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Treated Effluent Disposal 
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California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Scenic Highway Program. 

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards. 

Fresno County General Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

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

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



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

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



 

 

 

 

 

 

California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



California Land Conservation (Williamson) Act. 

a. Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 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? 

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



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

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

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

Rule 2280—Portable Equipment Registration. 

Rule 4201—Particulate Matter Concentration and Emission Rates. 

Rule 8011—General Requirements: Fugitive Dust Emission Sources. 



Rule 9510—Indirect Source Review. 

Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. 

 

 

 

 

Regional Air Quality Management Plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Fresno County General Plan. 

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



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

Short-Term (Construction) Emissions. 





 

 

 

 

 

Long-Term (Operational) Emissions. 



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

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



 

 

 

 

 

 

Millerton Lake East, Shaver Lake, Trimmer, Humphreys Station, Cascadel Point,  
Auberry 



A Manual of California Vegetation – Second 
Edition 

The Jepson Manual: Vascular Plants of California, Second Edition 

Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status 
Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities 

Regional Supplement – Arid West 
Region , Regulatory Guidance Letter 16-01 regarding Preliminary 
Jurisdictional Delineations 



Interior Live Oak Woodland. 

Quercus wislizeni 
Quercus douglasii Aesculus californica 
Umbellularia californica), Pinus sabiniana Ptelea crenulata 

Ceanothus cuneatus Arctostaphylos viscida Toxicodendron 
diversilobum Eriodictyon californicum Aira 
caryophyllea  Bromus 

Ruderal. 

Festuca perennis Avena fatua 
Avena barbata Festuca bromoides Amaranthus 

albus Bromus Hordeum 

Developed. 

Aquatic Resources. 

Eleocharis macrostachya 
Lythrum hyssopifolia Rumex crispus 

Erythranthe guttata Festuca perennis Juncus dubius 
Juncus bufonius Carex hoodii 
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Wetland Subtotal 0.122 

Non-Wetland Waters Subtotal 0.042 

Erythranthe 
floribunda Polypogon monspeliensis 

Gnaphalium palustre

 

Federal Endangered Species Act. 



Federal Clean Water Act  Section 404. 

-

Federal Clean Water Act  Section 401. 

Waters of the United States. 



Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act. 

California Endangered Species Act. 



California State Fish and Game Code. 

California Rare Plant Ranks. 

State CEQA 
Guidelines
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California Public Resources Code (PRC) – Section 21083.4 (b). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fresno County General Plan.

 

 



 

 

 

 

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

Special-Status Plant Species. 
Calyptridium pulchellum 

Carpenteria californica 
Lupinus citrinus var. citrinus Erythranthe gracilipes 

Erythranthe 
acutidens 

State CEQA 
Guidelines 

Special-Status Wildlife Species. 



Danaus plexippus 

Asclepias 

Eucalyptus globulus Pinus radiata 
Hesperocyparis macrocarpa 

Asclepias eriocarpa Asclepias fascicularis 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Populus 

carolinensis 

Zenaida macroura 

Baeolophus inornatus 
Melanerpes formicivorus 

Melozone crissalis Charadrius vociferus 

Sitta 

Haliaeetus leucocephalus 
Aquila chrysaetos 
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Protection Act, as the BSA does not provide suitable nesting habitat for bald eagles or 
golden eagles, which typically nest in mature trees near bodies of water or in rugged, open 
habitats with canyons and escarpments, respectively. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: To the extent feasible, initial grading and vegetation 
removal activities shall occur during the non-nesting season 
(September 1 to January 31). For any construction activities 
conducted during the nesting season (February 1 to August 
31), a qualified biologist (i.e., experienced in searching for 
passerine and raptor nests) shall conduct a preconstruction 
nest survey of all trees or other suitable nesting habitat in 
and within 250 feet of the limits of construction activities. 
The survey shall be conducted no more than 7 days prior to 
the start of work. Survey results shall be documented and 
submitted to the resource agencies, as required, to 
document compliance. If no nesting activity is observed, 
work may proceed as planned. If the survey indicates the 
presence of nesting birds, the biologist shall determine an 
appropriately sized buffer around the nest in which no work 
shall occur until the young have successfully fledged. The 
size of the nest buffer shall be determined by the biologist 
and shall be based on the nesting species and its sensitivity 
to disturbance, the location/orientation of the nest in the 
nest tree, the distance of the nest from the work area, the 
line of sight between the nest and the work area, and the 
nature of the construction activities that will be occurring in 
proximity to the nest. In general, buffer sizes of up to 250 
feet for raptors and 50 feet for other birds should suffice to 
prevent substantial disturbance to nesting birds, but these 
buffers shall be increased or decreased, as appropriate, 
depending on the bird species and the level of disturbance 
anticipated near the nest. If a lapse in project-related work 
of 14 days or longer occurs, another focused survey shall be 
performed before work can resume. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 would reduce impacts on special-status 
wildlife species to less than significant levels. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Interior live oak woodland is classified as a natural 
community and surrounds the entire BSA. However, this community only encroaches into the BSA in 
areas adjacent to the ruderal road shoulders along the edges of the BSA and in an undeveloped area 
in the north section of the BSA, totaling 6.46 acres. Under PRC 21083.4, counties administering 
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CEQA must consider mitigation for oak woodland impacted by the project. This state law requires a 
county to establish a method for requiring oak woodland mitigation. Oak woodland is defined as 
habitat where a majority of living trees are native oaks and with 10 percent or greater oak canopy 
cover. 

The Fresno County General Plan contains several policies related to the protection of oak 
woodlands, including Policy OS-F.10, which specifies that new developments preserve natural 
woodlands to the maximum extent possible, and Policy OS-F.11, which requires that the County 
promote the preservation and management of oak woodlands by encouraging landowners to 
voluntarily follow the Fresno County Oak Management Guidelines (1998) and the County adopted 
Oak Woodlands Management Plan. The Fresno County Oak Woodland Management Guidelines 
provide guidance for building within oak woodlands. These voluntary guidelines direct landowners 
to include certain considerations when working within oak woodlands, as listed above in the 
regulatory setting section. 

Approximately 6.23 acres of interior live oak woodland would be impacted by the project, consisting 
of 2.46 acres of permanent impacts associated with the proposed WWTP and drainfield and 3.77 
acres of temporary impacts associated with the installation of the sewer pipelines. The project has 
been designed to stay within the existing roadway footprint to the maximum extent practicable to 
avoid tree removals and compaction within the root zones; however, as described in Section 1.0, a 
total of 85 trees are proposed for removal as a result of project implementation. Approximately 66 
trees, including approximately 33 oak trees, would be removed to accommodate the proposed 
drainfield; approximately 4 oak trees would be removed as a result of construction of the WWTP; 
and approximately 15 trees, including approximately 13 oak trees, would be removed as a result of 
the construction of the wastewater collection system. In total, approximately 50 oak trees would be 
removed as a result of the proposed project. Implementation of the Mitigation Measure BIO-3 
would reduce impacts to interior live oak woodland community. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: To reduce potential impacts to interior live oak woodland during 
construction, the following measures shall be implemented: 

1. Disturbance within and around oak driplines shall be minimized 
to the maximum extent feasible. 

2. For oak trees within a 50-foot radius of the BSA which may be 
potentially impacted by project construction activities, a 
qualified arborist or biologist shall provide recommendations to 
avoid or minimize damage to the root systems during 
construction (e.g., restricting trenching to areas outside the root 
zone, flagging avoidance areas, avoiding tree root compaction, 
etc.). 

3. For oak trees within the BSA that area removed as a result of 
the project, an oak planting and monitoring plan specifying the 
number and type of plantings, installation guidelines, 
maintenance and monitoring requirements, and performance 
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standards for determining planting success shall be prepared by 
a qualified arborist or biologist. Consistent with PRC Section 
21083.4, oak trees removed shall be replaced on-site at a 
minimum ratio of one tree replaced to every one tree removed 
and shall be monitored for 7 years to ensure performance 
standards are met. The species composition shall be similar to 
those removed. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 would reduce impacts to the interior live oak 
woodland community to a less than significant level. 

c. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. As described above, 0.164 acre of jurisdictional 
aquatic resources are located within the BSA (Figure 4). Of this, approximately 0.04 acre of wetlands 
and other waters of the United States would be impacted by the project, consisting entirely of 
temporary impacts. All temporary impacts to aquatic resources would result from the construction 
of the wastewater collection system and would involve trenching through the ephemeral drainages, 
roadside ditch, and Backbone Creek to install the new sanitary sewer lines. All other jurisdictional 
aquatic resources would be avoided via the installation of ESA fencing. 

Discharges into water of the U.S. from the project would be regulated by the USACE under Section 
404 of the CWA and by the USEPA under Section 401 of the CWA. Prior to project implementation, 
the project proponent would be required to obtain the required permits from the USACE and the 
USEPA consistent with the CWA requirements. In addition to any conditions placed on the project by 
the regulatory agencies, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 shall be implemented to reduce impacts to 
aquatic resources during construction. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4: To reduce potential impacts to aquatic resources during 
construction, the following measures must be implemented: 

1. Prior to project implementation, the Big Sandy Rancheria shall 
obtain the required permits from the USACE and the USEPA 
consistent with CWA requirements. 

2. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be 
prepared in accordance with typical provisions associated with a 
Regional General Permit for Construction Activities. The SWPPP 
shall contain best management practices to minimize effects 
associated with erosion and siltation during construction, as 
well as a Spill Response Plan with instructions and procedures 
for reporting spills, the use and location of spill containment 
equipment, and the use and location of spill collection 
materials. 
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d. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 



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

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



 

 

 



 

National Historic Preservation Act. 

-

California Register of Historical Resources. 

-

 

 

 

 

-



California Environmental Quality Act. 

 
 
 

State 
CEQA Guidelines 

Significant Historical Resources under State CEQA Guidelines. 

State CEQA Guidelines

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

State CEQA Guidelines 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act. 



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



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



 

 

Energy Policy Act of 2005. 



Corporate Average Fuel Economy Standards. 

Assembly Bill 1575, Warren-Alquist Act. 

State CEQA Guidelines 

State CEQA Guidelines 

State CEQA Guidelines 

Senate Bill 1389, Energy: Planning and Forecasting. 

2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update . Integrated 
Energy Policy Report 



Integrated Energy Policy Report 

Renewable Portfolio Standards. 

Title 24, California Building Code. 

California Green Building Standards Code Cd. 

California Energy Efficiency Strategic Plan. 
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Plan, presenting a roadmap for energy efficiency in California. The Plan articulates a long-term 
vision and goals for each economic sector and identifies specific near-term, mid-term, and long-
term strategies to assist in achieving those goals. The Plan also reiterates the following four 
specific programmatic goals known as the “Big Bold Energy Efficiency Strategies” that were 
established by the CPUC in Decisions D.07-10-032 and D.07-12-051: 

All new residential construction will be zero net energy (ZNE) by 2020. 
All new commercial construction will be ZNE by 2030. 
50 percent of commercial buildings will be retrofitted to ZNE by 2030. 
50 percent of new major renovations of state buildings will be ZNE by 2025. 

Local Regulations. There are no applicable local regulations related to energy for the proposed 
project. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include the construction and operation of 
a new WWTP and associated wastewater collection system within the BSR and would demand 
energy during construction and operation of the project. 

Construction-Period Energy Use. The anticipated construction schedule assumes that the 
proposed project would be built over 9 months. The proposed project would require grading, 
site preparation, and building activities during construction. 

Construction of the proposed project would require energy for manufacturing and transporting 
building materials, preparation of the site for demolition and grading activities, and building 
construction. Petroleum fuels (e.g., diesel and gasoline) would be the primary sources of energy 
for these activities. Energy usage on the project site during construction would be temporary in 
nature and would be relatively small in comparison to the state’s available energy sources. 
Therefore, construction energy impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation would 
be required. 

Operational Energy Use. Operation of the proposed project would demand electricity. The 
proposed project would have minimal to no effect on natural gas demand. The electrical 
improvements required for the selected project construction would require three new electrical 
supplies. The new services would be at the wastewater treatment facility and at the two new lift 
stations. 

Wastewater Treatment Facility (New supply existing meter location). The supply for the 
WWTP would be generated from the existing PG&E utility pole and meter located at Well 7 
on the west side of the Comstock Property, approximately 360 feet northwest of the 
proposed WWTP. The power available is 230-volt, three-phase, and 400 amp. 
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LS-1 (New supply existing meter location). The supply for LS-1 would be generated by the 
Brindle Well power pole located approximately 340 feet north of LS-1. The power available 
is 240-volts single-phase, and 100 amp. 

LS-2 (Existing building with existing meter). The power for this lift station would be supplied 
from the existing Well 5 meter. Service is on the Well 5 building approximately 130 feet 
north of the lift station. This service is 240-volts single-phase. 

Electricity would be obtained from PG&E, which currently provides electricity to properties in 
the immediate vicinity of the project site. Due to the small electricity demand of the WWTP, it is 
not anticipated that operation of this facility would significantly impact PG&E’s ability to provide 
electricity in the region. Due to the small electricity demand associated with the proposed 
project, the proposed project would not result in the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of fuel or energy and would incorporate renewable energy or energy efficiency 
measures into building design, equipment use, and transportation. Impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. In 2002, the Legislature passed Senate Bill 1389, which required the 
CEC to develop an integrated energy plan every two years for electricity, natural gas, and 
transportation fuels, for the California Energy Policy Report. The plan calls for the state to assist in 
the transformation of the transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and 
increase the efficient use of fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. The CEC 
recently adopted the 2023 Integrated Energy Policy Report. The 2023 Integrated Energy Policy 
Report provides the results of the CEC’s assessments of a variety of energy issues facing California. 
Many of these issues will require action if the state is to meet its climate, energy, air quality, and 
other environmental goals while maintaining energy reliability and controlling costs. 

