 

The Reedley Municipal Water System draws water from the underground water table with eight wells, one 
of which is used only as a standby.  The wells pump directly into the system which includes two elevated 
50,000 gallon storage tanks, which ‘float’ on the system and provide a control function.  Between 1980 
and 2000, per capita water usage reduced from 294 gal/capita/day to 213 gal/capita/day.  The 2000 
Urban Water Management Plan has stated that the Reedley Municipal Water System will continue to 
meet future water demand with a combination of increased pumping capacity and treatment to keep 
existing wells on line and continued water conservation measures to moderate demand. 

The electrical provider for the project is Pacific Gas and Electric and the natural gas provider is Southern 
California Gas. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.12.1 – Public Services Impacts 
[Evaluation Criteria (a) 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project will create a new transportation facility for joint school district and municipality use, which will 
require fire, police protection, and other emergency services.  The proposed project is not expected to 
result in a net increase in the number of calls for fire protection and emergency response.  The Fresno 
County Fire Protection District and City of Reedley have a joint agreement to serve the outlying area of 
the City limit [personal communication with Captain Steve Hubbard, Sanger Station 84 Headquarters 
Facility, June 2009].   

The proposed project will likely result in no net increase in the number of calls for police protection and 
emergency response.  
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School impacts are likely to be minimal as the potential employees are most likely to be drawn from the 
existing work force in nearby Reedley and Dinuba.  Since the project does not include the construction of 
new housing, it will not directly add to school crowding.   

The proposed project will not result in any net increase in usage of public parks in the area, since the 
project is likely to draw from existing work force in Reedley and Dinuba. 

No other public services will be affected by the project. 

Conclusions 

Any potential increase of public services is anticipated to be met by existing services.  The increased tax 
revenue and service fees associated with such development would reduce any potential impact to a less 
than significant level. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.12.2 – Impacts to Existing Infrastructure Capacity  
[Evaluation Criteria (b)(c)(d)(e)(f)(g)(h)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The City of Reedley will provide water and sewer connections to the project and the Russ Robertson, the 
City Public Works Director, has confirmed that the City has capacity to do so.  Wastewater treatment 
requirements of the existing wastewater treatment plant will not be exceeded.  The project includes 
expanding the existing stormwater basin, as described in Impact 3.8.3.   Water supply availability has 
been discussed in Impact 3.8.2.  No new waste will be generated, and no net increase of water demand 
or sewage generation is expected, as this project is a relocation of existing facilities.   

Conclusions 

No new waste will be generated, as this project is a relocation of existing facilities.  The project will be in 
compliance with all federal, state, and local waste discharge requirements and will create a less than 
significant with regards to existing infrastructure capacity.  

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.12.3 – Energy Impacts 
[Evaluation Criteria (i) 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project includes relocating the existing District Transportation facility and existing City of Reedley 
Public Works Department to the project site. Approximately 18% of the proposed project’s electrical need 
will come from the 1.2 megawatt (MW) solar array.  Under optimal environmental conditions (temperature 
and sunlight exposure), the array will produce 1,650 MW annually (or an average of 137.5 MW per 
month).  The new facilities estimated annual usage will be 9,000 MW per year.   

Conclusions 

The project will not significantly impact local or regional energy supply nor peak and base period 
demands for electricity as the project will exceed Title 24 requirements, will generate electricity onsite, 
and will be constructed and operated with energy saving practices.  The impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

 



3.13 Recreation 

Introduction 

The Open Space and Conservation Element of the Fresno County General Plan (2000) establishes a 
system of public areas and sites for recreation, including natural preserves, local, state and federal parks, 
playgrounds and other recreation areas.  Goals, policies, and implementation measures under Parks and 
Recreation and Recreational Trails Element address recreational resources while seeking to enhance the 
recreational opportunities in the county by encouraging future development of public and private 
recreation lands, and funding thereof.  This section evaluates any impacts the project might have on 
existing or proposed recreational facilities. 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for recreation impacts are determined by evaluating the following questions: 

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 that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

Setting 

The Sierra Nevada mountain range covers the northeastern half of Fresno County and contains large 
state and federal recreational areas.  On the valley floor, the primary recreational facilities include city and 
county parks, historic and cultural sites, and sports/recreational centers.  

Within the project vicinity, the nearest parkland and recreational facilities include the “Reedley Trail” along 
the old AT&SF railroad corridor between Reedley and the Tulare County line, the proposed Kings River 
Access Park south of Reedley along the Kings River, and the Kings River Greenbelt Park, located 
northeast of Reedley. 

Impacts 

Impact #3.13.1 – Impacts to Recreational Facilities  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 
The project will create a new transportation facility for joint school district and municipality use, which will 
include a corporate yard with alternative and renewable fueling stations, a bus washing facility, 
administrative offices, an educational center, district maintenance bays, fleet storage, and future hydro 
electric and solar electric vehicle charging stations.  The project will not increase the use of current 
recreational facilities as any new employment opportunities would be filled by the local work force.  The 
project does not include the construction of new, or expansion of, recreational facilities. 

Conclusions 

The project will not create any impact to recreational facilities in the area. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
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3.14 Transportation and Traffic 

Introduction 

This section of the Draft EIR will describe the traffic-related operations of the proposed transportation 
center and evaluate its transportation and traffic impacts.  A traffic impact study was conducted by TPG 
consulting analyzing any potential impacts to transportation and traffic in the project area (Appendix F). 

Impact Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation criteria for transportation and traffic impacts are determined by evaluating whether the project 
would: 

a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections); 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the County 
Circulation Element; 

c) Result in a change in air, traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change 
in location that results in substantial safety risks; 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses, hazards, or barriers for vehicles, pedestrians, or bicyclists; 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access; 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity; 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus 
turnouts, bicycle racks); 

In addition to general CEQA requirements, projects involving school site acquisition to be funded under 
the state School Facilities Program must also satisfy several specific requirements established in the 
California Education Code and California Code of Regulations as seen below: 

h) Pose a safety hazard due to the placement of a proposed school site adjacent to or near a major 
arterial roadway or freeway? 

i) Result in inadequate vehicular access due to less than minimum peripheral visibility at school 
driveways 

j) Place a proposed school site within 1,500 feet of a railroad track easement? 

Setting 

The project site is located within Fresno County, just outside the eastern City Limits of Reedley.   The 
project site is located approximately one-quarter of a mile east of Buttonwillow Avenue (Road 64) and is 
bounded on the south by East Huntsman Avenue.  Primary access to the project site is proposed to be on 
Olson Avenue, a local road extending eastward from Buttonwillow Avenue, an arterial road, to the project 
site.  Secondary access will be by a project driveway extending north from Huntsman Avenue, a local 
road. 

The nearest major intersection, Buttonwillow Avenue and Dinuba Avenue, an arterial-to-arterial 
intersection planned in the near future to be upgraded with the installation of a one-lane roundabout to 
meet the level of service standard adopted by the City of Reedley, is located approximately one-half mile 
northwest of the project site,.  The nearest highway, State Highway 99, is located approximately eight 
miles southwest of the City of Reedley. 

Currently, there is a Class I bike lane on Dinuba Avenue, east of Buttonwillow Avenue.  According to the 
Reedley Bicycle Transportation Plan (2005), a Class III bike route is planned along Buttonwillow Avenue, 
east of Dinuba Avenue.  A Class II bike lane is planned along Buttonwillow Avenue north and south of 
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Dinuba Avenue.  A Class II bike lane provides a striped lane for one-way bicycle travel along a street or 
highway, while a Class III bike route calls for a shared lane with automobiles traveling in the same 
direction. 

Policy TR-A-2 of the Fresno County General Plan (2000) states that the County shall plan and design its 
roadway system in a manner that strives to meet LOS D on urban roadways within the spheres of 
influence of the cities of Fresno and Clovis and LOS C on all other roadways in the county.  The City of 
Reedley has adopted LOS C as their standard.   

The Traffic Impact Study (Appendix F) analyzed the following intersections: 

• Buttonwillow Avenue at Dinuba Avenue 

• Buttonwillow Avenue at Olson Avenue 

• Buttonwillow Avenue at Huntsman Avenue 

• Project Driveway at Huntsman Avenue 

Impacts 

Impact #3.14.1 – Traffic Increase vs. Road Capacity Exceedance of LOS Standard  
[Evaluation Criteria (a), (b)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

All operations for the proposed facility will be relocated from several existing sites within the City of 
Reedley.  The proposed project will combine the current daily operations of the Kings Canyon Unified 
School District and the City of Reedley Public Works Department.  Additional entities will also use the 
facilities to fuel and/or store and maintain their fleets.  The project trip generation information was 
developed from operational statements from the District and the City.  All operations for the proposed 
facility will be moved from several existing sites within the City of Reedley.  Table 3.14-1 shows the 
projected number of daily, AM and PM peak hour trips that would be generated by the various project 
components.  Since the project is anticipating providing fueling and other services to additional entities, 
some growth is assumed for Project operations by 2030.  Since the exact nature and timing of additional 
trips is unknown, a 20% growth factor was applied to the “Existing” trip generation to develop the 
proposed 2030 project trip generation. 

 

Table 3.14-1 Project Trip Generation Data 
Uses Daily (trips) AM Enter (trips)* AM Exit (trips)* PM Enter (trips)* PM Exit (trips)* 

KCUSD Busses 310 31 20 34 34 
KCUSD Motor-Pool 12 2 2 1 1 
KCUSD Service Vehicles 120 6 3 3 6 
KCUSD Office Personnel 56 0 0 0 0 
City of Reedley DPW Staff 144 32 0 0 32 
Garbage Trucks 16 0 0 0 0 
Dial-a-Ride 50 0 0 0 0 
Police Department Unknown 2 2 2 2 
H&S Trucking 50 2 2 2 2 
Total ‘Existing’ Project Trips 790 77 29 42 77 
Total 2030 Project Trips 948 92 34 50 92 
KCUSD = Kings Canyon Unified School District 
DPW= Department of Public Work 
*Many of the project components operate on schedules outside the typical weekday schedule.  For example, the City of Reedley 
garbage trucks operate between 4:30 AM and 12:00 PM.  Therefore certain components may not typically generate trips during the 
AM and PM peak hours. 
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The intersections were analyzed for the existing plus project levels of service and can be seen in Table 
3.14-2. 