As indicated above, energy usage in the project area during construction would be relatively small in 
comparison to the state’s available energy sources and energy impacts would be negligible at the 
regional level. Once operational, the proposed project would not substantially increase energy use. 
Because California’s energy conservation planning actions are conducted at a regional level, and 
because the project’s total impact to regional energy supplies would be minor, the proposed project 
would not conflict with California’s energy conservation plans as described in the 2023 Integrated 
Energy Policy Report. Thus, as shown above, the project would avoid or reduce the inefficient, 
wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy and would not result in any irreversible or 
irretrievable commitments of energy. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 

effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 

the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 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 geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

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

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

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

3.7.1 Impact Analysis 

3.7.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is located on the western flank of the Sierra Nevada foothills, characterized by 
uneven topography. The project site is generally bisected by a dry creek bed with flow only during 
large rain events. The project site generally slopes from south to north and encompasses residential 
and commercial properties currently being served by septic systems. 

The long and gradual western slopes of the Sierra Nevada range are associated with the Sierran 
batholith, which is dominated by granitic outcrops. Most of the project area is comprised of 
“Coarsegold-Auberry families-Rock outcrop association, 35 to 85 percent slopes” soils. The northern 
and southern portions of the project area comprise “Auberry family, 35 to 65 percent slopes” soils 
(California Soil Resource Lab 2020). Both the Coarsegold and Auberry soil series are associated with 
pre-Quaternary landforms, which predate human occupation. 

3.7.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to geology and soils for the 
proposed project. 
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State Regulations. 

Uniform Building Code. The Uniform Building Code (UBC) ensures all buildings maintain the 
public health and safety by regulating the design, construction, quality of materials, certain 
equipment, location, grading, use, occupancy, and maintenance of all buildings and structures. 
UBC standards address foundation design, shear wall strength, and other structurally related 
conditions. 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning. The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
(California Public Resources Code Sections 2621 et seq.) requires the California Geologic Survey 
to compile maps of traces of active faults and requires a state geologist to delineate earthquake 
fault zones along faults that are “sufficiently active” and “well defined.” The act requires 
disclosure in real estate transactions and requires cities and counties to withhold development 
permits for a site in an earthquake fault zone until geologic investigations demonstrate that the 
site is not threatened by surface displacements from future faulting. An active fault is one 
showing expression of surface rupture within the last 11,000 years. Pursuant to this act, 
structures for human occupancy are not allowed within 50 feet of the trace of an active fault. 
Single family wood-frame or steel-frame dwellings up to two stories high and not part of a 
development of four or more dwelling units is the only exemption to this Act. 

Seismic Hazard Mapping Act. The Seismic Hazard Mapping Act (SHMA) was adopted by the 
state in 1990 in response to the Loma Prieta Earthquake in 1989. This Act protects the public 
from the effects of non-surface fault rupture earthquake hazards, including strong ground 
shaking, liquefaction, seismically induced landslides, or other ground failure caused by 
earthquakes. The goal of the act is to minimize loss of life and property by identifying and 
mitigating seismic hazards. The California Geological Survey has been required under this Act to 
prepare “seismic hazard zone” maps available to local governments. These maps identify areas 
susceptible to amplified shaking, liquefaction, earthquake-induced landslides, and other ground 
failures. Buildings designed for human occupancy proposed to be built within a “seismic hazard 
zone” require a geotechnical investigation and mitigation measures to be implemented. SHMA 
requires responsible agencies to only approve projects within seismic hazard zones following a 
site-specific investigation to determine if the hazard is present, and if so, the inclusion of 
appropriate mitigation(s). Reports must be stamped by a Registered Civil Engineer or Certified 
Engineering Geologist with a specialty in seismic hazard evaluation. In addition, the SHMA 
requires real estate sellers and agents provide full disclosure if the property is within a seismic 
hazard zone at the time of sale. Single family dwellings up to two stories high and part of a 
development of no more than three units are the only exemption to this Act. 

2022 California Building Code. Current law states that every local agency enforcing building 
regulations, such as cities and counties, must adopt the provisions of the CBC within 180 days of 
its publication. The publication date of the CBC is established by the California Building 
Standards Commission, and the code is updated every three years. The CBC is in Title 24, Part 2, 
of the California Code of Regulations. The most recent building standard adopted by the 
legislature and used throughout the state is the 2022 CBC, which took effect on January 1, 2023. 
Local jurisdictions may add amendments based on local geographic, topographic, or climatic 
conditions. These codes provide minimum standards to protect property and people by 
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regulating the design and construction of excavations, foundations, building frames, retaining 
walls, and other building elements to mitigate the effects of seismic shaking and adverse soil 
conditions. The CBC’s provisions for earthquake safety are based on factors such as occupancy 
type, the types of soil and rock on-site, and the strength of ground motion with a specified 
probability at the site. 

In the context of earthquake hazards, the California Building Code’s design standards have a 
primary objective of assuring public safety and a secondary goal of minimizing property damage 
and maintaining function during and following a seismic event. Recognizing that the risk of 
severe seismic ground motion varies from place to place, the California Building Standards Code 
seismic code provisions will vary depending on location (Seismic Zones 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4; with 0 
being the least stringent and 4 being the most stringent). The earthquake design requirements 
take into account the occupancy category of the structure, Site Class, soil classifications, and 
various seismic coefficients, which are used to determine a Seismic Design Category (SDC) for a 
project. The SDC is a classification system that combines the occupancy categories with the level 
of expected ground motions at the site and ranges from SDC A (very small seismic vulnerability) 
to SDC E/F (very high seismic vulnerability and near a major fault). Design specifications are then 
determined according to the SDC. 

California Building Code Section 1803 (Requirements for Geotechnical Investigations). 
Requirements for geotechnical investigations for subdivisions requiring tentative and final maps 
and for other types of structures are in the California Health and Safety Code, Sections 17953 to 
17955, and in Section 1803 of the CBC. Testing of samples from subsurface investigations is 
required, such as from borings or test pits. Investigations must be conducted by a registered 
design professional and involve in situ-testing, laboratory testing, or engineering calculations. 
Studies must be done as needed to evaluate slope stability, soil strength, position, and adequacy 
of load-bearing soils, the effect of moisture variation on load-bearing capacity, compressibility, 
liquefaction, differential settlement, and expansiveness. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The General Plan contains policies that address seismic and 
geological conditions and are applicable to the project. 

Policy HS-D.3: The County shall require that a soils engineering and geologic-seismic analysis 
be prepared by a California-registered engineer or engineering geologist prior to permitting 
development, including public infrastructure projects, in areas prone to geologic or seismic 
hazards (i.e., fault rupture, groundshaking, lateral spreading, lurchcracking, fault creep, 
liquefaction, subsidence, settlement, landslides, mudslides, unstable slopes, or avalanche). 

Policy HS-D.4: The County shall require all proposed structures, additions to structures, 
utilities, or public facilities situated within areas subject to geologic-seismic hazards as 
identified in the soils engineering and geologic-seismic analysis to be sited, designed, and 
constructed in accordance with applicable provisions of the Uniform Building Code (Title 24 
of the California Code of Regulations) and other relevant professional standards to minimize 
or prevent damage or loss and to minimize the risk to public safety. 
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Policy HS-D.8: The County shall require a soils report by a California-registered engineer or 
engineering geologist for any proposed development, including public infrastructure 
projects, that requires a County permit and is located in an area containing soils with high 
“expansive” or “shrink-swell” properties. Development in such areas shall be prohibited 
unless suitable design and construction measures are incorporated to reduce the potential 
risks associated with these conditions. 

Policy HS-D.9: The County shall seek to minimize soil erosion by maintaining compatible 
land uses, suitable building designs, and appropriate construction techniques. Contour 
grading, where feasible, and revegetation shall be required to mitigate the appearance of 
engineered slopes and to control erosion. 

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

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The United States Geological Survey (USGS) defines a fault as 
“active” if it has moved one or more times in the last 10,000 years (USGS n.d.). There are a 
number of active and potentially-active faults within and adjacent to Fresno County (County of 
Fresno 2000). Although most of Fresno County is situated within an area of relatively low 
seismic activity by comparison to other areas of the state, the faults and fault systems that lie 
along the eastern and western boundaries of the county, as well as other regional faults, have 
the potential to produce high-magnitude earthquakes throughout the County (County of Fresno 
2000). No Alquist-Priolo earthquake zones are mapped in the vicinity of the project site 
(California Geological Survey 2015a). The nearest inactive fault to the project site is Mount Tom 
in Mono County, located approximately 47 miles northeast of the project site. The site does not 
fall within an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone, and is therefore not subject to any building restrictions. 
The proposed project would be constructed to standards consistent with CBC guidelines, 
particularly those pertaining to earthquake design, in order to safeguard against major 
structural failures and loss of life. Therefore, no people or structures would be exposed to 
potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death from the rupture 
of a known earthquake fault as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map. As a result, impacts would be less than significant. 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, due to the distance to the known faults, 
hazards due to ground shaking would be minimal. Therefore, impacts related to strong seismic 
ground shaking would be less than significant. 
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iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Soil liquefaction can occur in seismic conditions. Liquefaction is 
the temporary transformation of saturated, non-cohesive material from a relatively stable, solid 
condition to a liquefied state as a result of increased soil pore water pressure. Soil pore water 
pressure is the water pressure between soil particles. Liquefaction can occur if three factors are 
present: seismic activity, loose sand or silt, and shallow groundwater. 

The County’s General Plan does not identify specific areas prone to liquefaction; however, it 
notes that a soils engineering and geologic-seismic analysis be prepared by a California-
registered engineer or engineering geologist prior to permitting development, including public 
infrastructure projects, in areas prone to geologic or seismic hazards (i.e., fault rupture, 
groundshaking, lateral spreading, lurchcracking, fault creep, liquefaction, subsidence, 
settlement, landslides, mudslides, unstable slopes, or avalanche). The project site does not 
contain many of these qualities that would make an area susceptible to liquefaction; this, 
combined with the lack of active faults in the area, indicates that the probability of liquefaction 
occurring on the site is low. As such, the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to potential substantial effects associated with seismic-related ground failure, 
including liquefaction. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 

iv. Landslides? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The County’s General Plan states that geologic hazards in Fresno 
County could include landslides. However, the project site is not mapped as a landslide hazard 
(California Geological Survey 2015b). In addition, the proposed project would include the 
construction and operation of a new WWTP and associated wastewater collection system. The 
proposed project would not expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects 
associated with landslides. Therefore, impacts related to landslides would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Soil erosion is a process whereby soil materials are 
worn away and transported to another area, either by wind or water. Rates of erosion can vary 
depending on the soil material and structure, placement, and human activity. Soil containing high 
amounts of silt can be easily eroded, while sandy soils are less susceptible. Excessive soil erosion can 
eventually damage building foundations and roadways. Erosion is most likely to occur on sloped 
areas with exposed soil, especially where unnatural slopes are created by cut-and-fill activities. Soil 
erosion rates can be higher during the construction phase. Typically, the soil erosion potential is 
reduced once the soil is graded and covered with concrete, structures, or asphalt. 

Implementation of the proposed project would include grading activities that could result in short-
term soil erosion during the construction period. Exposed soils are considered erodible when 
subjected to concentrated surface flow or wind. Mitigation Measure GEO-1, described below, would 
reduce the potential for soil erosion. 
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Mitigation Measure GEO-1: To reduce the potential for soil erosion during construction of the 
proposed project, an Erosion Control Plan shall be prepared for the 
project in conformance with the California Storm Water Best 
Management Practice Handbook for Construction Activity, prior to 
the start of grading. After construction, any unpaved slopes steeper 
than 20 percent shall be hydroseeded and/or planted with shallow 
rooted groundcover to reduce the risk of erosion. 

Soil erosion and loss of topsoil would also be minimized through implementation of SJVAPCD 
Regulation VIII fugitive dust control measures and compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. With incorporation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 
and compliance with NPDES permit requirements, construction of the proposed project would not 
result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. 

The project’s geotechnical investigation (Moore Twining 2020) identified areas on the Comstock 
property with adequate percolation to be used for drip fields. Subsurface disposal provides year-
round disposal, reduces the potential for contact with wastewater by the public, utilizes percolation 
through the soil to further enhance treatment, is simple to operate and cost effective to construct 
and maintain. Furthermore, drip system operation and maintenance costs are lower than the leach 
field option because the drip field does not require maintenance and operation of solenoid valves 
and distribution valves within each zone. Drip field systems are also shallower and would take full 
advantage of the soil layers between the dispersal system and existing rock layers at the Comstock 
property. Additionally, given the sloping terrain and presence of trees surrounding the Comstock 
property, a drip field system would provide a distinct advantage in minimizing distribution system 
clogging that could potentially occur with a leach field system in the similar surrounding 
environment. 