Table 3.14-2 2030 Project Conditions Analysis 

Intersection AM Peak LOS 
AM Delay per 
Vehicle (secs) PM Peak LOS 

PM Delay per 
Vehicle (secs) 

Buttonwillow at 
Dinuba Avenue 

A 8.9 A 9.6 

Buttonwillow Avenue 
at Olson Avenue 

    

• NB Left-through A 0.0 A 0.2 

• SB Left-
Through-Right 

A 3.4 A 1.7 

• EB Approach C 15.6 C 17.4 

• WB Approach B 11.2 B 14.0 
Buttonwillow Avenue 
at Huntsman Avenue 

    

• SB Left-Through A 0.4 A 0.4 

• WB Approach A 9.5 B 10.6 
Project Driveway at 
Huntsman Avenue 

    

• EB Left-Through A 1.8 A 1.1 

• SB Approach A 8.4 A 8.6 
Secs=seconds NB= northbound SB=southbound 
EB=eastbound WB=westbound 

Conclusion 

All of the study intersections are currently operating and are projected to continue to operate at or above 
the City of Reedley and Fresno County’s adopted level of service standard.  The impact is less than 
significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.14.2 – Change in Air Traffic Patterns  
[Evaluation Criteria (c)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

The project will not involve any changes in air traffic patterns. 

Conclusion 

There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.14.3 – Safety Hazards  
[Evaluation Criteria (d), (h), (i), (j)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

There is a potential for increased risk of accidents involving bus and truck traffic turning into or exiting the 
project site from or to Buttonwillow Avenue, a 45 mile per hour arterial roadway, at both the Olson Avenue 
intersection and at the Huntsman Avenue alignment.   

The project site is 2,762 feet northeast of the nearest railroad track easement. 
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Conclusion 

There are no sight distance impediments at the Buttonwillow Avenue/Olson Avenue, the Buttonwillow 
Avenue/Huntsman Avenue or the Project Driveway/Huntsman Avenue intersections.  The proposed 
project-generated traffic will not create traffic volumes warranting new traffic signals on Buttonwillow 
Avenue.  The impact is less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 

Impact #3.14.4 – Emergency Access Adequacy, Parking Capacity Adequacy, Road 
Deterioration, Alternative Transportation Policies [Evaluation Criteria (e), (f), (g)] 

Impact Description and Evaluation 

There is no discernible or possible project effect on emergency access or alternative transportation 
formats.  Adequate onsite parking is provided in the project design. 

Conclusion 

There is no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 

None are required. 
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CHAPTER FOUR – EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES  

Introduction 

An EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, 
which could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives (14 CCR 15126.6).  The range of alternatives to be considered is governed by a rule of 
reason and the lead agency is responsible for identifying a range of reasonable, potentially feasible 
alternatives for consideration in the EIR. 

It is the objective of the project to construct and operate a solar-powered Central Valley Regional 
Transportation Center from which the Kings Canyon Unified School District and City of Reedley Public 
Works Department would operate from.  The project would combine the current daily operations of the 
District transportation facilities and the City Public Works Department into one facility in compliance with 
applicable laws and regulations, utilizing the available land resource, and mitigating any environmental 
impacts to the extent feasible and as required by CEQA.   

Among the factors that may be taken into account in addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site 
suitability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, and 
jurisdictional boundaries.  Another is whether the proponent owns, or can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to an alternative site. [14 CCR 15126.6(f)(1)]. 

Several possible alternatives were eliminated from further consideration in this EIR as infeasible.  
Alternative sites outside the San Joaquin Valley were eliminated, despite the fact that such siting might 
theoretically lessen the incremental effects of air emissions and potential air quality cumulative effects; 
such sites are outside the jurisdiction of the City and of Valley agencies which have responsible-agency 
jurisdiction over the project, and are too far from the transit center area of coverage.  In addition, many 
alternative sites in the Valley are, in general, not feasible because they are outside the ownership control 
of the project proponent or not available for purchase and development by the proponent.  Further, as 
explained below, the alternative site examined in this EIR shows the impacts of locating the project at an 
alternative site, outside the Reedley area, relative to the impacts of the project at the proposed site within 
the City’s Sphere of Influence.  This alternative is typical of the type of alternative sites that would be 
available for development of the project elsewhere in City of Reedley.  This EIR analyzes the following 
alternatives: the “No Project,” an “Alternate Site,” and a “Reduced Project.”  After analysis, the 
environmentally superior alternative is identified.     

4.1 No Project Alternative   

According to Section 15126.6(e) of the CEQA Guidelines, discussion of the No-Project Alternative must 
include a description of existing conditions and reasonably-foreseeable future conditions that would exist 
if the project were not approved. Under the No Project Alternative, the Kings Canyon Unified School 
District would not implement construction of the transit facility identified under the proposed project and    
would continue to operate out of their current site  

Ability to Meet Project Objectives 

Implementation of the No Project Alternative would not provide the benefits of a shared transit facility for 
the school district and City of Reedley, and would not meet any of the stated project objectives nor 
address the jurisdictions’ desire to operate out of a shared facility.  Given the location and zoning of the 
property, the land would remain in agricultural use, at least for the time being, given the fact the site is in 
a possible annexation area adjacent to the Southeast Industrial Area Specific Plan.     

Impact Analysis 

Under the No Project Alternative, the land would remain in agricultural use and the identified impacts 
associated with constructing and operating the proposed project would be avoided.  Short-term 
construction impacts to air quality and noise would be avoided and potentially-significant long-term project 
impacts to biological resources, air and water quality, and traffic also would be avoided.   
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4.2 Alternate Site 

The purpose of reviewing alternative sites is to provide the decision-maker with an analysis of other sites 
where the environmental effects that are expected from the subject project may be reduced. 

The CEQA Guidelines state [Sections 15126.6(f)(2)(A) and (B)]:  “The key question and first step in 
analysis is whether any of the significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened 
by putting the project in another location.  Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the significant effects of the project need to considered for inclusion in the EIR…If the lead agency 
concludes that no feasible locations exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should 
include the reasons in the EIR.” 

A number of sites were evaluated for use as an alternate site.  The utilization of some of these sites might 
involve impacts not present on the project site – incompatible land uses or significant transportation/traffic 
effects, for example.  Because of the status of the air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin, there is 
no evidence that there are any other sites in Fresno County which would not have comparable air quality 
impacts. 

To allow a thorough analysis, a similar site owned by the applicant has been selected for comparative 
alternative analysis.  The alternate site selected for evaluation is located approximately 500 feet west of 
the southwest corner of E. Parlier Avenue and S. Alta Avenue (see Figure 4.1).  The 24.7 acre site is two 
miles east of the Reedley City limits, zoned and designated for agricultural use and contains the Alta 
Elementary School.   Surrounding land uses include agricultural plantings and fallow land in all directions.  
The Kings Canyon Unified School District had originally selected this lot as the prime site for the 
proposed transit center, but chose not to proceed due to the limited size the site would impose on its 
operations.   

In a brief analysis of the impacts of a transit center on this site at this alternate location, the following is a 
comparison of the impacts for the project: 

• Aesthetics:  Less than significant; same as project. 

The alternative site contains an elementary school and is zoned for agriculture, as are all surrounding 
properties.   The lands immediately to the north and south are planted in orchards, while the properties to 
the east and west are vacant/fallow.  The addition of the transit center would aesthetically fit with the 
current surrounding land usage, due to its one-story buildings and low profile.  The impact is less than 
significant. 

• Agricultural Resources:  Less than significant; same as project. 

The alternate site is approximately two miles east of the city limits, zoned for agriculture and currently 
utilized by the school district for an elementary school.  If the district used the site for their transit center, 
in combination with the elementary school, the additional agricultural land needed for the operation, would 
be minimal.  The County General Plan EIR (dated October 2004) previously identified impacts and 
mitigation for losses of important farmland within the County, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations was adopted for project-level and cumulative impacts associated with loss/conversion of 
agricultural land.  The amount of land acreage in agricultural production which would be converted to 
urban use if this site were chosen for the transit center would be considered a minimal loss and would 
result in a less-than-significant impact to agricultural resources.  The impact is less than significant.
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• Air Quality:  Less than significant impact; same as project. 

With a project of the same capacity, incremental air quality impacts will be the same as those of the 
project. 

• Biological Resources:  Less than significant impact; same as project.   

The alternate site is approximately 2,000 feet east of Traver Creek and is not identified as a riparian 
habitat, does not contain any federally protected wetlands, and will not interfere with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.  

• Cultural Resources:  Less than significant impact; same as project.  

The alternate site, like the proposed project site, has been disturbed from its native state (used for 
agriculture and as a school site) for many years and does not contain any archaeological, cultural, or 
historic resources.   

• Geology & Soils:  No significant impact; same as project. 

The alternate site, like the proposed project site, could be subject to moderate levels of ground shaking, 
which could damage weak structures and endanger public safety onsite.  Implementation of mitigation 
measures, including a geo-technical report and soil erosion control plan, would reduce impacts to geology 
and soils to less than significant.   

• Hazards & Hazardous Materials:  No significant impact; same as project. 

Potential impacts to public health by accidental hazardous materials release from the alternative site 
would not result in more significant impacts than the proposed project. It is no closer to occupied property, 
and with the same implementation of existing federal, state, and local regulations governing the use, 
storage, and transportation of hazardous materials, the impacts would be no different.   

• Hydrology & Water Quality:  No significant impact; same as project. 

The alternative site would be subject to compliance with the State General Construction Activity 
Stormwater Permit to ensure the construction-related impacts, such as clearing, grading and disturbances 
to the ground, are reduced to acceptable levels to protect stormwater runoff.  In addition, implementation 
of mitigation measures, including submittal of a storm water prevention pollution plan and grading plan to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the implementation of Best Management Practices to 
reduce non-storm water discharges to receiving waters will reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality 
to less than significant.   

• Land Use & Planning:  No significant impact; same as project. 