The unpaved slopes where excavation and trenching would be performed during project 
construction are at a higher risk for erosion. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, 
which requires revegetation of slopes greater than 20 percent, this impact would be less than 
significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See Sections 3.7.1.a.iii and 3.7.1.a.iv above. The proposed project 
would not require a substantial grade change or change in topography. The project would not result 
in on- or off-site landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. 

d. Would the project be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Expansive soils can swell or shrink in response to changes in moisture, 
which can significantly damage infrastructure located on expansive soils. The project is not located 
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in an area with high soil expansion potential. Therefore, the project would not create substantial 
risks to life or property due to expansive soils. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Planned improvements would include: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) 
proposed wastewater collection pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic 
systems; and 4) electrical improvements to facilitate the new components. As discussed in the 
Project Description, prior to abandoning an existing septic system, a permit is required to be 
submitted and approved by the Fresno County Department of Works and Planning, Development 
Services and Capital Projects Division. Following approval from Fresno County, demolition of each of 
the 56 existing septic systems would include the following: 

Cap Existing Building Sewer Lines and Pump Remaining Waste from Septic Tank. Prior to 
connecting to a public sewer, any abandoned septic tank would be capped within 5 feet of the 
property line. A certified septic hauler would pump any remaining waste from each tank. 

Fill Septic Tank with Approved Materials. Each tank would be completely filled with earth, 
gravel, concrete, or other approved materials. Per the County LAMP, the filling shall not extend 
above the top of the vertical portions of the sidewalls or above the level of any outlet pipe until 
inspection has been called and the cesspool, septic tank, or seepage pit has been inspected. 
After such inspection, the cesspool, septic tank, or seepage pit would be filled to the level of the 
top of the ground. 

Owner and Permittee Guidelines. Within thirty days of connecting the building sewer to a 
public sewer, the permittee making the connection would fill all abandoned facilities in 
accordance with the County. The property owner would act in accordance with the County 
LAMP and OWTS Guidelines. 

The existing septic systems would be abandoned after the proposed WWTP and wastewater 
collection system have been constructed and each respective residence or structure is connected to 
the proposed wastewater collection system. To prevent accumulation of water, the abandonment of 
each existing septic tank would include coring a hole in the bottom of each septic tank. Following 
abandonment, Big Sandy Rancheria or each respective owner would submit a report detailing the 
abandonment to Fresno County. Therefore, once complete, the proposed project would not require 
the use of septic tanks or other alternative wastewater disposal systems. As such, this impact would 
be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Paleontological resources are the mineralized 
(fossilized) remains of prehistoric plant and animal life exclusive of human remains or artifacts. 
Fossil remains such as bones, teeth, shells, and leaves are found in geologic deposits (rock 
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formations) where they were originally buried. Fossil remains are considered important as they 
provide indicators of the earth’s chronology and history. These resources are afforded protection 
under CEQA and are limited and nonrenewable, and they provide invaluable scientific and 
educational data. Due to the sensitive nature of these paleontological resources, they are not 
mapped. 

Implementation of the proposed project would require ground disturbing construction activities 
that may inadvertently encounter and damage paleontological resources. Should this occur, project 
construction may result in the destruction of a unique paleontological site, resulting in a potentially 
significant impact. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 would reduce this impact to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure GEO-2: The Big Sandy Rancheria shall inform its contractor(s) of the 
sensitivity of the project area for paleontological resources. Should 
paleontological resources be encountered during project subsurface 
construction activities, all ground-disturbing activities within 25 feet 
shall be redirected and a qualified paleontologist shall be contacted 
to assess the situation, consult with agencies as appropriate, and 
make recommendations for the treatment of the discovery. If found 
to be significant, and project activities cannot avoid the 
paleontological resources, adverse effects to paleontological 
resources shall be mitigated. Mitigation may include monitoring, 
recording the fossil locality, data recovery and analysis, a final 
report, and accessioning the fossil material and technical report to a 
paleontological repository. Public educational outreach may also be 
appropriate. Upon completion of the assessment, a report 
documenting methods, findings, and recommendations shall be 
prepared and submitted to the Big Sandy Rancheria for review, and 
(if paleontological materials are recovered) a paleontological 
repository, such as the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology. The Big Sandy Rancheria shall verify that the above 
directive has been included in the appropriate contract documents. 
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3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 

indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

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

3.8.1 Impact Analysis 

3.8.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The following discussion describes existing GHG emissions in Fresno County and the SJVAB, 
beginning with a discussion of typical GHG types and sources, impacts of global climate changes, the 
regulatory framework surrounding these issues, and current emission levels. 

Global Climate Change. Greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) are present in the atmosphere naturally, 
are released by natural sources, or form from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. 
Over the last 200 years, humans have caused substantial quantities of GHGs to be released into the 
atmosphere. These extra emissions are increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere and 
enhancing the natural greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global warming. Although 
manmade GHGs include naturally occurring GHGs such as carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and 
nitrous oxide (N2O), some gases like hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), nitrogen 
trifluoride (NF3), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6) are completely new to the atmosphere. 

Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in the 
atmosphere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long term. Water 
vapor is excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its 
atmospheric concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic 
evaporation. 

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a concept 
developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another 
gas. The GWP is based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb 
infrared radiation and length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric 
lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured relative to CO2, the most abundant GHG; the definition 
of GWP for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of the GHG to the ratio of 
heat trapped by one unit mass of CO2 over a specified time period. GHG emissions are typically 
measured in terms of pounds or tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e). 

\\aznasunifiler1\projects\MKN2001 Big Sandy Rancheria\PRODUCTS\IS-MND\Public\BSR_WW_ISMND_Public Review.docx (08/14/24) 3-60 



    
  

       
  

        

   

              
                 

              
               

           

                
             

                  
               

              

               
                

               
  

             
                 

                
                 

              
                 

                
                

             
               
               

            
             

               
      

            
 

         

             
         

           

                 
              

I N I T I A L S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D N E G A T I V E D E C L A R A T I O N B I G S A N D Y R A N C H E R I A W A S T E W A T E R S Y S T E M I M P R O V E M E N T S P R O J E C T 

A U G U S T 2 0 2 4 F R E S N O C O U N T Y , C A L I F O R N I A 

3.8.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. The United States has historically had a voluntary approach to reducing GHG 
emissions. However, on April 2, 2007, the United States Supreme Court ruled that the USEPA has the 
authority to regulate CO2 emissions under the CAA. While there currently are no adopted federal 
regulations for the control or reduction of GHG emissions, the USEPA commenced several actions in 
2009 to implement a regulatory approach to global climate change. 

This includes the 2009 USEPA final rule for mandatory reporting of GHGs from large GHG emission 
sources in the United States. Additionally, the USEPA Administrator signed an endangerment finding 
action in 2009 under the Clean Air Act, finding that six GHGs (CO2, CH4, N2O, HFCs, PFCs, SF6) 
constitute a threat to public health and welfare, and that the combined emissions from motor 
vehicles cause and contribute to global climate change, leading to national GHG emission standards. 

State Regulations. The CARB is the lead agency for implementing climate change regulations in the 
state. Since its formation, the CARB has worked with the public, the business sector, and local 
governments to find solutions to California’s air pollution problems. Key efforts by the state are 
described below. 

Assembly Bill 32 (2006), California Global Warming Solutions Act. California’s major initiative 
for reducing GHG emissions is AB 32, passed by the state legislature on August 31, 2006. This 
effort aims at reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. The CARB has established the 
level of GHG emissions in 1990 at 427 million metric tons (MMT) of CO2e. The emissions target 
of 427 MMT requires the reduction of 169 MMT from the state’s projected business-as-usual 
2020 emissions of 596 MMT. AB 32 requires the CARB to prepare a Scoping Plan that outlines 
the main state strategies for meeting the 2020 deadline and to reduce GHGs that contribute to 
global climate change. The Scoping Plan was approved by the CARB on December 11, 2008, and 
contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve the reduction of approximately 
169 MMT CO2e, or approximately 30 percent, from the state’s projected 2020 emissions level of 
596 MMT CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario (this is a reduction of 42 MMT CO2e, or 
almost 10 percent from 2002–2004 average emissions). The Scoping Plan also includes CARB-
recommended GHG reductions for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory. The 
Scoping Plan calls for the largest reductions in GHG emissions to be achieved by implementing 
the following measures and standards: 

Improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 31.7 MMT 
CO2e); 

The Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT CO2e); 

Energy efficiency measures in buildings and appliances and the widespread development of 
combined heat and power systems (26.3 MMT CO2e); and 

A renewable portfolio standard for electricity production (21.3 MMT CO2e). 

The CARB approved the First Update to the Climate Change Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014. The 
First Update identifies opportunities to leverage existing and new funds to further drive GHG 
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emission reductions through strategic planning and targeted low carbon investments. The First 
Update defines CARB climate change priorities until 2020 and sets the groundwork to reach 
long-term goals set forth in EOs S-3-05 and B-16-2012. This Update highlights California’s 
progress toward meeting the “near-term” 2020 GHG emission reduction goals as defined in the 
initial Scoping Plan. It also evaluates how to align the state’s “longer-term” GHG reduction 
strategies with other state policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, 
transportation, and land use. CARB released a second update to the Scoping Plan, the 2017 
Scoping Plan (CARB 2017), to reflect the 2030 target set by Executive Order (EO) B-30-15 and 
codified by SB 32. 

The 2022 scoping Plan (CARB 2022) was approved in December 2022 and assesses progress 
toward achieving the SB 32 2030 target and laying out a path to achieve carbon neutrality no 
later than 2045. The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on outcomes needed to achieve carbon 
neutrality by assessing paths for clean technology, energy deployment, natural and working 
lands, and others, and is designed to meet the state’s long-term climate objectives and support 
a range of economic, environmental, energy security, environmental justice, and public health 
priorities. 

Senate Bill 375 (2008). SB 375, the Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act, which 
establishes mechanisms for the development of regional targets for reducing passenger vehicle 
GHG emissions, was adopted by the State of California on September 30, 2008. On September 
23, 2010, the CARB adopted the vehicular GHG emissions reduction targets that had been 
developed in consultation with the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPOs); the targets 
require a 6 to 15 percent reduction by 2020 and between 13 to 19 percent reduction by 2035 
for each MPO. SB 375 recognizes the importance of achieving significant GHG reductions by 
working with cities and counties to change land use patterns and improve transportation 
alternatives. Through the SB 375 process, MPOs such as the Fresno Council of Governments will 
work with local jurisdictions in the development of Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) 
designed to integrate development patterns and the transportation network in a way that 
reduces GHG emissions while meeting housing needs and other regional planning objectives. 
Pursuant to SB 375, the Central Valley/San Joaquin reduction targets for per capita vehicular 
emissions were 6 to 13 percent by 2020 and are 13 to 16 percent by 2035 as shown in Table G. 

Executive Order B-30-15 (2015). Governor Jerry Brown signed EO B-30-15 on April 29, 2015, 
which added the immediate target of: 

GHG emissions should be reduced to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. 

All state agencies with jurisdiction over sources of GHG emissions were directed to implement 
measures to achieve reductions of GHG emissions to meet the 2030 and 2050 targets. CARB was 
directed to update the AB 32 Scoping Plan to reflect the 2030 target, and therefore, is moving 
forward with the update process. The mid-term target is critical to help frame the suite of policy 
measures, regulations, planning efforts, and investments in clean technologies and 
infrastructure needed to continue reducing emissions. 
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Table G: Senate Bill 375 Regional Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Targets 

Metropolitan Planning Organization By 2020 (%) By 2035 (%) 
San Francisco Bay Area 10 19 
San Diego 15 19 
Sacramento 7 19 
Central Valley/San Joaquin 6–13 13–16 
Los Angeles/Southern California 8 19 
Source: California Air Resources Board (2018). 

Senate Bill 350 (2015) Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act. SB350, signed by Governor 
Jerry Brown on October 7, 2015, updates, and enhances AB 32 by introducing the following set 
of objectives in clean energy, clean air, and pollution reduction for 2030: 

Raise California’s renewable portfolio standard from 33 percent to 50 percent; and 
Increasing energy efficiency in buildings by 50 percent by the year 2030. 

The 50 percent renewable energy standard will be implemented by the California Public Utilities 
Commission for the private utilities and by the CEC for municipal utilities. Each utility must 
submit a procurement plan showing it will purchase clean energy to displace other non-
renewable resources. The 50 percent increase in energy efficiency in buildings must be achieved 
using existing energy efficiency retrofit funding and regulatory tools already available to state 
energy agencies under existing law. The addition made by this legislation requires state energy 
agencies to plan for and implement those programs in a manner that achieves the energy 
efficiency target. 

Senate Bill 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2016, and Assembly Bill 197. 
In summer 2016 the Legislature passed, and the Governor signed, SB 32, and Assembly Bill 197 
(AB 197). SB 32 affirms the importance of addressing climate change by codifying into statute 
the GHG emissions reductions target of at least 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030 contained 
in Governor Brown’s April 2015 EO B-30-15. SB 32 builds on AB 32, described above, and keeps 
us on the path toward achieving the state’s 2050 objective of reducing emissions to 80 percent 
below 1990 levels, consistent with an IPCC analysis of the emissions trajectory that would 
stabilize atmospheric GHG concentrations at 450 parts per million CO2e and reduce the 
likelihood of catastrophic impacts from climate change. 

The companion bill to SB 32, AB 197, provides additional direction to CARB related to the 
adoption of strategies to reduce GHG emissions. Additional direction in AB 197 meant to provide 
easier public access to air emissions data that are collected by CARB was posted in December 
2016. 

Senate Bill 100 (SB 100). On September 10, 2018, Governor Brown signed SB 100, which raises 
California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS) requirements to 60 percent by 2030, with 
interim targets, and 100 percent by 2045. The bill also establishes a state policy that eligible 
renewable energy resources and zero-carbon resources supply 100 percent of all retail sales of 
electricity to California end-use customers and 100 percent of electricity procured to serve all 
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state agencies by December 31, 2045. Under the bill, the state cannot increase carbon emissions 
elsewhere in the western grid or allow resource shuffling to achieve the 100 percent carbon-free 
electricity target. 

Executive Order B-55-18. Executive Order B-55-18, signed September 10, 2018, sets a goal “to 
achieve carbon neutrality as soon as possible, and no later than 2045, and achieve and maintain 
net negative emissions thereafter.” Executive Order B-55-18 directs CARB to work with relevant 
state agencies to ensure future Scoping Plans identify and recommend measures to achieve the 
carbon neutrality goal. The goal of carbon neutrality by 2045 is in addition to other statewide 
goals, meaning not only should emissions be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050, 
but that, by no later than 2045, the remaining emissions be offset by equivalent net removals of 
CO2e from the atmosphere, including through sequestration in forests, soils, and other natural 
landscapes. 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1279. AB 1279 was signed in September 2022 and codifies the state goals of 
achieving net carbon neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative GHG emissions thereafter. 
This bill also requires California to reduce statewide GHG emissions by 85 percent compared to 
1990 levels by 2045 and directs CARB to work with relevant state agencies to achieve these 
goals. 

Regional Regulations. Fresno County is located within the SJVAB, which is under the jurisdiction of 
the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The SJVAPCD has regulatory 
authority over certain stationary and industrial GHG emission sources and provides voluntary 
technical guidance on addressing GHGs for other emission sources in a CEQA context. District 
initiatives related to GHGs are described below. 

Climate Change Action Plan. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Climate 
Change Action Plan (CCAP) was adopted on August 21, 2008. The CCAP includes suggested best 
performance standards (BPS) for proposed development projects. However, the SJVAPCD’s 
CCAP was adopted in 2009 and was prepared based on the state’s 2020 GHG targets, which are 
now superseded by state policies (i.e., the 2019 California Green Building Code) the 2030 GHG 
targets, established in SB 32, and the 2045 carbon neutrality goals included in AB 1279. 

San Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange and Rule 2301. The SJVAPCD initiated work on the San 
Joaquin Valley Carbon Exchange in November 2008. The Exchange was implemented with the 
adoption of Amendments to Rule 2301 Emission Reduction Credit Banking on January 19, 2012. 
The purpose of the carbon exchange is to quantify, verify, and track voluntary GHG emissions 
reductions generated within the San Joaquin Valley. The SJVAPCD incorporated a method to 
register voluntary GHG emission reductions with amendments to Rule 2301. The purposes of 
the amendments to the rule include the following: 

Provide an administrative mechanism for sources to bank voluntary GHG emission 
reductions for later use. 

Provide an administrative mechanism for sources to transfer banked GHG emission 
reductions to others for any use. 
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Define eligibility standards, quantitative procedures, and administrative practices to ensure 
that banked GHG emission reductions are real, permanent, quantifiable, surplus, and 
enforceable. 

The SJVAPCD is participating in a new program developed by the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) to encourage banking and use of GHG reduction credits referred 
to as the CAPCOA Greenhouse Gas Reduction Exchange (GHGRx). The GHGRx provides 
information on GHG credit projects within participating air districts. The SJVAPCD is one of the 
first to have offsets available for trading on the GHGRx. 

Local Regulations. There are no applicable local regulations related to greenhouse gases for the 
proposed project. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. This section discusses the proposed project’s potential impacts related 
to the release of GHG emissions for both project construction and operation. Section 15064.4 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines states that: “A lead agency should make a good-faith effort, based to the 
extent possible on scientific and factual data, to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of 
greenhouse gas emissions resulting from a project.” In performing that analysis, the lead agency has 
discretion to determine whether to use a model or methodology to quantify GHG emissions, or to 
rely on a qualitative analysis or performance-based standards. In making a determination as to the 
significance of potential impacts, the lead agency then considers the extent to which the project 
may increase or reduce GHG emissions as compared to the existing environmental setting, whether 
the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead agency determines applies to 
the project, and the extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted 
to implement a statewide, regional, or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of GHG emissions. 

Neither the County of Fresno, nor the SJVAPCD has developed or adopted numeric GHG significance 
thresholds. Therefore, this analysis evaluates the GHG emissions based on the project’s consistency 
with state GHG reduction goals. 

Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions. During project construction, GHGs would be emitted 
through the operation of construction equipment and from worker and builder supply vendor 
vehicles, each of which typically uses fossil-based fuels to operate. The combustion of fossil-
based fuels creates GHGs such as CO2, CH4, and N2O. Furthermore, CH4 is emitted during the 
fueling of heavy equipment. Exhaust emissions from on-site construction activities would vary 
daily as construction activity levels change. 

As discussed in Section 1.0, Project Description, construction of the proposed project, including 
the WWTP and wastewater collection system, is expected to take place over a period of 9 
months starting in 2025. Construction of the WWTP and the wastewater collection system 
would take place concurrently. 
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The SJVAPCD does not have an adopted threshold of significance for construction related GHG 
emissions. However, lead agencies are encouraged to quantify and disclose GHG emissions that 
would occur during construction. Using CalEEMod, it is estimated that construction of the 
proposed project would generate a total of approximately 435 metric tons of CO2e. When 
considered over the 30-year life of the project, the total amortized construction emissions for 
the proposed project would be 14.5 metric tons of CO2e per year. As such, construction of the 
proposed project would not generate GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on 
the environment and construction-related impacts would be less than significant. 

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Long-term GHG emissions are typically generated from 
mobile, area, waste, and water sources as well as indirect emissions from sources associated 
with energy consumption. Mobile-source GHG emissions would include maintenance worker 
trips to and from the site. Area-source emissions would be associated with activities such as 
landscaping and maintenance on the project site. Energy source emissions are typically 
generated at off-site utility providers as a result of increased electricity demand generated by a 
project. Waste source emissions generated by the proposed project include energy generated 
by land filling and other methods of disposal related to transporting and managing project 
generated waste. In addition, water source emissions associated with the proposed project are 
generated by water supply and conveyance, water treatment, water distribution, and 
wastewater treatment. 

The proposed project includes: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) proposed wastewater collection 
pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic systems; and 4) electrical 
improvements to facilitate the new components. Once operational, it is anticipated that 
inspection and maintenance of the WWTP would occur; however, because the operation of the 
project would generate an insignificant number of vehicle trips, mobile source GHG emissions 
would be minimal. In addition, the proposed project would result in energy source GHG 
emissions associated with the electrical improvements; however, these emissions are also 
expected to be minimal. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant source 
of operational GHG emissions. As such, operation of the proposed project would not generate 
GHG emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment and construction-
related impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The SJVAPCD has adopted a CCAP, which includes suggested BPS for 
proposed development projects. Appendix J of the SJVAPCD Final Staff Report for the CCAP contains 
GHG reduction measures; however, these measures are intended for commercial, residential, and 
mixed-use projects and wouldn’t be applicable to the proposed project. Therefore, the following 
discussion evaluates the proposed project according to the goals of the 2022 Scoping Plan, EO B-30-
15, SB 32, and AB 197. 

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

In addition, the 2022 Scoping Plan assesses progress toward the statutory 2030 target, while laying 
out a path to achieving carbon neutrality no later than 2045. The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on 
outcomes needed to achieve carbon neutrality by assessing paths for clean technology, energy 
deployment, natural and working lands, and others, and is designed to meet the state’s long-term 
climate objectives and support a range of economic, environmental, energy security, environmental 
justice, and public health priorities. 

The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on building clean energy production and distribution infrastructure 
for a carbon-neutral future, including transitioning existing energy production and transmission 
infrastructure to produce zero-carbon electricity and hydrogen, and utilizing biogas resulting from 
wildfire management or landfill and dairy operations, among other substitutes. The 2022 Scoping 
Plan states that in almost all sectors, electrification will play an important role. The 2022 Scoping 
Plan evaluates clean energy and technology options and the transition away from fossil fuels, 
including adding four times the solar and wind capacity by 2045 and about 1,700 times the amount 
of current hydrogen supply. As discussed in the 2022 Scoping Plan, EO N-79-20 requires that all new 
passenger vehicles sold in California be zero-emission by 2035 and all other fleets transition to zero-
emission as fully possible by 2045 to reduce the percentage of fossil fuel combustion vehicles. 

Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and appliance 
standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts including new technologies and new policy and 
implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all retail 
providers of electricity in California. In addition, these measures are designed to expand the use of 
green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of 
buildings. As discussed in Section 3.6.1.b, energy usage on the project site during construction 
would be temporary in nature. In addition, energy usage associated with operation of the proposed 
project would be relatively small in comparison to the state’s available energy sources and energy 
impacts would be negligible at the regional level. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with applicable energy measures. 

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency programs and use 
cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the efficiency of water transport and 
reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. The purpose of the proposed project is to 
construct and operate wastewater collection and treatment systems to protect the community 
water system from contamination and replace the existing individual septic tanks for residences and 
other non-residential buildings. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any of the 
water conservation and efficiency measures. 
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The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG emissions 
reduction targets for passenger vehicles. As specified by the 2022 Scoping Plan, GHG emissions from 
new cars will be reduced by 34 percent from 2016 levels by 2025. Specific regional emission targets 
for transportation emissions would not directly apply to the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with the identified transportation and motor vehicle measures. 

The proposed project would comply with existing state regulations adopted to achieve the overall 
GHG emissions reduction goals identified in AB 32, the AB 32 Scoping Plan, EO B-30-15, SB 32, and 
AB 197 and would be consistent with applicable state plans and programs designed to reduce GHG 
emissions. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs and impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

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

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

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

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport, would the project result 
in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

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

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

3.9.1 Impact Analysis 

3.9.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is developed within residential and commercial properties and is zoned within the 
RC 40 Zoning District of Fresno County. The project site is located approximately 0.6 miles from SR 
168. The nearest schools to the project site are in the community of Auberry, approximately one 
mile west of the project site. 

Hazardous Sites Near Proposed Project. The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) is 
required to compile, maintain, and update lists annually of hazardous material releases under 
California Government Code Section 65962.5. The California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control (DTSC) is responsible for maintaining the Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List (Cortese 
List) along with other state and local government agencies to provide additional hazardous material 
release information for annual updates. The DTSC also maintains the online EnviroStor database, 
which includes records of hazardous material release sites along with other categories of sites or 
facilities specific to each agency’s jurisdiction. A review of the DTSC’s online EnviroStor database 
(DTSC 2024) and the Cortese List (CalEPA 2024) indicates that the closest active hazardous materials’ 
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sites are located approximately two miles northwest of the site, and not in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site. 

3.9.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. 

Toxic Substances Control Act. Established in 1976 and amended on December 31, 2002, the 
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) (15 United States Code [USC] Section 2601-2692) grants the 
USEPA power to require proper reporting, recordkeeping, and testing requirements related to 
chemical substances and/or mixtures. Specifically, the TSCA addresses the production, 
importation, use, and disposal of specific chemicals, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
asbestos, radon, and lead-based paints (LBP). The TSCA establishes the USEPA’s authority to 
require the notification of the use of chemicals, require testing, maintain a TSCA inventory, and 
require those importing chemicals under Sections 12(b) and 13 to comply with certification 
and/or other reporting requirements. This federal legislation also phased out the use of 
asbestos-containing materials in new building materials and sets requirements for the use, 
handling, and disposal of asbestos-containing materials. Disposal standards for LBP wastes are 
also detailed in the TSCA. 

Hazardous Materials Transportation Act – Safe Transport of Hazardous Materials. The United 
States Department of Transportation (DOT) regulates hazardous materials transportation 
between states under CFR Title 49, Chapter 1, Part 100-185. Within California, Caltrans and the 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) enforce federal law. Together, these agencies determine driver 
training requirements, load labeling procedures, and specifications for container types to be 
used. 

Federal Emergency Management Agency. With respect to emergency planning, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is responsible for ensuring the establishment and 
development of policies and programs for emergency management at the federal, state, and 
local levels. Enforcement of these laws and regulations is delegated to state and local 
environmental regulatory agencies. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. The 1976 Federal Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) and the 1984 RCRA Amendments regulate the treatment, storage, and 
disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes. The legislation mandated that hazardous 
wastes be tracked from the point of generation to their ultimate fate in the environment. This 
includes detailed tracking of hazardous materials during transport and permitting of hazardous 
material handling facilities. 

The 1984 RCRA amendments provide the framework for a regulatory program designed to 
prevent releases from underground storage tanks (USTs). The program establishes tank and leak 
detection standards, including spill and overflow protection devices for new tanks. The tanks 
must also meet performance standards to ensure that the stored material will not corrode the 
tanks. Owners and operators of USTs had until December 1998 to meet the new tank standards. 

P:\MKN2001 Big Sandy Rancheria\PRODUCTS\IS-MND\Public\BSR_WW_ISMND_Public Review rev 9-3-24.docx (09/03/24) 3-70 



    
  

       
  

        

  

              
             

              
           

              
              

   

              
            

              
             

              
           

            
        

              
             

               
               

               
         

                
                

               
            

              
               
            

             
            

     

             
             

              
              

              
               
               

      

I N I T I A L S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D N E G A T I V E D E C L A R A T I O N B I G S A N D Y R A N C H E R I A W A S T E W A T E R S Y S T E M I M P R O V E M E N T S P R O J E C T 

A U G U S T 2 0 2 4 F R E S N O C O U N T Y , C A L I F O R N I A 

State Regulations. 

California Health and Safety Code and Code of Regulations. Business emergency plans and 
chemical inventory reporting is mandated under California Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.95 
and CCR, Title 19, Section 2729. Businesses are required to provide emergency response plans 
and procedures, training program information, and a hazardous material chemical inventory 
disclosing hazardous materials stored, used, or handled on site. If a business uses hazardous 
materials in certain quantities (standalone or in use with other product), an emergency plan 
must be provided. 