The alternative site is located two miles east of the city limits of Reedley, in an agriculturally dominant 
area, but on a site that contains a school.  According to the Fresno County Zoning Maps, the 24.7-acre 
site is zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural – 20 acre minimum).  Development of the site would comply 
with the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance, which specifies that governmental facilities are allowed in the 
AE District with approval as an Unclassified Conditional Use, pursuant to the Fresno County Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 853.B.7.  Public facilities are allowed pursuant to Section 853.B.14 for “public utility 
and public services, structures, uses and buildings”.    

• Mineral Resources:  No significant impact; same as project.  

The alternative project site is not delineated on a local land use plan as a locally important mineral 
resource recovery site; therefore, the existence of the project would not result in the loss of availability of 
any mineral resources. 

• Noise:  No significant impact; same as project.  

Noise from the project, at either location, would occur during the construction phase and from the bus and 
employee traffic to and from the facility.  Implementation of mitigation measures during the construction 
phase would reduce noise impacts to less than significant.     
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• Population & Housing:  No significant impact; same as project. 

The alternative project does not involve construction of any new houses, road extensions or new 
infrastructure, or displacement of people.    

• Public Services:  No significant impact; same as project. 

Any increase of public services would be dealt with by the existing services.  The increased tax revenue 
and service fees associated with such development would reduce any potential impact to a less than 
significant level.   

• Recreation:  No significant impact; same as project. 

The project in either location would not increase the demand for recreational facilities nor put a strain on 
the existing recreational facilities.   

• Transportation/Traffic:  Potentially significant impact; same as project. 

Project-level impacts associated with traffic and transportation impacts would be the same as the project; 
project-specific mitigation measures could be incorporated into the alternate project.  This is potentially 
significant and can be mitigated. 

• Utilities:  No significant impacts; same as project. 

4.3 Reduced Project 

Under the reduced project alternative, the project would not include the City of Reedley as a joint 
participant, thus reducing the number of vehicles, parking spaces, and amount of traffic involved in the 
operations.  Impacts associated with a reduced operation are as follows: 

• Air Quality:  Less than Significant impact; reduced. 

The reduced project size alternative would reduce air emissions and overall project emissions would 
continue to be less than any established significance thresholds; however, the reduced project alternative 
would not increase efficiencies or fuel options for the City of Reedley’s fleet.  

• Hazards & Hazardous Materials:  Less than significant impact; reduced. 

While the reduced project size would lessen potential impacts to public health by accidental hazardous 
materials release from the transportation center facilities, the reduced project size would include storage, 
use, and transportation of items identified as hazardous. Like the proposed project, impacts associated 
with hazards can be minimized to a level of less than significant with implementation of and compliance 
with existing federal, state, and local regulations governing the use, storage, and transportation of 
hazardous materials, as discussed in Section 3.7.  In compliance with OSHA, the KCUSD would also 
implement workers’ health and safety measures. 

• Hydrology & Water Quality:  Less than significant impact; reduced. 

The reduced operation would entail a lesser amount of clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground, 
thereby reducing storm water runoff by.  Like the proposed project, implementation of mitigation 
measures, including submittal of a storm water prevention pollution plan and grading plan to the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and the implementation of Best Management Practices to reduce non-storm 
water discharges to receiving waters will reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality to less than 
significant. 

• Noise:  Less than significant impact; reduced. 

The number of vehicles entering and exiting the site will be reduced, thus lessening the noise emanating 
from the site.  The impact would not be significant. 

• Transportation/Traffic:  Less than significant impact; reduced. 

With a reduced project operation, the Level of Service would be maintained at a LOS A or B, with 
approximately 290 fewer vehicle trips (out of a possible 790 trips) and decreased congestion at nearby 
intersections.  The impact would be less than significant. 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 4 – 5 
SCH #2009091097 



CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 4 – 6 
SCH #2009091097 

4.4 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA and NEPA require that in addition to the analysis of individual alternatives, the alternatives must be 
ranked according to which alternatives have the lesser environmental effects. The no project alternative is 
environmentally superior, but does not meet the need or objectives of the project. The reduced project 
size alternative has fewer impacts than the proposed alternative, but does not meet the need or 
objectives of the project in that it does not offer an opportunity to combine the resources of the two 
agencies.   
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CHAPTER FIVE – CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

5.1 Summary 

The CEQA Guidelines require that all EIRs contain an analysis of cumulative impacts for the project. An 
EIR must discuss the “cumulative impacts” of a project when its incremental effect will be cumulatively 
considerable. Section 15355 defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” A 
cumulative impact “consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project 
evaluated in the EIR together with other projects causing related impacts” [§15130(a)(1)]. The 
discussions of cumulative impacts “shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of 
occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable 
to the project alone” [§ 15130(b)]. 

In brief, the following is a summary of the results of the cumulative impacts analysis of the project: 

The Guidelines provide further direction regarding cumulative impacts analysis. They state that “Lead 
agencies shall define the geographic scope of the area affected by the cumulative effect and provide a 
reasonable explanation for the geographic limitation used” [§15130(b)(3)]. The cumulative impact analysis 
“shall examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any 
significant cumulative effects” [§15130(b)(5)]. With some projects, “the only feasible mitigation for 
cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of 
conditions on a project-by-project basis” [§15130(c)]. For purposes of this EIR, the geographic scope of 
the area analyzed for cumulative effects is the area of the proposed project and the area described in the 
General Plan. 

CEQA Guidelines §15130(b)(1) permits a lead agency to rely on either: “(A) A list of past, present, and 
probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts, including, if necessary, those projects 
outside the control of the agency, or (B) A summary of projections contained in an adopted general plan 
or related planning document, or in a prior environmental document which has been adopted or certified, 
which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. Any 
such planning document shall be referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by 
the lead agency.” 

This section contains an evaluation of the impacts generated from the implementation of the proposed 
project when considered in conjunction with the development of other approved, pending, or reasonably 
foreseeable projects.   

The properties adjacent to and west of the project site, known as the Reedley Industrial Park, are 
comprised of a fresh produce packaging company and a produce shipping company.  Within a ½-mile 
radius of the project site, there exists an irrigation supply company, a plant nursery, a mini-storage facility, 
a furniture outlet store, a cold storage facility, a poultry farm facility, a fruit packing company, other 
farming operations, orchards, approximately 16 rural single-family residences, and a subdivision with 
approximately 250 single-family residences. 

The uses that could be proposed in the expanded industrial sector include, but are not limited to, uses 
similar to those mentioned above, and more specifically, farm equipment and RV sales and service, 
service stations, vehicle repair, day care centers, restaurants, bottling plants, breweries, freight terminals, 
manufacturing facilities, warehousing, recycling facilities, home improvement stores, nurseries, public 
schools, service commercial businesses, and veterinarians. 

5.2 Related Projects 

According to the City of Reedley and Fresno County, the only other project in the vicinity of the proposed 
transit center is the Reedley Sports Park, located northeast of the subject property.  Phase I of that 
project is currently under construction and consists of five acres in the northwest corner of the site just 
south of Dinuba Avenue; the project when completed will consist of a 40-acre facility and will be 
developed incrementally as funding becomes available. Entry into that site will be solely from Dinuba 
Avenue.     
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The following environmental effects have been determined not to require extensive cumulative impacts 
discussion due to the project’s location and lack of proximity to sensitive receptors, to a lack of other 
projects within the appropriate cumulative impacts evaluation area, or the absence of project-level impact: 

5.3 Impacts 

Aesthetics 

The site is located in an established agricultural and industrial area characterized by produce packing and 
shipping facilities, agricultural operations, and small commercial businesses.  The proposed 
transportation center will be consistent in its structural design in both architectural quality and height, and 
compatible with the area’s existing buildings.  There are no scenic vistas in the immediate area or historic 
buildings within a state scenic highway.  Since the site is surrounded by orchards, row crops and a 
shipping company and a packing company, the visual character of adjacent area will not be degraded by 
the project and the vehicle lighting will not affect nighttime views in the area.  There is no cumulative 
impact. 

Agricultural Resources  

The site consists mainly of Prime Farmland. The Fresno County General Plan EIR (2000) has identified 
impacts and mitigation for losses of important farmland within the County, and a Statement of Overriding 
Considerations was adopted for project-level and cumulative impacts associated with loss/conversion of 
agricultural land.  The amount of land acreage in agricultural production to be converted to urban use with 
development of the project, relative to the context of the overall agricultural lands within the County, is 
considered a minimal loss and would result in a less-than-significant impact to agricultural resources.  The 
any cumulative impacts have been previously analyzed and have been determined to be less than 
significant.  

Air Quality 

The GAMAQI under CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual effects which, when 
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  The 
GAMAQI also states that “any proposed project that would individually have a significant air quality 
impact... would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air quality impact. Impacts of local 
pollutants (CO, HAPs) are cumulatively significant when modeling shows that the combined emissions 
from the project and other existing and planned projects will exceed air quality standards”.  Based on the 
analysis conducted for this project, it is individually less than significant; however, impacts of the 
proposed project in conjunction with the impacts of other projects previously proposed in the area were 
also considered.  The following cumulative impacts were considered: 

• Cumulative Localized Air Quality Impacts  
• Cumulative Regional Air Quality Impacts 
• Cumulative Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
• Cumulative Carbon Monoxide (CO) – Mobile Sources 

The cumulative analysis is based on a quantitative cumulative analysis of projects located within a one-
mile radius of the proposed project.  The one-mile radius analysis quantifies cumulative operational and 
area impacts from the proposed project in conjunction with impacts from sources planned within the 
analysis area.  These emissions are then compared to the proposed growth and anticipated emissions 
increases included in the various regional growth forecasts to determine 1) if they were included in the 
forecast; 2) if their inclusion can be considered consistent with the attainment plan for air emissions within 
the air basin; and 3) if these emissions are in conformance with the State Implementation Plan emission 
budget or baseline emissions for ROG, NOx, CO and PM10.  A one-mile limit is recommended by the 
SJVAPCD for HAPs pollutants as such emissions primarily impact individuals that reside or work within 
the immediate vicinity (one-mile) of the emissions source.  For this reason it is believed that the most 
significant impacts attributable to any project are likely to be within this one-mile area.  As such, 
evaluation of the potentially cumulative impacts from planned and future projects within this area were 
used to evaluate the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project. 
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Cumulative Localized Air Quality Impacts 

A review of the City of Reedley and the Fresno County Planning Departments’ files indicates that there 
are sixteen (16) Tentative Tracts or other planned developments within the City of Reedley.   