California Environmental Protection Agency. CalEPA is authorized by the USEPA to enforce and 
implement certain laws and regulations regarding hazardous materials. Under CalEPA, the DTSC 
protects the state and people from hazardous waste exposure under RCRA and the California 
Health and Safety Code. The DTSC requirements include written programs and response plans 
such as the preparation of a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP). Programs under the 
DTSC includes aftermath clean-up of improper hazardous waste management, evaluation of 
samples taken from sites, regulation enforcement regarding use, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous materials and encouragement of pollution prevention. 

California Division of Occupational Safety and Health. Cal OSHA is the state-level agency 
responsible for ensuring workplace safety and is responsible for adoption and enforcement of 
workplace safety standards and safety practices. If a site is contaminated, a Site Safety Plan 
must be created and implemented for the safety of workers. A Site Safety Plan establishes 
policies, practices, and procedures for workers and the public to follow to prevent exposure to 
hazardous materials originating from a contaminated site or building. 

California Building Code. The CBC, contained in CCR Title 24, Part 2, identifies building design 
standards and includes standards for fire safety. The CBC is updated every three years, with the 
most recent version of the code effective January 1, 2023. The CBC is effective statewide; 
however, local jurisdictions may adopt more restrictive standards based on locality’s conditions. 
A local city and country building official must check plans for commercial and residential 
buildings to ensure compliance with the CBC. Fire safety compliance with the CBC includes fire 
sprinkler installation in all new residential, high rise, and hazardous materials buildings; 
establishment of fire-resistant standards for fire doors, building materials, and certain types of 
construction; and debris and vegetation clearance within a prescribed distance from occupied 
structures in wildfire hazard areas. 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). PRC 4201-4204 and 
Government Code 51175-89 requires CAL FIRE to evaluate fire threat potential and hazard 
severity according to areas of responsibility (i.e., state and local). Evaluations are based on 
topography, fire history, and climate, and include fire threat rankings. In 2012, CAL FIRE 
produced the Strategic Plan for California that contains goals, objectives, and policies to prepare 
and mitigate for the effects of fire on California’s natural and built environments. The Strategic 
Plan was updated in 2019 to reaffirm, with minor adjustments, the Mission, Vision, and Values 
of the 2012 Strategic Plan. 
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California Fire Code. The California Fire Code (CFC) is updated every 3 years with the most 
current update effective January 1, 2023. The CFC contained in CCR Title 24, Part 9 incorporates 
by adoption the International Fire Code of the International Code Council with California 
amendments. Local jurisdictions can also adopt more restrictive standards based on local 
conditions, as previously mentioned with the CBC. The CFC regulates building standards, fire 
department access, fire protection systems and devices, fire and explosion hazard safety, 
hazardous material storage and use, and building inspection standards. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The General Plan contains policies with respect to managing 
hazardous materials and addressing potential hazards related to accidental releases of 
hazardous materials applicable to the project. 

Policy HS-F.1: The County shall require that facilities that handle hazardous materials or 
hazardous wastes be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with applicable 
hazardous materials and waste management laws and regulations. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Hazardous materials are chemicals that could potentially cause harm 
during an accidental release and are defined as being toxic, corrosive, flammable, reactive, an 
irritant, or strong sensitizer. Hazardous substances include all chemicals regulated under the United 
States Department of Transportation (DOT 2018) “hazardous materials” regulations and the USEPA 
“hazardous waste” (USEPA 2012) regulations. Hazardous wastes require special handling and 
disposal because of their potential to damage public health and the environment. 

Construction. Exposure to hazardous materials during the construction of the project could 
result from the improper handling or use of hazardous substances or an inadvertent release 
resulting from an unforeseen event (e.g., fire, flood, or earthquake). The severity of any such 
exposure is dependent upon the type, amount, and characteristic of the hazardous material 
involved; the timing, location, and nature of the event; and the sensitivity of the individual or 
environment affected. 

Project construction would likely require the use of limited quantities of hazardous materials, 
such as fuels, oils, lubricants, and solvents. The small quantities of hazardous materials that 
would be transported, used, or disposed of would be well below reportable quantities. The 
improper use, storage handling, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials during 
construction could result in accidental release exposing construction workers, the public and the 
environment, including soil and/or ground or surface water to adverse effects. Construction 
activities would be conducted with standard construction practices and in accordance with all 
applicable California Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration and other safety 
regulations to minimize the risk to the public. Compliance with federal, state, and local 
hazardous materials laws and regulations would minimize the risk to the public presented by 
these potential hazards during construction of the project. Transportation of any hazardous 
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materials generated by excavation is regulated by the federal Department of Transportation and 
Caltrans. As such, transportation of hazardous materials off-site must be handled by licensed 
hazardous waste haulers. 

Operation. Operation and maintenance of the wastewater collection and treatment systems 
would also involve the transport, use, storage, and disposal of small quantities of hazardous 
materials (e.g., cleaners, fuels, lubricants, hydraulic fluids). Any business with hazardous 
materials storage, use, handling, or disposal is required to comply with federal, state, and local 
requirements for managing hazardous materials and wastes. Businesses that use hazardous 
materials are required to submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan to the local Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPS), which performs inspections to ensure compliance with 
hazardous materials labeling, training, and storage regulations. Operation of the sewer 
collection system would not emit or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials. 

In summary, compliance with existing safety regulations and widely accepted industry standards 
would minimize the hazard to the public and the environment. Construction and operation of 
the project would be required to comply with the Uniform Fire Code and local building codes for 
the storage of hazardous materials and construction of structures containing hazardous 
materials. Therefore, potential impacts associated with the transport, use, storage, handling, 
and disposal of hazardous materials during operation of the project would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation is required. 

b. Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 3.9.1.a, above. Compliance with existing safety 
regulations and industry standards would minimize the hazard to the public and the environment. 
As such, the proposed project would not result in a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident condition related to the release of 
hazardous materials. This impact would be less than significant. 

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

No Impact. The project site is not located within 0.25 mile of an existing school. The nearest school 
is in Auberry, approximately three miles from the project site. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. No impact would occur, and 
no mitigation is required. 
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d. Would the project be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a 
significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

No Impact. According to the California DTSC EnviroStor database (2024), the project site is not 
located on a federal superfund site, state response site, voluntary cleanup site, school cleanup site, 
evaluation site, school investigation site, military evaluation site, tiered permit site, or corrective 
action site. The project site is not included on the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant 
to Government Code Section 65962.5 (CalEPA 2024). As a result, no impacts related to this issue are 
anticipated, and no mitigation is required. There would be no impact. 

e. Would the project be located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport? Would the project result in a 
safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not located within two miles of a public or public use airport. 
The Kindsvater Ranch Airport is the closest private airport and is located approximately three miles 
south of the project site. In addition, the public use Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located 
approximately 13 miles southwest of the project site. The proposed project would construct and 
operate wastewater collection and treatment systems and would not result in a safety hazard or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area. As a result, no impact would 
occur. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not result in interference with any adopted emergency 
response plans or evacuation plans. The proposed project would be located within the BSR. Regional 
access to the BSR is via SR 168 and Auberry Road. The proposed project would construct and 
operate wastewater collection and treatment systems. The proposed project would not result in the 
development of structures or alteration of existing roadways that would impede or obstruct 
emergency response plans or evacuation plans. Therefore, development and operation of the 
proposed project is not anticipated to interfere with any emergency evacuation plan, and no impact 
would occur. Therefore, no impacts would occur as a result of project implementation and no 
mitigation would be required. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) Map for Fresno County, portions of the project site 
are located within the high and very high wildfire threat area. However, the proposed project would 
construct and operate wastewater collection and treatment systems. The proposed project would 
not result in the development of structures or alteration of existing roadways that would expose 
people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
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3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
groundwater quality? 

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

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 
i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 
ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface 

runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or 
offsite; 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

    
  

       
   

 

       

     

 

 
 

 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
       

         
       

   
    

       
       

      
   

    

           
          

         
      

    

              
         

           
 

    

         
        

       
   

    

          
           

          

          
           

 
   

   

                  
                 

                
     

   

   

               
              

             
             
              

            
   

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

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

3.10.1 Impact Analysis 

3.10.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is generally bisected by Backbone Creek, which consists of a dry creek bed with flow 
only during large rain events. The largest body of water near the project site is Millerton Lake, 
located approximately 11.5 miles southwest of the project site. The project site is located within the 
San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region. 

3.10.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. 

Clean Water Act. CWA, enacted in 1977, provides the framework for regulating discharges of 
pollutants into water and regulating surface water quality standards. The USEPA is the federal 
responsible agency and is authorized under the CWA to implement water-quality regulations to 
reduce water contamination and restore the integrity of the nation’s waters. Under Section 
402(p) of the CWA, otherwise known as the NPDES, stormwater discharges are regulated to 
prevent water pollution. The proposed project would require coverage under the USEPA’s 
Construction General Permit. 
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The CWA, under Section 303(d) also requires each state to identify waterbodies or segments of 
waterbodies that are considered “impaired” if they do not meet one or more of the water-
quality standards established by the state. Impaired waters are considered polluted and need 
further attention to support their beneficial uses. A total maximum daily load (TMDL) must be 
established for the pollutant causing the conditions of impairment. TMDL is the maximum 
amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still meet water-quality standards. 
Categories 5, 4a, and 4b are considered part of Section 303(d), indicating water quality 
parameters are not being met. Section 401 requires a federal permit if an activity may result in 
discharge to “waters of the United States”. Discharge must comply with other provisions of the 
act. Discharging other pollutants into waters of the United States are covered in Sections 402 
and 403. 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit. Section 402 of the CWA established 
the NPDES to control water pollution by regulating point sources that discharge pollutants into 
Waters of the United States. As the project is on tribal lands, the USEPA will be the 
implementing authority under the NPDES program. The USEPA signed its 2022 Construction 
General Permit (CGP) for stormwater discharges from construction activities on January 18, 
2022. The 2022 CGP will provide permit coverage for construction stormwater discharges 
associated with the proposed project. Stormwater discharges from construction sites with a 
disturbed area of one or more acres are required to obtain either individual NPDES permits for 
stormwater discharges or be covered by the CGP. Coverage under the CGP is accomplished by 
completing and filing a Notice of Intent with the USEPA. Each applicant under the CGP is 
required to both prepare a SWPPP prior to the commencement of grading activities and to 
ensure implementation of the SWPPP during construction activities. The primary objective of 
the SWPPP is to identify, construct, implement, and maintain BMPs to reduce or eliminate 
pollutants in stormwater discharges and authorized non-stormwater discharges from the 
construction site during construction activities. BMPs may include programs, technologies, 
processes, practices, and devices that control, prevent, remove, or reduce pollution. The SWPPP 
would also address BMPs developed specifically to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges 
following the completion of construction activities. 

National Flood Insurance Program. The National Flood Insurance Act passed in 1968 and is 
mandated by FEMA to evaluate flood hazards. The Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 also 
supports this act. Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for local and regional planners are 
provided by FEMA to promote sound land use and floodplain development and identify 
potential flood areas based on current conditions. Flood Insurance Studies are conducted by 
FEMA engineers and cartographers in order to delineate Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) on 
FIRMs. 

State Regulations. 

Water Discharge Requirements. Waste discharges that can be exempted from the CCR 
requirements are issued waste discharge requirements (WDRs) and are regulated by the 
SWRCB’s WDR Program. Typical discharge types include domestic or municipal wastewater, food 
processing related wastewater, and industrial wastewater. State regulations addressing the 
treatment, storage, processing, or disposal of waste are contained in Title 27, CCR, section 
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20005 et seq. Discharges that qualify for exemption from Title 27 must be consistent with the 
exemptions provided in Title 27 section 20090. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The Fresno County General Plan includes policies that address 
hydrology and water quality applicable to the proposed project, described below. 

Policy PF-E.11: The County shall encourage project designs that minimize drainage 
concentrations and maintain, to the extent feasible, natural site drainage patterns. 

Policy PF-E.16: The County shall minimize sedimentation and erosion through control of 
grading, cutting of trees, removal of vegetation, placement of roads and bridges, and use of 
off-road vehicles. The County shall discourage grading activities during the rainy season, 
unless adequately mitigated, to avoid sedimentation of creeks and damage to riparian 
habitat. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Potential impacts related to water quality standards, waste discharge 
requirements, and surface and groundwater quality would be less than significant, as described 
below. 

Construction. Pollutants of concern during construction include sediment, trash, petroleum 
products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary waste, and chemicals. Each of these pollutants 
on its own or in combination with other pollutants can have a detrimental effect on water 
quality. During construction activities, excavated soil would be exposed, and there would be an 
increased potential for soil erosion and sedimentation compared to existing conditions. In 
addition, chemicals, liquid products, petroleum products (such as paints, solvents, and fuels), 
and concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked during construction. Any of these 
pollutants have the potential to be transported via storm water runoff into receiving waters. 

Because the project would disturb more than 1 acre of soil, the project is subject to the 
requirements of the USEPA’s 2022 CGP. On-site construction activities subject to the CGP include 
clearing, grading, excavation, and soil stockpiling. The CGP also requires the development of a 
SWPPP by a Qualified SWPPP Developer. A SWPPP identifies all potential pollutants and their 
sources, including erosion, sediments, and constructions materials and must include a list of 
BMPs to reduce the discharge of construction-related stormwater pollutants. A SWPPP must 
include a detailed description of controls to reduce pollutants and outline maintenance and 
inspection procedures. Typical sediment and erosion BMPs include protecting storm drain inlets 
and establishing and maintaining construction exits and perimeter controls to avoid tracking 
sediment off-site onto adjacent roadways. A SWPPP also defines proper building material staging 
and storage areas, paint and concrete washout areas, describes proper equipment/vehicle 
fueling and maintenance practices, measures to control equipment/vehicle washing and 
allowable non-stormwater discharges, and includes a spill prevention and response plan. 
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Required compliance with relevant regulations regarding stormwater during construction would 
ensure that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to water quality 
during construction. 

Operation. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater collection and 
treatment systems to protect the community water system from contamination and replace the 
existing individual septic tanks for residences and other non-residential buildings. Wastewater 
treatment would consist of two components: treatment of wastewater at a WWTP and disposal 
of wastewater through subsurface disposal via drip fields. 

The project includes the construction and operation of a packed bed aerobic system that 
consists of a reactor with media and effluent recirculation chamber to keep the media wet. 
Similar to a biological filtration process, the packed bed consists of textile-covered plastic media 
which promotes growth of microorganisms on the surfaces. Such forms of the treatment 
provide a high tolerance for variances in flow while providing stable treatment. 

The wastewater treatment system would consist of two phases. In the first phase, two 15,000-
gallon flow equalization tanks would sequentially (series configuration) provide primary 
treatment. The influent would then be pumped into the second phase, where flow would be 
directed to five treatment tanks that would be controlled by a pump station that adjusts the 
load accordingly to provide a treated effluent of less than 10 mg/L of BOD5 and TSS. Finally, the 
treated effluent would be pumped to the disposal fields that would cover approximately two 
acres of surface area and utilize approximately 43,200 linear feet of drip piping, as described 
below. 

The proposed WWTP would be the Model AX-Max 300-42 AdvanTex Pod to treat the projected 
wastewater flow. Each AX-Max 300-42 pod is rated for an average wastewater flow of 15,000 
gpd in typical residential wastewater. The AdvanTex system would be supplied with its own 
control panel which would be installed inside a new fiberglass control building structure on site. 
Each of the five treatment tanks has a forced air venting system to minimize buildup of odorous 
gases. 

The proposed project would include a shallow drip distribution system to dispose of treated 
effluent. Shallow drip distribution systems are used in places where conventional trench 
systems are not suitable or where steep slopes of heavily forested areas make it difficult to 
install trenches, mounds, or at-grade systems. Constraints and obstacles such as shallow 
bedrock, high-water table and low-permeability soils are less problematic for subsurface drip 
lines. This system would consist of pressurized small-diameter tubing buried below ground, as 
mandated by regulatory agencies, including integrated emitters with each trickling up to two 
gallons per hour. Critical factors that affect the design of drip distribution systems include soil 
texture and structure, depth to restrictive layer, and surface slope. Since effluent dispersal 
occurs near the ground surface, a minimum 3 feet separation distance between drip line and 
groundwater table is more achievable. However, the presence and location of bedrock, water 
table depth, and the down-gradient area through which the effluent flows would be considered 
when evaluating the feasibility of implementing a subsurface drip system. 
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The proposed wastewater collection system would connect the existing residences and 
structures to the proposed WWTP. The connections to residential structures would be made 
with 4-inch PVC pipe to the nearest sewer main. The wastewater collection system was 
designed to avoid as many trees as possible. Manholes or cleanouts would be located at all 
alignment changes and would be 48 inches in diameter to allow maintenance access. 

The proposed project would include the construction of two lift stations. LS-1 would be located 
at the northern region of the project site and would convey wastewater flows to the proposed 
WWTP. LS-2 would be located the north-central region and would pump flows received by most 
of the gravity system to the WWTP. Each lift station would include a primary pump, backup 
pump, and force main to connect to the wastewater collection system. 

The existing septic systems would be abandoned after the proposed WWTP and wastewater 
collection system have been constructed and each respective residence or structure is 
connected to the proposed wastewater collection system. To prevent accumulation of water, 
the abandonment of each existing septic tank would include coring a hole in the bottom of each 
septic tank. Following abandonment, Big Sandy Rancheria or each respective owner would 
submit a report detailing the abandonment to Fresno County. 

The purpose of the proposed project is to provide treatment systems to protect the 
community’s water system from contamination and replace the existing individual septic tanks 
for residences and other non-residential buildings. Regulatory requirements for the WWTP 
would ultimately be determined by the selected effluent disposal method and will be influenced 
by the type of treatment processes implemented. Typical requirements in WDRs include 
constituent effluent limits for pollutants, monitoring, and reporting; separation distances from 
groundwater; setback distances from surrounding wells (private, drinking, agricultural, etc.); and 
fence lines for each discharge method. As part of any land-based discharge, groundwater 
monitoring wells would be required both up gradient and down gradient of the discharge 
area(s). By monitoring the quality in wells, the impacts of the wastewater disposal can be 
observed. In addition, by providing wastewater service to the residences, groundwater quality 
would be improved. As such, implementation of the proposed project would not violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade 
surface or groundwater quality and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The geotechnical investigation (Moore Twining 2020) encountered 
groundwater in two of the 15 borings drilled along the pipeline alignments. No free ground water was 
encountered in the proposed drain field area. Zones of wet, unstable soils and free groundwater may 
be encountered during the construction. If encountered during construction, dewatering and control 
of groundwater and stabilization of the wet, unstable soil conditions would be required. Soil 
stabilization may require aeration of the soils and/or the placement of rock and geotextile fabric. The 
in-ground structures would be designed to resist uplift created by high ground water. With 
dewatering and control of groundwater and stabilization, the reduction in infiltration would not be 
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substantial. Therefore, construction of the project would result in a less than significant impact 
associated with depleting groundwater supplies or substantially interfering with groundwater 
recharge, and no mitigation is required. 

The sewer collection system portion of the project would consist of PVC sewer mains, manholes and 
prefabricated fiberglass lift stations. The wastewater treatment portion would include partially 
buried fiberglass tanks, fiberglass wet-wells and an effluent disposal field. 

The geotechnical investigation identified areas on the Comstock property with adequate percolation 
to be used for drip fields. Subsurface disposal provides year-round disposal, reduces the potential 
for contact with wastewater by the public, utilizes percolation through the soil to further enhance 
treatment, is simple to operate and cost effective to construct and maintain. Furthermore, drip 
system operation and maintenance costs are lower than the leach field option because the drip field 
does not require maintenance and operation of solenoid valves and distribution valves within each 
zone. Drip field systems are also shallower and would take full advantage of the soil layers between 
the dispersal system and existing rock layers at the Comstock property. Furthermore, given the 
sloping terrain and presence of trees surrounding the Comstock property, a drip field system would 
provide a distinct advantage in minimizing distribution system clogging that could potentially occur 
with a leach field system in the similar surrounding environment. 

The proposed project would not prevent water from infiltrating into the groundwater nor would it 
result in direct additions or withdrawals to existing groundwater. As such, operation of the project 
would result in a less than significant impact associated with depleting groundwater supplies or 
substantially interfering with groundwater recharge. 

c. Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Implementation of the proposed project would 
include grading activities that could result in short-term soil erosion during the construction 
period. Exposed soils are considered erodible when subjected to concentrated surface flow or 
wind. As discussed under Section 3.7.1.b above, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce the 
potential for soil erosion. In addition, soil erosion and loss of topsoil would be minimized 
through implementation of SJVAPCD Regulation VIII fugitive dust control measures and 
compliance with the NPDES permit requirements. With incorporation of Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 and compliance with NPDES permit requirements, construction of the proposed project 
would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil. This impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite; 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on the FEMA FIRM. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater 
collection and treatment systems. The risk from flooding would be low. In addition, the 
proposed project would not prevent water from infiltrating into the groundwater. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff that would result in flooding on or off site. This impact would be less than 
significant. 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 3.10.1.c.ii above. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff that would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff. This impact would be less than significant. 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact. See Response 3.10.1.c.ii above. The project site is not within a 
100-year flood hazard area. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater 
collection and treatment systems. The risk from flooding would be low. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not impede or redirect flood flows, and a less 
than significant impact would occur. 

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

No Impact. As indicated above, the project site is not located within a FEMA designated 100-year 
floodplain. In addition, the project site is generally level and is not immediately adjacent to any 
hillsides. Furthermore, no enclosed bodies of water are in close enough proximity that would create 
a potential risk for seiche or a tsunami at the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact 
related to potential hazards from inundation from food, tsunami, or seiche. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Response 3.10.1.a, pollutants of concern during 
construction include sediment, trash, petroleum products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary 
waste, and chemicals. Each of these pollutants on its own or in combination with other pollutants 
can have a detrimental effect on water quality. During construction activities, excavated soil would 
be exposed, and there would be an increased potential for soil erosion and sedimentation compared 
to existing conditions. In addition, chemicals, liquid products, petroleum products (such as paints, 
solvents, and fuels), and concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked during construction. These 
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pollutants may percolate to shallow groundwater from construction activities. However, required 
compliance with state and local regulations regarding stormwater during construction would ensure 
that the proposed project would result in less than significant impacts to water quality during 
construction. 

During operation of the proposed project, the proposed project would provide treatment systems to 
protect the community water system from contamination and replace the existing individual septic 
tanks for residences and other non-residential buildings. Regulatory requirements for the WWTP 
would ultimately be determined by the selected effluent disposal method and will be influenced by 
the type of treatment processes implemented. Typical requirements in WDRs include constituent 
effluent limits for pollutants, monitoring, and reporting; separation distances from groundwater; 
setback distances from surrounding wells (private, drinking, agricultural, etc.); and fence lines for 
each discharge method. As part of any land-based discharge, groundwater monitoring wells would 
be required both up gradient and down gradient of the discharge area(s). By monitoring the quality 
in wells, the impacts of the wastewater disposal can be observed. In addition, by providing 
wastewater service to the residences, groundwater quality would be improved. As such, the 
proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan and impacts would be less than significant. 
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3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Physically divide an established community? 
b. Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 

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

3.11.1 Impact Analysis 

3.11.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is approximately 18.2 acres in size and is located in eastern Fresno County, 
approximately one mile east of the census-defined community of Auberry. The project encompasses 
residential and commercial properties currently being served by septic systems. The project site is 
zoned within the RC 40 Zoning District of Fresno County. The RC District is intended to provide for 
the conservation and protection of natural resources and natural habitat areas. 

3.11.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to land use and planning 
for the proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act. The Cortese-Knox-
Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code Section 56300 et 
seq.) governs the establishment and revision of local government boundaries. The Act was a 
comprehensive revision of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 
1985. The Act is a policy of the state to encourage orderly growth and development that is 
essential to the social, fiscal, and economic well-being of the state. The intent of the Act is to 
promote orderly development while balancing competing state interests of discouraging urban 
sprawl, preserving open space and prime agricultural lands, and efficiently extending 
government services. 

Local Regulations. 

County of Fresno Zoning Ordinance. The County’s zoning ordinance establishes zoning districts 
and regulations applicable to each district to establish orderly development in Fresno County. 
The zoning ordinance classifies the project site within the County’s RC 40 Zoning District. This 
district is intended to provide for the conservation and protection of natural resources and 
natural habitat areas. 
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a. Would the project physically divide an established community? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is approximately 18.2 acres in size and is located 
within the BSR approximately one mile east of Auberry, a census-defined place in eastern Fresno 
County. The proposed project would make wastewater service available to every residence within 
the BSR boundary, as well as to all community buildings with water service, including the following: 
47 residential structures, as well as other non-residential uses, including the Mono Wind Casino and 
the associated general store and gas station, gymnasium, tribal administration buildings, the Head 
Start Center, gaming commission building, family services center, emergency services building, and 
cemetery. The project would provide a total of 57 service connections The proposed project would 
involve infrastructure improvements and would not encroach upon or divide an established 
community. This impact would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is on tribal-owned land held in trust by the federal 
government, within the RC 40 Zoning District of Fresno County. The proposed project includes the 
construction and operation of a new WWTP and associated wastewater collection system. Planned 
improvements would include: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) proposed wastewater collection 
pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic systems; and 4) electrical 
improvements to facilitate the new components. The RC designation does not explicitly allow major 
utilities; however, the County would process any approvals and permits necessary to allow the 
WWTP through actions that may include either issuance of a special use permit or a zoning map 
amendment to allow major utilities. The proposed project would be generally compatible with the 
RC designation, and would not generate significant noise, odor, or other concerns that would 
interfere with adjacent land uses. Therefore, development of proposed infrastructure 
improvements would result in a less than significant impact on land use. 
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3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

3.12.1 Impact Analysis 

3.12.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The principal minerals produced near the project site include sand and gravel, mined southwest of 
the project site along the San Joaquin River corridor; decomposed granite, extracted west of Pine 
Flat Lake on the floodplain of the Kings River; and dimension stone quarried west of Shaver Lake. No 
mineral resource locations or mineral producing locations are known to occur within the project site 
(County of Fresno 2000). 

3.12.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to mineral resources for 
the proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. In 1975, the California Legislature enacted the Surface 
Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA), which, among other things, provided guidelines for the 
classification and designation of mineral lands. Areas are classified on the basis of geologic 
factors without regard to existing land use and land ownership. The areas are categorized into 
four Mineral Resource Zones (MRZs): 

MRZ-1: An area where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits 
are present, or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-2: An area where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are 
present, or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence. 

MRZ-3: An area containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated. 

MRZ-4: An area where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ 
zone. 
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Of the four categories, lands classified as MRZ-2 are of the greatest importance. Such areas are 
underlain by demonstrated mineral resources or are located where geologic data indicate that 
significant measured or indicated resources are present. MRZ-2 areas are designated by the 
State of California Mining and Geology Board as being “regionally significant.” Such designations 
require that a Lead Agency’s land use decisions involving designated areas are to be made in 
accordance with its mineral resource management policies and that it considers the importance 
of the mineral resource to the region or the state as a whole, not just to the Lead Agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The General Plan includes policies that address mineral resources 
and are applicable to the project. 