The listing provided in Table 5.3-1 is only a geographical reference to demonstrate the construction 
activity in the project vicinity.  The number or size of these projects is of no particular significance since no 
“cumulative” emissions thresholds have been established by the SJVAPCD or the Fresno County 
Planning Department.  In accordance with SJVAPCD guidance, fireplaces were not considered since they 
are seasonal in nature and because residential developments are prohibited from installing wood burning 
fireplaces.   

Table 5.3-1 – Cumulative Long-Term Emissions* 
Pollutant (tons/year)  

Scheduled Developments** ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
This Project*** 0.34 6.16 4.38 0.01 0.21 0.19 
Sonora Development – 168 lots 6.25 5.81 40.77 0.05 5.57 2.03 
Tract 4490 – River Glen Partners – 9 lots 0.33 0.31 2.19 0.00 0.30 0.11 
Tract 4763 – River Glen Partners – 7 lots 0.22 0.18 1.54 0.00 0.19 0.06 
Tract 5013 – Generation Homes – 17 lots 0.62 0.58 4.13 0.00 0.57 0.20 
Tract 5149 – AKS Enterprises – 30 lots 1.13 1.03 7.28 0.00 1.00 0.36 
Tract 5263 – Sharon Shamoon – 16 lots 0.58 0.55 3.88 0.00 0.53 0.20 
Tract 5353 – Cambridge Homes – 103 lots 3.83 3.56 25.00 0.03 3.42 1.24 
Tract 5373 – Quiring Properties – 4 lots 0.15 0.14 0.97 0.00 0.13 0.05 
Tract 5399 – Sean Welch – 46 lots 1.71 1.60 11.16 0.02 1.53 0.56 
Tract 5417 – Workman Bro.’s Dev. Co. – 165 lots 6.14 5.71 40.05 0.05 5.47 2.00 
Tract 5452 – Quiring Properties – 209 lots 7.78 7.23 50.72 0.06 6.94 2.52 
Tract 5475 – Quiring Properties – 12 lots 0.45 0.42 2.91 0.00 0.39 0.14 
Tract 5535 – Victor Santos – 19 lots 0.70 0.66 4.61 0.00 0.63 0.23 
Tract 5767 – Barsoom Bro.’s Co. Inc. – 196 lots 7.28 6.78 47.58 0.06 6.50 2.36 
Tract 5882 – M-D Ventures – 11 lots 0.41 0.39 2.67 0.00 0.37 0.13 
Tract 5905 – Carmen Escobar – 20 lots 0.73 0.70 4.86 0.00 0.66 0.24 
NOTES: 
* The SJVAPCD has not established significance thresholds for cumulative emissions. 
** These emissions (other than the proposed project) are overestimated, as they are discretionary projects that are 
subject to various mitigation measures that have not yet been determined nor their impacts reduced herein. 
*** Emissions presented are “mitigated” emissions for the proposed project only. 

As details regarding the proposed emissions from the various projects listed above were not readily 
available through the Fresno County Planning Department, the emissions estimates presented were 
modeled using the URBEMIS computer model to predict cumulative impacts (see Attachment E of 
Appendix C for output results).  Emissions for the operational phase of each project were based on total 
number of lots or square footage for maximum project buildout as noted in the information provided by the 
City of Reedley Planning Division.  No mitigation measures were applied to any of the projects as it is not 
known which, if any, would be required by Fresno County or which may be voluntarily proposed by each 
developer or required by code or regulation.  Additionally, no cumulative significance thresholds are 
shown since no cumulative thresholds have been established by the SJVAPCD, CARB or other 
regulatory authority.  These projects represent all known and reasonably foreseeable projects in the area.  
As these projects are either currently under construction or, at a minimum, approved by the Fresno 
County Planning Division for consistency with applicable regulation, for the purposes of this analysis, it is 
assumed that they are in conformance with the regional Air Quality Attainment Plan.   

The most recent, certified San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emission Inventory data available from the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) is based on data gathered for the 2008 annual inventory.  This 
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data will be used to assist the SJVAPCD in demonstrating attainment of Federal 1-hour Ozone Standards 
and contained 220,642 tons/year VOC (ROG) and 210,495 tons/year NOx from all sources.  On a 
regional basis, the proposed project represents approximately 0.0002% (two ten-thousandths of 1%) of 
the ROG and 0.003% (three thousandths of 1%) of the NOx emissions in the air basin.  The incremental 
increase posed by the project upon the air basin appears to be less than significant since basin emissions 
would be essentially the same regardless of whether or not the project is built.   

Cumulative Regional Air Quality Impacts 

A review of the City of Reedley and the Fresno County Planning Departments’ files indicates that there 
are sixteen (16) Tentative Tracts or other planned developments within the respective city and county 
limits.  Projects that are planned but have not been submitted for review or approved by the city and/or 
county are not included in this analysis as there is no way to know or ascertain what they might consist of.  
The SJVAPCD requires use of a one-mile radius to identify HAP emissions as well as for most odor 
sources.     

The most recent, certified San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emission Inventory data available from the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) is based on data gathered for the 2008 annual inventory. This 
data will be used to assist the SJVAPCD in demonstrating attainment of Federal 1-hour Ozone 
Standards.  Table 5.3-2 provides a comparative look at the impacts proposed by the subject project to the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emissions Inventory.   

Table 5.3-2 – Comparative Analysis Based on SJV Air Basin 2008 Inventory 
Pollutant (tons/year)  

Emissions Inventory Source ROG NOx CO SOx PM10 
Fresno County - 20081 53,801 41,208 133,553 3,285 29,966 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin - 20081 220,642 210,495 620,390 9,599 122,238 
Proposed Project (total direct and indirect 
source emissions) 0.34 6.16 4.38 0.01 0.21 

Proposed Project’s % of Fresno  0.0006 0.015 0.003 0.0003 0.0007 
Proposed Project’s % of SJVAB 0.0002 0.003 0.001 0.0001 0.0002 
NOTES: 
1   This is the latest inventory available as of October 2009 

As shown in Table 5.1, the incremental increase posed by the project upon the air basin appears to be 
insignificant since basin emissions would be essentially the same regardless of whether or not the project 
is approved.   

Tables 5.3-3 through 5.3-5 provide California Air Resources Board (CARB) Emissions Inventory 
projections for the year 2020 for both the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) and the Fresno County 
portion of the air basin.  Looking at the SJVAB Emissions predicted by the CARB year 2020 emissions 
inventory, the Fresno County portion of the air basin is a moderate source of the emissions.  The 
proposed project appears to pose an extremely minute source of the total emissions in both Fresno 
County and the entire SJVAB.    
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Table 5.3-3 – Emission Inventory SJVAB 2020 Projection – Tons per Year 
 ROG NOX PM10 

Total Emissions 211,663 119,063 125,888 
Percent Stationary Sources 15.00% 22.93% 8.09% 
Percent Area-Wide Sources 29.44% 5.24% 77.07% 
Percent Mobile Sources 15.00% 68.58% 4.67% 
Percent Natural Sources 40.56% 3.25% 10.21% 
Total Stationary Source Emissions 31,755 27,302 10,183 
Total Area-Wide Source Emissions 62,305 6,241 97,017 
Total Mobile Source Emissions 31,755 81,650 5,876 
Total Natural Source Emissions 85,848 3,869 12,848 
Source:  California Air Resources Board (www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat.php) 
Note: Total may not add due to rounding. 

Table 5.3-4 - Emission Inventory Fresno County 2020 Estimate Projection – Tons per Year 
 ROG NOX PM10 

Total Emissions 51,866 22,812 30,331 
Percent Stationary Sources 13.65% 24.64% 5.65% 
Percent Area-Wide Sources 27.45% 10.56% 89.05% 
Percent Mobile Sources 13.93% 64.16% 3.49% 
Percent Natural Sources 44.97% 0.80% 1.80% 
Total Stationary Source Emissions 7,081 5,621 1,715 
Total Area-Wide Source Emissions 14,235 2,409 27,010 
Total Mobile Source Emissions 7,227 14,636 1,058 
Total Natural Source Emissions 23,323 182 547 
Source:  California Air Resources Board (www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat.php) 
Note: Total may not add due to rounding. 

Table 5.3-5 - 2020 Emissions Projections – Proposed Project, Fresno County, and San Joaquin 
Valley Air Basin 

 ROG NOX PM10 

Proposed Project 0.34 6.16 0.21 
Fresno County 51,866 22,812 30,331 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 211,663 119,063 125,888 
Proposed Project Percent of Fresno County 0.0007 0.0270 0.0007 
Proposed Project Percent of SJVAB 0.0002 0.0052 0.0002 
Fresno County Percent of SJVAB 24.50% 19.16% 24.09% 
Source:  California Air Resources Board (www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/emssumcat.php) 
Notes:  The emission estimates for Fresno County and the SJVAB are based on 2020 projections.  The Proposed 
Project emission estimates are for the proposed incremental emissions increase that is not already included in the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Emissions Inventory.  Project emissions are based on 2012 emissions estimates to 
present the most conservative comparison.  The Project’s emissions are expected to decline as cleaner, less 
polluting vehicles replace vehicles with higher emissions. 

As shown above, the proposed project will pose an extremely minute impact on regional ozone and PM10 
formation.  When mitigation measures and compliance with applicable rules, such as SJVAPCD’s Rule 
9510 (Indirect Source Rule) is considered, the regional contribution to these cumulative impacts will be 
almost negligible.  It is reasonable to conclude that the project is not cumulatively significant with regard 
to regional impacts.   
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Cumulative Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 

The GAMAQI also states that when evaluating potential impacts related to HAPs, “impacts of local 
pollutants (CO, HAPs) are cumulatively significant when modeling shows that the combined emissions 
from the project and other existing and planned projects will exceed air quality standards.”  Based on the 
results of a health risk assessment and the project traffic analysis, the proposed project would pose a less 
than significant cumulative CO or HAPs impact.  