Policy OS-C.1: The County shall not permit incompatible land uses within the impact area of 
existing or potential surface mining areas. 

Policy OS-C.2: The County shall not permit land uses incompatible with mineral resource 
recovery within areas designated as Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ-2). 

Policy OS-C.10: The County shall not permit land uses that threaten the future availability of 
mineral resource or preclude future extraction of those resources. 

a. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of 
value to the region and the residents of the state? 

Less Than Significant Impact. SMARA regulates surface mining in California. SMARA was adopted in 
1975 to protect the state’s need for a continuing supply of mineral resources and to protect the 
public and environmental health. There are no known or recorded mineral resources within the 
project site; therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project could not adversely 
affect known or recorded mineral resources. This impact would be less than significant. 

b. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact. The project site is not located within an area known to contain locally-important mineral 
resources. No impacts related to the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site as delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan would occur 
as a result of project implementation. 
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3.13 NOISE 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project result in: 
a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project 
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or 
noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip 
or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 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? 

3.13.1 Impact Analysis 

3.13.1.1 Environmental Setting 

Sound levels in decibels (dB) are calculated on a logarithmic basis. An increase of 10 dB represents a 
10-fold increase in acoustic energy, while 20 dB is 100 times more intense and 30 dB is 1,000 times 
more intense. Each 10 dB increase in sound level (Le) is perceived as approximately a doubling of 
loudness; and similarly, each 10 dB decrease in Le is perceived as half as loud. Sound intensity is 
normally measured through the A-weighted sound level (dBA). This scale gives greater weight to the 
frequencies of sound to which the human ear is most sensitive. The dBA is the basis for 24-hour 
sound measurements that better represent human sensitivity to sound at night. 

As noise spreads from a source, it loses energy so that the farther away the noise receiver is from 
the noise source, the lower the perceived noise level would be. Geometric spreading causes the Le 

to attenuate or be reduced, resulting in a 6 dB reduction in the noise level for each doubling of 
distance from a single point source of noise to the noise sensitive receptor of concern. 

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient 
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound. Equivalent continuous 
sound level (Leq) is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. However, the 
predominant rating scales for human communities in the State of California are the Leq, the 
community noise equivalent level (CNEL), and the day-night average level (Ldn) based on dBA. CNEL 
is the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly 
Leq for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and 10 dBA 
weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). 
Ldn) is similar to the CNEL scale, but without the adjustment for events occurring during the evening 
relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn are within one dBA of each other and are normally exchangeable. The 
noise adjustments are added to the noise events occurring during the more sensitive hours. 
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Noise is usually defined as unwanted sound. Noise consists of any sound that may produce 
physiological or psychological damage and/or interfere with communication, work, rest, recreation, 
or sleep. Several noise measurement scales exist that are used to describe noise in a particular 
location. A dB is a unit of measurement that indicates the relative intensity of a sound. 

A project would have a significant noise effect if it would substantially increase the ambient noise 
levels for adjoining areas or conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of applicable 
regulatory agencies, including, as appropriate, Fresno County. Fresno County addresses noise in the 
County’s General Plan and Ordinance Code, described below under Section 3.13.1.2, Regulatory 
Setting. 

Certain land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others. Examples of these land uses 
include residential areas, educational facilities, hospitals, childcare facilities, and senior housing. The 
closest sensitive receptors to the project site include the 47 residential structures that would 
abandon the septic tanks and be connected to the wastewater service. 

3.13.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to noise for the proposed 
project. 

State Regulations. There are no applicable state regulations related to noise for the proposed 
project. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The Health and Safety Element of the County’s General Plan 
(County of Fresno 2000) works to protect residential and other noise-sensitive uses from 
exposure to harmful or annoying noise levels; to identify maximum acceptable noise levels 
compatible with various land use designations; and to develop a policy framework necessary to 
achieve and maintain a healthful noise environment. Applicable Health and Safety Element 
policies include the following: 

Policy HS-G.1: The County shall require that all proposed development incorporate design 
elements necessary to minimize adverse noise impacts on surrounding land uses. 

Policy HS-G.4: So that noise mitigation may be considered in the design of new projects, the 
County shall require an acoustical analysis as part of the environmental review process 
where: 

a. Noise sensitive land uses are proposed in areas exposed to existing or projected noise 
levels that are “generally unacceptable” or higher according to the Chart HS-1: “Land 
Use Compatibility for Community Noise Environments;” 

b. Proposed projects are likely to produce noise levels exceeding the levels shown in the 
County’s Noise Control Ordinance at existing or planned noise-sensitive uses. 
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Policy HS-G.7: Where existing noise-sensitive uses may be exposed to increased noise levels 
due to roadway improvement projects, the County shall apply the following criteria to 
determine the significance of the impact: 

a. Where existing noise levels are less than 60 dB Ldn at outdoor activity areas of noise-
sensitive uses, a 5 dB Ldn increase in noise levels will be considered significant; 

b. Where existing noise levels are between 60 and 65 dB Ldn at outdoor activity areas of 
noise-sensitive uses, a 3 dB Ldn increase in noise levels will be considered significant; and 

c. Where existing noise levels are greater than 65 dB Ldn at outdoor activity areas of noise-
sensitive uses, a 1.5 dB Ldn increase in noise levels will be considered significant. 

Policy HS-G.8: The County shall evaluate the compatibility of proposed projects with existing 
and future noise levels through a comparison to Chart HS-1, “Land Use Compatibility for 
Community Noise Environments.” 

Fresno County Code of Ordinances. The County also addresses noise in the Code of Ordinances 
in Chapter 8.40, Noise Control. Section 8.40.040 establishes the exterior daytime and nighttime 
noise standards and Section 8.40.050 establishes the interior daytime and nighttime noise 
standards. Table H below shows the exterior noise standards, and Table I shows the interior 
noise standards. 

Table H: Exterior Noise Standards 

Noise Level Standards, dBA 
Cumulative Number of minutes 

Category Daytime Nighttime in any 1-hour time period 
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 

1 30 50 45 
2 15 55 50 
3 5 60 55 
4 1 65 60 
5 0 70 65 

Source: County of Fresno (2020). 

Table I: Interior Noise Standards 

Noise Level Standards, dBA 
Cumulative Number of minutes 

Category Daytime Nighttime in any 1-hour time period 
(7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) 

1 5 45 35 
2 1 50 40 
3 0 55 45 

Source: County of Fresno (2020). 
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In addition, as indicated in Section 8.40.060 of the Code of Ordinances, construction noise is 
permitted by Fresno County when activities occur between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Saturday and 
Sunday. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The following section describes how the short-term 
construction and long-term operational noise impacts of the proposed project would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Short-Term (Construction) Noise Impacts. Planned improvements under the proposed project 
would include: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) proposed wastewater collection pipelines and lift 
stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic systems; and 4) electrical improvements to facilitate 
the new components. Table J lists typical construction equipment noise levels (Lmax) 
recommended for noise impact assessments, based on a distance of 50 feet between the 
equipment and a noise receptor, obtained from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
Roadway Construction Noise Model. Construction-related short-term noise levels would be 
higher than existing ambient noise levels currently in the project area but would no longer occur 
once construction of the project is completed. 

Two types of short-term noise impacts could occur during construction of the proposed project. 
The first type involves construction crew commutes and the transport of construction 
equipment and materials to the site, which would incrementally increase noise levels on roads 
leading to the site. As shown in Table J, there would be a relatively high single-event noise 
exposure potential at a maximum level of 84 dBA Lmax with trucks passing at 50 feet. 

The second type of short-term noise impact is related to noise generated during grading and 
construction on the project site. Construction is performed in discrete steps, or phases, each 
with its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. These various 
sequential phases would change the character of the noise generated on-site. Therefore, the 
noise levels vary as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the type and size of 
construction equipment, similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of operation 
allow construction-related noise ranges to be categorized by work phase. 

Table J lists maximum noise levels recommended for noise impact assessments for typical 
construction equipment, based on a distance of 50 feet between the equipment and a noise 
receptor. Typical noise levels range up to 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet during the noisiest construction 
phases. The site preparation phase, which includes excavation and grading of the site, tends to 
generate the highest noise levels because the noisiest construction equipment is earthmoving 
equipment. Earthmoving equipment includes excavating machinery such as backfillers, 
bulldozers, draglines, and front loaders. Earthmoving and compacting equipment includes 
compactors, scrapers, and graders. 
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Table J: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

Equipment Description Acoustical Usage Factor (%) Maximum Noise Level (Lmax) 
at 50 Feet1 

Backhoes 40 80 
Compactor (ground) 20 80 
Compressor 40 80 
Cranes 16 85 
Dozers 40 85 
Dump Trucks 40 84 
Excavators 40 85 
Flat Bed Trucks 40 84 
Forklift 20 85 
Front-end Loaders 40 80 
Graders 40 85 
Impact Pile Drivers 20 95 
Jackhammers 20 85 
Pick-up Truck 40 55 
Pneumatic Tools 50 85 
Pumps 50 77 
Rock Drills 20 85 
Rollers 20 85 
Scrapers 40 85 
Tractors 40 84 
Welder 40 73 
Source: Roadway Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006). 
Note: Noise levels reported in this table are rounded to the nearest whole number. 
1 Maximum noise levels were developed based on Spec 721.560 from the Central Artery/Tunnel (CA/T) 

program to be consistent with the City of Boston’s Noise Code for the “Big Dig” project. 
Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level 

Project construction is expected to require the use of scrapers, bulldozers, and water 
trucks/pickup trucks. Noise associated with the use of construction equipment is estimated to 
be between 55 dBA Lmax and 85 dBA Lmax at a distance of 50 feet from the active construction 
area for the site preparation phase. As shown in Table J, the maximum noise level generated by 
each scraper is assumed to be approximately 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. Each dozer would generate 
approximately 85 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The maximum noise level generated by water 
trucks/pickup trucks is approximately 55 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from these vehicles. Each doubling 
of the sound sources with equal strength increases the noise level by 3 dBA. Assuming that each 
piece of construction equipment operates at some distance from the other equipment, the 
worst-case combined noise level during this phase of construction would be 88 dBA Lmax at a 
distance of 50 feet from the active construction area. Based on a usage factor of 40 percent, the 
worst-case combined noise level during this phase of construction would be 84 dBA Leq at a 
distance of 50 feet from the active construction area. 

As identified above, the closest sensitive receptors include the 47 residential structures that 
would abandon the septic tanks and be connected to the wastewater service. These residences 
could be exposed to noise levels exceeding 88 dBA Lmax and 84 dBA Leq when construction is 
occurring. However, construction equipment would operate at various locations within the 
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project site and would only generate maximum noise levels when operations occur closest to 
the receptor. 

Construction noise is permitted by Fresno County when activities occur between the hours of 
6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 
p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. In addition, Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would be required to limit 
construction activities to the permitted hours and would reduce potential construction period 
noise impacts for the indicated sensitive receptors to less than significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure NOI-1: The project contractor shall implement the following measures 
during construction of the proposed project: 

Equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, with 
properly operating and maintained mufflers consistent with 
manufacturers’ standards. 

Place all stationary construction equipment so that emitted 
noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the 
active project site. 

Locate equipment staging in areas that would create the 
greatest possible distance between construction-related 
noise sources and noise-sensitive receptors nearest the 
active project site during all construction activities. 

Ensure that all general construction related activities are 
restricted to between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday and between the hours of 7:00 a.m. 
and 5:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. 

Designate a “disturbance coordinator” at the County who 
would be responsible for responding to any local complaints 
about construction noise. The disturbance coordinator 
would determine the cause of the noise complaint (e.g., 
starting too early, bad muffler) and would determine and 
implement reasonable measures warranted to correct the 
problem. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 would limit construction hours and require the 
construction contractor to implement noise reducing measures during construction, which 
would reduce short-term construction noise impacts to a less than significant level. 

Operational Noise. The proposed project includes: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) proposed 
wastewater collection pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic systems; and 
4) electrical improvements to facilitate the new components. Of the infrastructure 
improvements associated with the proposed project, only operation of the proposed WWTP has 
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the potential to generate an increase in the ambient noise environment. The components of this 
facility that would generate the most noise would be the pumps. The proposed WWTP would 
utilize one pump, which is conservatively anticipated to generate 81 dBA Lmax at 50 feet from the 
pump. Using a 6 dBA attenuation factor, the noise level at the nearest sensitive noise receptor 
would be 49.5 dBA Lmax, which would not exceed the County’s exterior noise level standards of 
70 dBA Lmax during the daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) or 65 dBA during the nighttime (10:00 
p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). Therefore, noise from operation of proposed project would result in less than 
significant operational noise impacts. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed project would involve ground clearing, 
excavation, foundations, erection, and finishing activities but would not involve the use of 
construction equipment that would result in substantial ground-borne vibration or ground-borne 
noise on properties adjacent to the project site. No pile driving, blasting, or significant grading 
activities are proposed. Furthermore, project operation associated with infrastructure 
improvements would not generate substantial ground-borne noise and vibration. Therefore, the 
project would not result in the generation of excessive ground-borne noise or ground-borne 
vibration and impacts are considered less than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

No Impact. The proposed project is not within two miles of a public or public use airport. The 
Kindsvater Ranch Airport is the closest private airport and is located approximately three miles 
south of the project site. In addition, the public use Fresno Yosemite International Airport is located 
approximately 13 miles southwest of the project site. Aircraft noise is occasionally audible at the 
project site; however, no portion of the project site lies within the 60 dBA CNEL noise contours of 
any public airport nor does any portion of the project site lie within two miles of any private airfield 
or heliport. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the exposure of people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels. As a result, a less than significant impact would 
occur. 
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3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 

either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

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

3.14.1 Impact Analysis 

3.14.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is approximately 18.2 acres in size and is in eastern Fresno County. The project site 
includes 47 existing residences, as well as commercial buildings like the Mono Wind Casino and 
associated gas station, and administrative and support buildings for operations of the Big Sandy 
Rancheria. 