Cumulative Carbon Monoxide (CO) - Mobile Sources 

The SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI has identified CO impacts from impacted traffic intersections and roadway 
segments as being potentially cumulatively considerable.  Traffic increases and added congestion caused 
by a project can combine to cause a violation of the SJVAPCD’s CO standard also known as a “Hotspot”.  
There are two criteria established by the GAMAQI by which CO “Hot Spot” modeling is required: 

• 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  

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

The Traffic Impact Study (Appendix F) prepared for this project indicated that potentially impacted 
intersections and roadway segments would operate at a level of service (LOS) that is within the GAMAQI 
significance criteria.  Therefore, CO “Hotspot” Modeling was not conducted for this project and no 
concentrated excessive CO emissions are expected to be caused by the completed project.  The impact 
is less than significant. 

Greenhouse Gases/Climate Change 

Global Climate Change Regulatory Issues 

In 1988, the United Nations established the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to evaluate the 
impacts of global warming and to develop strategies that nations could implement to curtail global climate 
change. In 1992, the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change established an 
agreement with the goal of controlling greenhouse gas emissions, including methane.  As a result, the 
Climate Change Action Plan was developed to address the reduction of greenhouse gases in the United 
States. The plan consists of more than 50 voluntary programs.  Additionally, the Montreal Protocol was 
originally signed in 1987 and substantially amended in 1990 and 1992. The Montreal Protocol stipulates 
that the production and consumption of compounds that deplete ozone in the stratosphere 
(chlorofluorocarbons [CFCs], halons, carbon tetrachloride, and methyl chloroform) were to be phased out 
by 2000 (methyl chloroform was to be phased out by 2005).  

On September 27, 2006, Assembly Bill 32 (AB32), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 
(the Act) was enacted by the State of California. The legislature stated, “global warming poses a serious 
threat to the economic well-being, public health, natural resources, and the environment of California”.  
The Act caps California’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions at 1990 levels by 2020. The Act defines 
greenhouse gas emissions as all of the following gases: carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexaflouride. This agreement represents the first 
enforceable statewide program in the U.S. to cap all GHG emissions from major industries that includes 
penalties for non-compliance. While acknowledging that national and international actions will be 
necessary to fully address the issue of global warming, AB32 lays out a program to inventory and reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in California and from power generation facilities located outside the state that 
serve California residents and businesses.  

AB32 charges CARB with responsibility to monitor and regulate sources of greenhouse gas emissions in 
order to reduce those emissions. By July 1, 2007, CARB adopted a list of discrete early action measures 
to be adopted and implemented before January 1, 2010 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. CARB staff 
recommended an amount of 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e) as the total 
statewide greenhouse gas 1990 emissions level and 2020 emissions limit. The Board approved the 2020 
limit on December 6, 2007. This limit is an aggregated statewide limit, rather than sector- or facility-
specific.  CARB is then to conduct rulemaking, culminating in rule adoption by January 1, 2011, for 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions to achieve the emissions cap by 2020. The rules must take effect no 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 5 – 6 
SCH #2009091097 



later than 2012. In designing emission reduction measures, CARB must aim to minimize costs, maximize 
benefits, improve and modernize California’s energy infrastructure, maintain electric system reliability, 
maximize additional environmental and economic co-benefits for California, and complement the state’s 
efforts to improve air quality.  

At this time, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) does not regulate greenhouse gas emissions, 
however in Massachusetts et al. v. EPA, the U.S Supreme Court determined that EPA does have the 
authority to regulate greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act.  The Court also instructed EPA to review 
its policies toward regulation of vehicle emissions under the Clean Air Act.  It is now anticipated that 
regulations will eventually be promulgated by EPA to further control greenhouse gas emissions from 
vehicles as well as other sources.   

Global warming and climate change have received substantial public attention for more than 15 years.  
For example, the United States Global Change Research Program was established by the Global Change 
Research Act of 1990 to enhance the understanding of natural and human-induced changes in the 
Earth’s global environmental system, to monitor, understand and predict global change, and to provide a 
sound scientific basis for national and international decision-making. Even so, the analytical tools have 
not been developed to determine the effect on worldwide global warming from a particular increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions, or the resulting effects on climate change in a particular locale. The scientific 
tools needed to evaluate the impacts that a specific project may have on the environment are even farther 
in the future. 

Accordingly, there is currently no local or statewide significance threshold developed to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed Project, or any project, on global climate change in California.  

The Earth’s atmosphere naturally includes a number of gases, including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, 
and nitrous oxides (N2O) that are referred to as “greenhouse gases.” These gases trap some amount of 
solar radiation and the Earth’s own radiation, preventing it from passing through Earth’s atmosphere and 
into space. Greenhouse gases are vital to life on Earth; without them Earth would be an icy planet. CO2 is 
also a trace element that is essential to the cycle of life. It is essential to plant growth and studies have 
shown that vegetation growth has increased in North America commensurate with the increase in CO2 
over the past decades. However, increasing greenhouse gas concentrations tend to warm the planet. A 
warming trend of about 0.7°F to 1.5°F occurred during the 20th century, and a number of scientific 
analyses indicate that rising levels of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere may be contributing to climate 
change. 

As the average temperature of the Earth increases, weather may be affected, including changes in 
precipitation patterns, accumulation of snow pack, and intensity and duration of spring snowmelt. There 
may be rises in sea level, resulting in coastal erosion and inundation of coastal areas. Emissions of air 
pollutants and ambient levels of pollutants also may be affected in areas. Climate zones may change, 
affecting the ecology and biological resources of a region. There may be changes in fire hazards due to 
the changes in precipitation and climate zones. 

While scientists have established a connection between increasing CO2 concentrations and increasing 
average temperatures, important scientific questions remain about how much warming will occur, how 
fast it will occur, and how the warming will affect the rest of the climate system. At this point, scientific 
efforts are unable to quantify the degree to which human activity impacts climate change. The 
phenomenon is worldwide, yet it is expected that there will be substantial regional and local variability in 
climate changes. It is not possible with today’s science to determine the affect of global climate change in 
a specific locale, or whether the effect of one aspect of climate change may be counteracted by another 
aspect of climate change, or exacerbated by it. 

Human activities generate greenhouse gases. Since pre-industrial times, there has been a build-up of 
levels of gases like carbon dioxide (CO2) in the atmosphere. The human contribution to the increase in 
atmospheric CO2 concentrations largely has resulted from the burning of fossil fuels. Fossil fuel 
combustion accounts for approximately 98% of carbon dioxide emissions from human activity. 

The United States has the highest emissions of greenhouse gases of any nation on Earth, though CO2 
emissions in California are less than the national average, both in per capita emissions and in emissions 
per gross state product.  Transportation is the largest source of CO2 emissions in California, accounting 
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for approximately 41 percent of total emissions. Electricity generation accounts for approximately 22 
percent of CO2 emissions in California, and the industrial sector accounts for approximately 20.5 percent. 

Global Climate Change Impacts from the Proposed Project 

There are a number of factors available for estimating the GHG from mobile sources.  Not all GHG exhibit 
the same ability to induce climate change; as a result, GHG contributions are commonly quantified in 
carbon dioxide equivalencies (CO2e). The CO2e portion of GHG from the proposed project were 
estimated using the URBEMIS program and the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR) General 
Reporting Protocol and is shown in Table 5.3-6 and can be found in Attachment E of Appendix C.   

Table 5.3-6 – Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions (Tons/Year) 
Source CO2e 
Construction Emissions (2009)* 42 
Construction Emissions (2010)* 166 
Operational Emissions*** 1,010 
Area Emissions* 41 
Electricity Generation Total Emissions 26 
Electricity Generation Emissions** 176 
1.2 MW Solar Collection and Charging System -150 
Notes: 
*Calculated using URBEMIS2007 v9.2.4 
**Calculated using CCAR Protocol  
***Calculated using EMFAC2007 

The Project will not result in the emissions of hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), or 
sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), the other gases identified as GHG in AB32.  However, the impacts on global 
warming and climate change are indirect, not direct, and the emissions cannot be correlated with specific 
impacts based on currently available science. While climate change may be presumed to have global 
impacts, local government lacks the expertise, and/or regulatory authority to develop the scientific tools 
and policies needed to select a CEQA significance threshold for climate change or greenhouse gas 
emissions. The proposed project will be subject to any regulations developed under AB32 as determined 
by CARB.    As there are no thresholds or other tools available to assess the impacts this analysis cannot 
determine whether the subject project will have a significant impact on global warming or climate change.  

Mitigation Measure #5.3.1 

CEQA requires that all feasible and reasonable mitigation be applied to the project to reduce the impacts 
from construction and operations on air quality. The SJVAPCD’s “Non-Residential On-Site Mitigation 
Checklist” was utilized in preparing the mitigation measures and evaluating the projects features. These 
measures include using controls that limit the exhaust from construction equipment and using alternatives 
to diesel when possible. Additional reductions will be achieved through the regulatory process of the air 
district and CARB as required changes to diesel engines are implemented which will affect the product 
delivery trucks and limits on idling.   

While it is not possible to determine whether the project individually will have a significant impact on 
global warming or climate change, the project will potentially contribute to cumulative greenhouse gas 
emissions in California as well as related health effects.  The project emissions will be only a small 
fraction of the statewide greenhouse gas emissions. However, without the necessary science and 
analytical tools, it is not possible to assess, with certainty, whether the project’s contribution will be 
cumulatively considerable, within the meaning of CEQA Guidelines Sections 15065(a)(3) and 15130.  
CEQA, however, does note that the more severe environmental problems the lower the thresholds for 
treating a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts as significant. Given the position of the legislature 
in AB32 which states that global warming poses serious detrimental effects, and the requirements of 
CEQA for the lead agency to determine that a project not have a cumulatively considerable contribution, 
the effect of the project’s CO2 contribution may be considered cumulatively considerable. This 

CENTRAL VALLEY TRANSPORTATION CENTER PROJECT  
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 5 – 8 
SCH #2009091097 



determination is based on the lack of clear scientific evidence or other criteria for determining the 
significance of the project’s contribution of GHG to the air quality in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin.   

AB32 requires that a list of emission reduction strategies be published to achieve the goals set forth in the 
law.  Until CARB publishes those reduction strategies, emission reduction strategies to meet the 
Governor’s Executive Order S-3-05 should be considered. 

The strategies that CARB is to implement within the next two years that may help in reducing the project’s 
GHG emissions are summarized in the Table 5.3-7. 

Table 5.3-7 – Select CARB Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Strategies 
Statewide Strategies Description of Strategy 
Vehicle Climate Change 
Standards 

AB 1493 (Pavley) required the state to develop and adopt regulations that 
achieve the maximum feasible and cost-effective reduction of climate 
change emissions emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks. 
Regulations were adopted by CARB in Sept. 2004. 

Diesel Anti-Idling In July 2004, CARB adopted a measure to limit diesel-fueled retail motor 
vehicle idling. 

Other Light-Duty Vehicle Technology New standards would be adopted to phase in beginning in the 2017 model 
year. 

Alternative Fuels: Biodiesel Blends CARB would develop regulations to require the use of 1% to 4% Biodiesel 
displacement of California diesel fuel. 

Alternative Fuels: Ethanol Increased use of ethanol fuel. 
Heavy-Duty Vehicle Emission 
Reduction Measures 

Increased efficiency in the design of heavy-duty vehicles and an 
educational program for the heavy-duty vehicle sector. 

While it will not be practicable for the project to implement all of these suggested strategies, legislatively 
driven changes in the future will further reduce the project’s GHG footprint.  Currently, the project 
proposes to install and operate a 1.2 MW Solar Collection and Charging System which is anticipated to 
reduce the electrically generated GHG emissions by 85%.  Additionally, the KCUSD has already 
converted 25 of their busses from diesel to CNG and will continue to replace diesel vehicles with CNG 
whenever feasible. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15130 notes that sometimes the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts 
may involve the adoption of ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a 
project-by-project basis. Global climate change is this type of issue.  The causes and effects may not be 
just regional or statewide, they may be worldwide. Given the uncertainties in identifying, let alone 
quantifying the impact of any single project on global warming and climate change, and the efforts made 
to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases from the project through design, in accordance with CEQA 
Section 15130, any further feasible mitigation will be accomplished through CARB regulations adopted 
pursuant to AB32.  The cumulative impacts of the project to global climate change are not known with 
certainty.  On December 5, 2008 the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopted 
an Interim CEQA GHG Significance Threshold for Stationary Sources, Rules and Plans.  This “tiered” 
approach set forth a significance level of 10,000 Metric Tons of CO2 Equivalent emissions.  In lieu of a 
significance threshold being established by CARB or the SJVAPCD, if this threshold is considered for this 
project, the project’s impacts to global climate change will remain below a level of significance. 

Biological Resources 

The area that would contain the proposed transportation center and the larger surrounding industrial area 
is not identified as a riparian habitat, although Travers Creek is approximately 170 feet from the nearest 
edge of the project site boundary.  During reconnaissance field surveys, no endangered, threatened or 
otherwise sensitive species were found on the site, nor does the property contain any federally protected 
wetlands.  In addition, the project will not interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species, nor will the project or future projects in the industrial area conflict with any 
ordinances protecting biological resources or provisions of any conservation plans.  Mitigation measures, 
as discussed in Section 3.4 are proposed to minimize any potential impacts to less than significant.  
There is no cumulative impact. 
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Cultural Resources  

There are no known historical structures or monuments, archaeological resources, or formal cemeteries 
on the project site or surrounding area.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Geology & Soils  

The site could be subject to moderate levels of ground shaking, which could damage weak structures and 
endanger public safety onsite.  Implementation of mitigation measures, including a geo-technical report 
and soil erosion control plan, as discussed in Section 3.6 will reduce impacts to geology and soils to less 
than significant.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Hazards & Hazardous Materials 

The project will construct and operate a transportation facility specialized in providing alternative and 
renewable fuels. Potential impacts to public health by accidental hazardous materials release from the 
transportation center facilities can be minimized to a level of less than significant with implementation of 
and compliance with existing federal, state, and local regulations governing the use, storage, and 
transportation of hazardous materials, as discussed in Section 3.7.  In compliance with OSHA, the District 
will also implement workers’ health and safety measures.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Hydrology & Water Quality 

The project is subject to compliance with the State General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit to 
ensure the construction-related impacts, such as clearing, grading and disturbances to the ground, are 
reduced to acceptable levels to protect stormwater runoff.  As discussed in Section 3.8, implementation of 
mitigation measures, including submittal of a storm water prevention pollution plan and grading plan to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the implementation of Best Management Practices to 
reduce non-storm water discharges to receiving waters will reduce impacts to hydrology and water quality 
to less than significant.  As discussed in Section 3.8, the water supply will be sufficient to serve the 
project, and to serve the City as a whole.  There is no cumulative impact.   

Land Use & Planning 

The project is in compliance with applicable Fresno County General Plan designations and zoning 
regulations, and the City of Reedley’s Southeast Industrial Area Specific Plan which is planned for 
expansion to include the project area.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Mineral Resources 

The project site is flat and is identified as a poor resource for gravel excavation.  As a result, the project 
will not result in the loss of the availability of a known mineral resource locally or of value to the region or 
state.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Noise 

Additional noise from the project will occur during the construction phase and from the bus, city vehicle, 
and employee traffic to and from the facility. Implementation of mitigation measures as discussed in 
Section 3.10 will reduce noise impacts to less than significant.  There is no cumulative impact.   

Population & Housing 

The project does not involve construction of any new houses, road extensions or new infrastructure, or 
displacement of people.  In addition, the project will not result in potential impacts that would cumulatively 
exceed the regional or local population levels projected on a regional or local scale, or substantially 
change the demographics in the area.  Therefore, potential impacts by the project to population and the 
housing level are considered to be less than significant.  There is no cumulative impact. 

Public Services 

Any increase of public services required by the transit facility (fire protection, police protection, schools, 
parks) will be dealt with by the existing services.  Fire protection is provided in a dual capacity by the City 
of Reedley Fire Department and the Fresno County Fire Protection District. The Fresno County Sheriff’s 
Department patrols the project area from the Area 3 Substation located in Selma, approximately 12 miles 
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west of the project site. The nearest school (Monte Vista School) to the project site is located 
approximately 1.5 miles from the project site and the nearest public park (CF Mueller Park) is located 1¼ 
miles away.  The increased tax revenue and service fees associated with such development would 
reduce any potential impact to public services to a less than significant level.  There is no cumulative 
impact. 

Recreation 

Parks and recreational facilities in the area include the “Reedley Trail” along the old AT&SF railroad 
corridor between Reedley and the Tulare County line, the Kings River Access Park proposed south of 
Reedley along the Kings River, and the Kings River Greenbelt Park, located northeast of Reedley. In 
addition, the Reedley Sports Park is currently being constructed immediately northeast of the project site.  
The project will not create any impacts to these recreational facilities or require new construction or 
expansion of these facilities and there is no cumulative impact. 

Transportation/Traffic 

According to the traffic report and future growth estimates, the total number of project trips will be 790  
per day up to a maximum of 948+ daily trips projected to 2030.  The Level of Service will change from 
LOS “A” to LOS “C” for the eastbound approach on Buttonwillow Avenue at Olsen Avenue, which is 
considered “stable,” and is not considered to be a significant impact.  The project-induced increase in 
traffic is not substantial with respect to increase in vehicle trips, volume-to-capacity ratio, emergency 
access adequacy, or congestion at intersections.  It is unlikely that the proposed project, together with 
related projects (Reedley Sports Park), would contribute enough vehicles to affect LOS on roadways in 
the project vicinity to a significant level. Entry into the sports park will be off Dinuba Avenue, whereas 
vehicles to the transit center will enter and exit from Olson Avenue and Huntsman Avenue.  In addition, if 
necessary, related projects would incorporate project-specific mitigation measures to reduce their 
respective impacts related to construction traffic, including the preparation and implementation of traffic 
control plans.  There is no cumulative impact.  

Utilities and Energy 

The City of Reedley will provide water and sewer connections to the project and the Public Works Director 
has confirmed that the City has capacity to do so.  Wastewater treatment requirements of the existing 
wastewater treatment plant will not be exceeded.  The project includes expanding the existing stormwater 
basin, as described in Impact 3.8.3.   Water supply availability has been discussed in Impact 3.8.2.  No 
new waste will be generated, and no net increase of water demand or sewage generation is expected, as 
this project is a relocation of existing facilities.   The project will not significantly impact local or regional 
energy supply nor peak and base period demands for electricity as the project will exceed Title 24 
requirements, will generate electricity onsite, and will be constructed and operated with energy saving 
practices.  The impact is less than significant. 

Summary of Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed project, in conjunction the other planned projects in the area’s contribution to potential 
cumulative impacts on Aesthetics, Air Quality, Biological Resources, Agricultural Resources, Biological 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Geology & Soils, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology & Water 
Quality, Land Use, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population & Housing, Public Services, Recreation, 
Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities are considered to be less than significant.    
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CHAPTER SIX - OTHER MANDATORY CEQA AND NEPA SECTIONS 

6.1 Growth Inducement 

Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that EIRs provide a discussion of the “growth 
inducing impacts of the proposed project.”  Growth inducing impacts could be caused by projects that 
foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, either directly or 
indirectly, in the surrounding environment.  Growth inducing impacts can also be caused by removing 
obstacles to population growth, such as an expansion of a wastewater treatment plant.  Growth 
inducement impacts can result from population increases that require the construction of new community 
services facilities. 

The proposed Kings Canyon Unified School District (KCUSD) transportation center consists of the 
construction of a bus/transit yard for joint school district and City of Reedley use that will include solar 
covered parking, fueling station, vehicle wash facility, service bays, learning center, regeneration center, 
shops, and an office.  The facility’s location is adjacent to an industrial park, and row crops and orchards 
in an area zoned and designated for industrial and agricultural uses.  The project does not involve the 
construction of new housing and would not substantially expand or establish new employment 
opportunities that, in turn, would indirectly generate housing development. All employees that currently 
operate out of the existing transit or municipal center will transfer to the new facility. 

The project would not remove any regulatory or physical obstacles to growth, and the facility would be 
independent and centralized by integrating various infrastructure and services in one location.  Since the 
facility also is compatible with adjacent uses, it will not significantly impact residential development or 
physically divide an established community, since all of the existing residences within the surrounding 
area are rural and sparsely located, except for a residential subdivision 3/10 of a mile to the north.  As a 
result, the project would not indirectly induce a substantial growth in the area’s population, nor 
substantially alter the location, distribution, or density of the population in the area.  Neither will it 
encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment. In conclusion, the 
proposed project is not considered growth inducing, but rather growth dependent as the need for an 
improved  facility is a result of the school district’s and City’s growth.  

6.2 Environmental Justice and Socioeconomics 

Executive Order 12898, dated February 11, 1994, requires Federal agencies to ensure that their actions 
do not disproportionately impact minority and disadvantaged populations. The communities surrounding 
the project area are significantly populated by people of Hispanic origin from Mexico and Central America, 
as well as low-income families of various ethnic backgrounds.  The proposed project site is located within 
an area planned as an industrial park, and does not include dislocation of any residents.  The project, as 
a transportation center, would result in potential vocations in tune with the skill sets of many local 
workers.  The education center would help to train workers in various solar and natural fuel technologies, 
and may lead to additional employment opportunities beyond what has been traditionally available to 
these groups. 

Neither the location nor the activities resulting from the proposed project result in a disproportionate 
impact to one segment of the community over another.  The proposed project would not cause 
dislocation, changes in employment, or increase adverse health or environmental effects specific to low-
income, minority, or tribal populations. The proposed project would not disproportionately impact 
economically disadvantaged or minority populations. This proposed project is intended to increase the 
viability of transportation in a rural community and increase the training opportunities in sustainable 
technology.   

6.3 Significant Environmental Effects That Cannot Be Avoided 

“Significant effect on the environment” means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in 
any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, mineral, 
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social 
change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment. A social or economic 
change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is 
significant. 
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Section 15126.2(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the EIR describe any significant impacts, 
including those that can be mitigated but not reduced to a level of insignificance. Where there are impacts 
that cannot be alleviated without imposing an alternative design, their implications and the reasons why 
the project is being proposed, notwithstanding their effect, should be described.   

The proposed project will not have any significant impacts after mitigation measures have been applied. 
The proposed mitigation measures will reduce the project impacts to less than significant.   
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CHAPTER SEVEN – MITIGATION REPORTING / MONITORING PROGRAM 

Introduction 

State and local agencies are required by Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code to 
establish a monitoring and reporting program for all projects which are approved and which require CEQA 
processing. 

Local agencies are given broad latitude in developing programs to meet the requirements of Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6. The mitigation monitoring program (Program) outlined in this 
document is based upon guidance issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 

The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the proposed project corresponds to mitigation 
measures outlined in the project EIR. The Program summarizes the environmental issues identified in the 
EIR, the mitigation measures required to reduce each potentially significant impact to less than 
significant, the person or agency responsible for implementing the measures, and the agency or agencies 
responsible for monitoring and reporting on the implementation of the mitigation measures. 

The Program 

The mitigation measures contained herein shall be included as conditions of approval for each of these 
permits, to the extent permitted by law. Fresno County shall ensure that all construction plans and project 
operations conform with the conditions of the mitigated project. Table 7.1-1 shall be attached to all 
permits as a condition of approval. 
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Table 7.1 
Mitigation Monitoring Program 

Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

AIR  QUALITY  AND  ODORS 

Impact #3.3.1 – Short 
Term Emissions 

Mitigation Measure #3.3.1a:   

As the project shall be completed in compliance with 
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, the following dust control 
measures shall be taken to ensure compliance specifically 
during grading and construction phases:  

Water previously exposed surfaces (soil) whenever visible 
dust is capable of drifting from the site or approaches 20% 
opacity. 

Water all unpaved haul roads a minimum of three-
times/day or whenever visible dust from such roads is 
capable of drifting from the site or approaches 20% 
opacity. 

Reduce speed on unpaved roads to less than 15 miles per 
hour. 

Install and maintain a track out control device that meets 
the specifications of SJVAPCD Rule 8041 if the site 
exceeds 150 vehicle trips per day or more than 20 vehicle 
trips per day by vehicles with three or more axles. 

Stabilize all disturbed areas, including storage piles, which 
are not being actively utilized for production purposes using 
water, chemical stabilizers or by covering with a tarp or 
other suitable cover. 

Control fugitive dust emissions during land clearing, 
grubbing, scraping, excavation, leveling, grading, or cut 
and fill operations with application of water or by 
presoaking. 

When transporting materials offsite, maintain a freeboard 
limit of at least 6 inches and cover or effectively wet to limit 
visible dust emissions. 

Limit and remove the accumulation of mud and/or dirt from 
adjacent public roadways at the end of each workday.  
(Use of dry rotary brushes is prohibited except when 
preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit 
visible dust emissions and use of blowers is expressly 
forbidden). 

Stabilize the surface of storage piles following the addition 

The mitigation measures shall 
be implemented by the 
construction contractor.   

Monitoring shall 
be the 
responsibility of 
the San Joaquin 
Valley Air 
Pollution Control 
District. 

 

During 
construction. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

or removal of materials using water or chemical 
stabilizer/suppressants. 

Remove visible track-out from the site at the end of each 
workday. 

Cease grading or other activities that cause excessive 
(greater than 20% opacity) dust formation during periods of 
high winds (greater than 20 mph over a one-hour period). 

Mitigation Measure #3.3.1b:   

The GAMAQI guidance document lists the following 
measures as approved and recommended for construction 
activities.  These measures shall be required to ensure that 
the proposed project emissions do not exceed District 
thresholds: 

Maintain all construction equipment as recommended by 
manufacturer manuals. 

Shut down equipment when not in use for extended 
periods. 

Construction equipment shall operate no longer than eight 
(8) cumulative hours per day. 

Use electric equipment for construction whenever possible 
in lieu of diesel or gasoline powered equipment. 

Curtail use of high-emitting construction equipment during 
periods of high or excessive ambient pollutant 
concentrations. 

All construction vehicles shall be equipped with proper 
emissions control equipment and kept in good and proper 
running order to substantially reduce NOx emissions. 

On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use diesel 
particulate filters if permitted under manufacturer’s 
guidelines. 

On-Road and Off-Road diesel equipment shall use cooled 
exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) if permitted under 
manufacturer’s guidelines. 

All construction workers shall be encouraged to shuttle 
(car-pool) to retail establishments or to remain on-site 
during lunch breaks. 

All construction activities within the project area shall be 
discontinued during the first stage smog alerts. 

Construction and grading activities shall not be allowed 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

during first stage ozone alerts.  First stage ozone alerts are 
declared when the ozone level exceeds 0.20 ppm (1-hour 
average). 

Impact #3.3.1 –Long 
Term Emissions 

Mitigation Measure: 

The following mitigation measures are recommended to 
further reduce the potential for long-term project emissions.  
These measures shall be required to ensure that the 
proposed project emissions are not exceeded: 

Installation of a 1.2 MW Solar Collection and Charging 
System. 

Replacing older diesel vehicles with CNG vehicles. 

The project design shall comply with standards set forth in 
Title 24 of the Uniform Building Code to minimize total 
consumption of energy. 

Applicants shall be required to comply with applicable 
mitigation measures in the Air Quality Attainment Plan, 
District Rules, Traffic Control Measures, Regulation VIII 
and Indirect Source Rules for the SJVAPCD. 

The developer shall comply with the provisions of 
SJVAPCD Rule 4601 - Architectural Coatings, during the 
construction of all buildings and facilities.  Application of 
architectural coatings shall be completed in a manner that 
poses the least emissions impacts whenever such 
application is deemed proficient. 
 

The applicant shall comply with the provisions of SJVAPCD 
Rule 4641 during the construction and pavement of all 
roads and parking areas within the project area.  
Specifically, the applicant shall not allow the use of: 

Rapid cure cutback asphalt; 

Medium cure cutback asphalt; 

Slow cure cutback asphalt (as specified in SJVAPCD Rule 
4641, Section 5.1.3); or Emulsified asphalt (as specified in 
SJVAPCD Rule 4641, Section 5.1.4). 

The developer shall comply with applicable provisions of 
SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review). 

 

 

The mitigation measures shall 
be implemented by the 
application  

Monitoring shall 
be the 
responsibility of 
the San Joaquin 
Valley Air 
Pollution Control 
District. 

 

During operation. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

Impact #3.4.1: 
Substantial Adverse 
Effect on Candidate, 
Special-Status or 
Sensitive Species  

Mitigation Measure: 

Construction, storage, travel and other types of disturbance 
should be restricted to the 27-acre project site and not take 
place in the offsite land adjacent to the riparian corridor of 
Travers Creeks.  Trucks and equipment vehicles should 
approach from Huntsman or the western access road 
rather than the dirt road along the riparian/orchard 
interface.  If this restriction is not possible, then a more 
extensive biological survey of the riparian corridor would be 
necessary to determine if the impacts will require further 
mitigation. 

Maintaining the current cable and lock system in place at 
the southern access to the corridor from Huntsman will 
continue to discourage traffic along the offsite riparian 
corridor.  Adding signage in English along the west-to-east 
dirt access road to the riparian corridor will further 
discourage project traffic from within the parcel. 

Vehicles should use slow speeds (less than 15 miles per 
hour), especially at night, when driving through or around 
the project site to minimize potential for striking or 
disturbing animals.  San Joaquin kit fox and other animals 
are vulnerable to collisions with autos. 

Pipes and culverts should be inspected before being 
moved or altered to prevent wildlife from being injured or 
trapped. 

If special status species are encountered during an 
inspection, they should be left alone to passively exit the 
area unless otherwise authorized by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. 

Removal of trees should occur outside of bird nesting 
season to minimize impact to nest activity. 

Any migratory birds and their nests should be not be 
disturbed as outlined in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 
1918 (MBTA).  The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, 
possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird 
listed in Section 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations  
 
 

The mitigation measure shall 
be the responsibility of the 
applicant and applicant’s 
contractor. 

Monitoring will be 
the responsibility 
of the Fresno 
County Public 
Works and 
Planning 
Department. 

Prior to and during 
construction. 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

Part 10, including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs or 
products, except as slowed by implementing regulations 
(50 CFR 21). 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

Impact #3.5.1:  
Disturbance of Cultural, 
Historic Resources, or 
Skeletal Remains 

Mitigation Measure:: 

If, in the course of project operation, any archaeological or 
historical resources are uncovered, discovered, or 
otherwise detected or observed, activities within 50 feet of 
the find area shall cease.  A qualified archaeologist shall be 
contacted and advise the County of the site’s significance.  
If the findings are deemed significant by the County’s 
Environmental Assessment Officer, appropriate mitigation 
measures shall be required prior to any resumption of work 
in the affected area of the project. 

In the event human remains are encountered during 
construction or operation activities, all work within the 
vicinity of the remains would halt in accordance with Health 
and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code 
§5097.98, and §15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines.  In 
addition to compliance with Public Resources Code 
§5097.98, in the event that any skeletal remains are 
discovered, a qualified archaeologist, the County 
Environmental Assessment Officer, County Coroner and 
local Native American organization shall be consulted, and 
appropriate measures shall be required that may include 
avoidance of the burial site or reburial of the remains. 

The mitigation measure shall 
be incorporated in the 
conditions of approval for the 
Special Use Permit and shall 
be the responsibility of the 
applicant and applicant’s 
contractor. 

Monitoring will be 
the responsibility 
of the County of 
Fresno 

During 
construction 

NOISE 

Impact #3.10.1:  Short 
Term Construction 
Noise & Vibration 

Mitigation Measure : 

Noise producing equipment used during construction and 
operation shall be restricted to the timeframe of 7:00 am to 
7:00 pm, Monday through Friday, and 7:00 am to 6:00 pm 
on Saturday, Sunday and holidays.  Construction outside of 
these hours shall require written approval by the County of 
Fresno. 
 
 
 
 
 

The mitigation measure shall 
be incorporated in the 
conditions of approval for the 
Special Use Permit and shall 
be the responsibility of the 
applicant and applicant’s 
contractor. 

Monitoring will be 
the responsibility 
of the applicant 

 

During 
construction 
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Impact Mitigation Measures Implementation Monitoring Time Span 

CUMULATIVE  AIR  QUALITY,  WATER  QUALITY  AND  BIOLOGICAL  IMPACTS 

Air Quality Degradation Mitigation Measure : 

The applicant shall comply with all feasible pertinent 
requirements of the SJVAPCD, including BACTs and 
CMPs. 

The mitigation measure shall 
be incorporated in the 
conditions of approval for the 
Special Use Permit and shall 
be the responsibility of the 
applicant. 

Monitoring will be 
the responsibility 
of the San 
Joaquin Valley Air 
Pollution Control 
District. 

Continued 
monitoring during 
operation. 
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QUALIFICATIONS – Provost & Pritchard Engineering Group, Inc. 

Donald T. Ikemiya, RCE (56,630) and RAE (490) 

Mr. Ikemiya has eighteen years of experience in water resources and agricultural engineering throughout 
California.  Mr. Ikemiya has a thorough understanding of irrigation system design, operation, and irrigation 
water management techniques from working for Provost & Pritchard, Inc. as well as having been 
employed as a field and area engineer for the USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (formally 
Soil Conservation Service) from 1986 to 1994.  He is experienced in agricultural energy analysis, 
irrigation system design and operation, water conveyance structure design, and erosion control.  He is 
experienced in numerous wastewater reclamation studies and projects and has worked with municipal 
treatment plants, food processing plants, irrigation districts, and dairies.  Born and raised on a farm, he is 
extremely comfortable communicating and relating to agricultural clients. 

His current responsibilities include: project planning and management, diary and food processing 
permitting and compliance. 

Professional Employment 

1994 – present  Division Director of Natural Resources, and Staff Engineer at Provost & Pritchard 
Engineering Group, Inc. 

1986 – 1994  Area Engineer for United States Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (formerly Soil Conservation Service) 

Qualifications and Affiliations 

B.S. Agricultural Engineering, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo, CA 1986 

Registered Civil Engineer, California, #56630 

Registered Agricultural Engineer, California, #490 

American Society of Agricultural Engineers 

California Water Environment Association 
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Emily Magill Bowen, LEED AP, CGBP 

Ms. Bowen is an associate environmental planner with experience providing CEQA-related work to 
agencies in Kings, Tulare, Fresno, Merced and Stanislaus Counties.  As an associate environmental 
planner, she assists the planning department with multiple environmental planning projects such as 
preparing various environmental documents including Air Quality Impact Analyses and AB 32 compliance 
documents.  She also has extensive experience in monitoring various wildlife populations including 
invertebrates, birds, small mammals, reptiles, and native vegetation.  Ms. Bowen has also worked with 
Payap University in monitoring the regrowth of coral reef ecosystems in Satun, Thailand. 

Professional Employment 

2008– present   Associate Environmental Planner for Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group 

2006 – 2008   Associate Environmental Planner for Quad Knopf 

2002 – 2006  Field Biologist for California State University, Stanislaus Endangered Species 
Recovery Program 

Qualifications and Affiliations 

M.S. (in progress) Green Building, San Francisco Institute of Architecture 

Certificate (in progress) in Sustainable Design, UC Davis 

B.S. Biology, California State University, Fresno, 2004 

LEED Accredited Professional, 2006 

Certified Green Building Professional, 2009 

Air Quality Management Certificate, San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2006 

U.S. Green Building Council, Tulare Kings County Branch, Vice Chair 

Association of Environmental Professionals, Member 

American Planning Association, Member 

Society for Ecological Restoration, California, Member 

Wildlife Fund, Thailand 

Recent Relevant Projects 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Plum Basin, Tulare, California 

Environmental Impact Report, Lemon Cove Granite, Tulare County, California 

Environmental Impact Report, Hughson Wastewater Treatment Plant Master Plan, Hughson, California 

Environmental Impact Report, Beef Harvesting and Processing Plant, Tulare, California 

Environmental Impact Report, Friant Community Plan Update and Friant Ranch Specific Plan, Fresno, 
California 

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Water Intertie System, City of Fresno, California 

CIEDB East Water System Loan Application, Porterville, California 

Air Impact Assessment and Indirect Source Review Application, Granville Homes, Fresno, California 
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Barbara Brandl, REA II 

With over thirty years of engineering consulting experience, Ms. Brandl’s responsibilities include project 
management of all aspects of projects related to environmental site investigations, cleanups and 
groundwater monitoring for industrial and commercial facilities, schools, dairies, and public sectors 
projects. Ms. Brandl has experience preparing and managing over 250 environmental projects relating to 
Phase I, II, and II environmental site assessments, preliminary endangerment assessments, groundwater 
monitoring programs, risk assessments, and regulatory compliance documents. 

Professional Employment 

2004 – present  Resource Group Leader, Dairy Consultant, and Registered Environmental Assessor for 
Provost & Pritchard Engineering Group, Inc. 

1990 – 2004  Environmental Project Manager for Kleinfelder, Inc. 

Qualifications and Affiliations 

B.A. Geology, California State University, Fresno 

Registered Environmental Assessor-II, California, #20257 

Recent Relevant Projects 

Groundwater Monitoring - Rick Jones Dairy, Stevinson, CA 

Groundwater Monitoring - Galhandro Dairy, Hanford, CA 

Phase I, II, & III Environmental Site Assessment, Laval Farms, Kern County, CA 

Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessments, Producers Cotton Oil – Fresno, Madera, Merced, Tulare, 
Kings, and Kern Counties, CA 

Phase I & II Environmental Site Assessment, Con Agra Plant, Turlock, CA 

Regulatory Compliance - Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan-Blair Air, Lemoore, CA 

Air Quality Survey-Butterball Hatchery Plant, Fresno, CA 

Groundwater Investigation- Upright Facility, Selma, CA 

Underground Storage Tank Assessment- Rural Residential Property, Raisin City, CA 

Underground Storage Tank Assessment - Lithia Automotive Group, Medford, CA 
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Julie Phillips, ACIP 

Julie Phillips has over seven years of experience in the planning field.  She is an excellent communicator 
and an experienced project manager, working effectively to move projects forward while involving large 
groups of diverse interest.  Ms. Phillips has prepared and processed many documents of varying 
complexity including ordinance preparation, permit processing, and environmental documents compliant 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  
As a lifelong resident of the San Joaquin Valley, she is familiar with the natural resources specific to this 
area, and as a planner with experience at the state and local agency level, she is aware and 
knowledgeable of the many laws and regulations that govern those resources. 

Professional Employment 

2006 – present   Planning Department Manager, Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group 

2005 – 2006 Senior Planner, City of Porterville, Community Development Department 

2004 – 2005 Associate Environmental Planner, Quad Knopf, Inc., Planning Services Division 

2000 – 2004 Environmental Planner, California Department of Transportation, Environmental 
Division 

Qualifications and Affiliations 

B.S. Technical Geography, California State University, Fresno 

American Institute of Certified Planners (AICP), Certified 

American Planners Association (APA), Section Membership Director 

Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP), Member 

Recent Relevant Projects 

Ongoing Planning Support, City of Visalia, California 

On-call Planning Services, City of Porterville, California 

Friant-Kern Canal/Cross Valley Canal Intertie Project, Bakersfield, California 

Friant-Kern Canal Turnout, South San Joaquin Municipal Utilities District, Kern County, California 

Fairways Tract Annexation, Fairways Water Company, Porterville, California 

Boundary Reorganization, North Kern-South Tulare Hospital District, Delano, California 

Well No. 1, 2A & 3A Arsenic Treatment, Pixley Public Utilities District, Tulare County, California 

Safe Drinking Water Project, Armona Community Services District, Kings County, California 

2nd Street Pedestrian Path, City of Mendota, California 

Bass Avenue/State Route 33 & Belmont Avenue/State Route 33 Intersection Improvements Project, 
Mendota, California 

Iriart Storage Tank Project, Golden Hills Community Services District, Tehachapi, California 

Environmental Assessment of Bernd Thewalt-Arvin Tracts, Arvin, California 

Avenue 416 & Road 56 Intersection Improvements, Tulare County, California 

Facility Expansion, Cargill Beef Packers, Fresno, California 
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