3.14.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to population and housing 
for the proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). Housing is one of the 
most-important parts of any community and housing-planning has wide-reaching impacts on the 
environment, education, health, and the economy. HCD plays a critical role in the housing-
planning process, which was designed to ensure that communities plan for housing that meets 
the needs of everyone in California’s communities. Since 1969, California has required that all 
local governments (cities and counties) adequately plan to meet the housing needs of everyone 
in the community. This process starts with the state determining how much housing at a variety 
of affordability levels is needed for each region in the state, and then regional governments 
developing a methodology to allocate that housing need to local governments. California’s local 
governments then adopt housing plans (called housing elements) as part of their “general plan” 
(also required by the state) to show how the jurisdiction will meet local housing needs. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The Fresno County General Plan was last updated in 2000 and 
does not contain any goals, policies, or implementation measures related to Population and 
Housing as these topics are addressed under CEQA. However, in February of 2013, the Fresno 
COG assembled a Regional Housing Needs Allocation Technical Committee with representatives 
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from all Fresno County local governments. This committee prepared a Fresno County Multi-
Jurisdictional 2023-2031 Housing Element for Fresno County governments with the goal of 
creating regional coordination to address countywide housing issues and needs. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would include a WWTP and collection system and does not include 
any proposed homes or businesses. Thus, the proposed project would not result in direct population 
growth and would not increase permanent residency within the site. In addition, the proposed 
project would replace existing septic systems to improve groundwater recharge and protect 
residents and would not induce substantial indirect population growth by increasing the availability 
of wastewater treatment. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly induce 
population growth and there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would connect existing residential units to a new WWTP by 
constructing a new wastewater collection system with new pipes. No existing residential units would 
be demolished in order to construct new wastewater pipelines. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not displace existing housing or require the construction of replacement housing and would 
result in no impact. 

P:\MKN2001 Big Sandy Rancheria\PRODUCTS\IS-MND\Public\BSR_WW_ISMND_Public Review rev 9-3-24.docx (09/03/24) 3-95 



       
  

    

 

       

  

 
 

  
  

 
  

 
 

     
       

         
        
        

       
       

      
    

     
    
     

      

   

   

              
                
                

                
              

            
              

             
                

             
            

              
      

                
             

                  
              

             
               

                 
                

            

B I G S A N D Y R A N C H E R I A W A S T E W A T E R S Y S T E M I M P R O V E M E N T S P R O J E C T I N I T I A L S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D N E G A T I V E D E C L A R A T I O N 

F R E S N O C O U N T Y , C A L I F O R N I A A U G U S T 2 0 2 4 

3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project: 
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: 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

i. Fire protection? 
ii. Police protection? 
iii. Schools? 
iv. Parks? 
v. Other public facilities? 

3.15.1 Impact Analysis 

3.15.1.1 Environmental Setting 

Fire Protection. The Fresno County Fire Protection District (FCFPD) provides primary fire protection 
and emergency medical services to the project site and surrounding areas. Station 74 and Station 75 
are the fire stations closest to the project site, located approximately 7 miles southwest and 5.7 
miles southeast of the project site respectively. The primary responsibility of the FCFPD is to provide 
continuous fire protection and emergency medical services to more than half of the County, 
covering an area of approximately 2,655 square miles, including approximately 220,000 people 
(Fresno County Fire Protection District. n.d.-a). There are 37 fire fighters plus Chief Officers, 
prevention staff, emergency communication operators, as well as other personnel serving for daily 
emergency response operations at the FCFPD’s 17 full time fire stations. The FCFPD provides a full 
range of emergency responses services including but not limited to, structural fire suppression, 
wildland fire suppression, response to hazardous materials incidents, urban search and rescue, 
water rescue, vehicle extrication, technical rescue as well as basic life support medical services 
(Fresno County Fire Protection District. n.d.-b). 

Police Protection. Under Public Law 280, the State of California and other local law enforcement 
agencies have criminal enforcement authority on tribal lands. Public and private lands surrounding 
the project site are under the jurisdiction of the Fresno County Sheriff’s Office (FCSO) Area 4. Area 4 
comprises the eastern mountain region of Fresno County, including the project site, and covers 
approximately 2,734 square miles. Within the area there are several small rural communities, 
numerous lakes, rivers, and recreation areas. Public safety services are delivered to the project site 
and surrounding areas by specialty units of the FCSO that include the Search & Rescue Unit, Boating 
Unit, Dive Team, Off-Road Unit, and Canine Unit. Area 4's northeastern substation is located in the 
census-designated community of Auberry, approximately 1.2 miles west of the project site. 
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School Services. The project is located within the Big Creek Elementary School District’s service 
area. The Big Creek Elementary School District is a pre-K through eighth grade school district located 
in the central Sierra Nevada Mountains, within Fresno County. The school district encompasses 
more than 650 square miles and includes many popular lakes, recreational sites, and the China Peak 
Ski Resort. The school serves approximately 70 students (Big Creek Elementary School District 2014). 

3.15.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to public services for the 
proposed project. 

State Regulations. There are no applicable state regulations related to public services for the 
proposed project. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. Modern development requires a wide range of publicly provided 
facilities and services. The Fresno County General Plan seeks to provide for the logical and 
efficient extension of these services as new development occurs. The General Plan includes 
policies that seek to ensure public facilities and services are available in a timely fashion to serve 
new development. The following policies would be applicable to the project. 

Policy PF-A.1: The County shall ensure through the development review process that public 
facilities and services would be developed, operational, and available to serve new 
development. The County shall not approve new development where existing facilities are 
inadequate unless the applicant can demonstrate that all necessary public facilities would 
be installed or adequately financed and maintained (through fees or other means). 

Policy PF-B.1: The County shall require that new development pay its fair share of the cost 
of developing new facilities and services and upgrading existing public facilities and services; 
exceptions may be made when new development generates significant public benefits (e.g., 
low income housing) and when alternative sources of funding can be identified to offset 
foregone revenues. 

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

i. Fire protection? 
ii. Police protection? 
iii. Schools? 
iv. Parks? 
v. Other public facilities? 
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No Impact. The project site is located in an area that is already served by public service systems. 
Police protection services are provided by the FCSO. Fire protection and emergency response 
services for the project site are provided by the FCFPD. The project site is served by the Big 
Creek Elementary School District. In addition, the County provides several types of parks and 
other public facilities. 

The proposed project includes: 1) the proposed WWTP site; 2) proposed wastewater collection 
pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic systems; and 4) electrical 
improvements to facilitate the new components. The proposed project would not result in an 
increase in population or facilities that would require the provision of new or additional fire or 
police services, schools, parks, or other public facilities, or result in the need for physically 
altered facilities. Therefore, the project would have no impacts associated with public services. 
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3.16 RECREATION 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood 

and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

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

3.16.1 Impact Analysis 

3.16.1.1 Environmental Setting 

In general, tourists and residents in Fresno County participate in a variety of recreational activities 
(e.g., camping, fishing, hiking, etc.) utilizing the natural resources of the region. Major recreational 
facilities near the project site include Millerton Lake State Recreation Area, Shaver Lake, Pine Flat 
Recreation Area, Choinumni Park (County Park), and the Sierra National Forest. 

3.16.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to recreation for the 
proposed project. 

State Regulations. There are no applicable state regulations related to recreation for the proposed 
project. 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The Fresno County General Plan Open Space and Conservation 
Element discusses policies to enhance recreational opportunities in the County by encouraging 
further development of public and private recreational opportunities. The following General 
Plan policies would be applicable to the project. 

Policy OS-H.2: The County shall strive to maintain a standard of five (5) to eight (8) acres of 
County-owned improved parkland per one thousand (1,000) residents in the unincorporated 
areas. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would include infrastructure improvements and would not 
generate population growth that would result in an increase in the use of existing neighborhood and 
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regional parks or other recreational facilities. Therefore, there would be no impact to parks or 
recreational facilities that would occur as a result of the proposed project. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in the use of parks or 
other recreational facilities, and the proposed project would not require the construction or 
expansion of existing recreational facilities. Therefore, the project would result in a less than 
significant impact on recreational facilities. 
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3.17 TRANSPORTATION 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 

the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities? 

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

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? 

3.17.1 Impact Analysis 

3.17.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is approximately 18.2 acres in size, and is located approximately one mile east of 
Auberry, a census-defined place in eastern Fresno County. The project is located approximately 20 
miles northeast of the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area. Regional access to the project site is via SR 
168 and Auberry Road. 

3.17.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to transportation for the 
proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

Senate Bill 743. On September 27, 2013, Governor Jerry Brown signed SB 743 into law and 
codified a process that changed transportation impact analysis as part of CEQA compliance. SB 
743 directs the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to administer new CEQA 
guidance for jurisdictions that removes automobile vehicle delay and level of service (LOS) or 
other similar measures of vehicular capacity or traffic congestions from CEQA transportation 
analysis. SB 743 requires the analysis of VMT or other measures that “promote the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multi-modal transportation networks, and a 
diversity of land uses,” to be used as a basis for determining significant impacts to circulation in 
California. The goal of SB 743 is to appropriately balance the needs of congestion management 
with statewide goals related to reducing GHG emissions, encourage infill development, and 
promote public health through active transportation. 

Local Regulations. There are no applicable local regulations related to transportation for the 
proposed project. 
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a. Would the project conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation 
system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include a WWTP and collection system. 
Construction of the proposed project, including the WWTP and wastewater collection system, is 
expected to take place over a period of 9 months starting in 2025. Construction of the WWTP and 
the wastewater collection system would take place concurrently. Implementation of the proposed 
project would involve the transportation of construction equipment, materials, and workers 
commuting to the site, which would generate a small temporary increase in overall daily traffic 
volumes. However, the increase would not be substantial and would not increase congestion. 

Once operational, the Tribe’s utilities maintenance staff would conduct operation and maintenance 
of the water system. As such, minimal trips are anticipated due to the proposed project. Due to the 
limited addition of project-related traffic, the proposed project is not anticipated to generate a 
significant number of trips that would result in the deficiency of existing intersections within the 
vicinity of the project site. As such, the addition of project traffic is not anticipated to generate a 
significant number of trips that would result in the deficiency of existing intersections within the 
project site vicinity. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would not disrupt or 
otherwise prevent roadway improvements, including the addition of bike paths or sidewalks in the 
vicinity of the project site. The project would also not disrupt existing transit services. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not conflict with any plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system or congestion management program. 
This impact would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The intent of SB 743 is to align CEQA transportation study 
methodology with and promote the statewide goals and policies for reducing VMT and GHGs. Three 
objectives of SB 743 related to development are to reduce GHGs, diversify land uses, and focus on 
creating a multimodal environment. 

VMT is defined as the product of a number of trips and those trips’ lengths. The Technical Advisory 
on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (Technical Advisory), circulated by the OPR, 
acknowledges that lead agencies should set criteria and thresholds for VMT and transportation 
impacts. The Technical Advisory also notes that land uses may have a less than significant impact if 
located within low VMT areas of a region and suggests the use of screening maps to make a 
determination. 

As the proposed project would only include a WWTP and collection system, operation of the 
proposed project is not anticipated to generate a significant number of trips. The Fresno COG 
provides a VMT analysis guide (COG 2020), which includes screening criteria for projects that satisfy 
certain criteria (e.g. project size, location, development type), may be eligible for screening. Projects 
that have been screened out are considered to have a less than significant impact on regional VMT 
without having to perform VMT analysis. Based on Fresno COG’s screening criteria, projects that 
generate less than 500 average daily trips can be screened out. Due to the limited addition of 
project-related traffic, the project is expected to generate less than 500 average daily trips. As such, 
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implementation of the proposed project would result in less than significant VMT impacts, and no 
mitigation would be required. 

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

No Impact. The proposed project would not change the existing roadway design. As such, the 
proposed project would not include any sharp curves or other roadway design elements that would 
create dangerous conditions. Therefore, the project would not substantially increase hazards due to 
a design feature, and there would be no impact. 

d. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

No Impact. The proposed project would not result in the development of structures or alteration of 
existing roadways that would impede or obstruct emergency response plans or evacuation plans. 
Therefore, development and operation of the proposed project is not anticipated to interfere with 
emergency access, and no impact would occur. 
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3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 

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

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 
5020.1(k)? Or 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision 
(c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1? In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

3.18.1 Impact Analysis 

3.18.1.1 Environmental Setting 

On May 8, 2024, a project notification letter with an invitation to consult on the project was sent by 
email to representatives of the one tribe on the SWRCB’s AB 52 list for Fresno County: the Santa 
Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe. No response has been received from the tribe. 

Big Sandy Rancheria representatives accompanied LSA archaeologists during both surveys. LSA also 
reached out to the Big Sandy Rancheria for input during development of the cultural report (LSA 
2024b). 

Because the Big Sandy Rancheria is the project proponent and the project would take place on 
rancheria land, an AB 52 letter was also sent to Big Sandy representatives on May 8, 2024. The 
SWRCB consulted with the tribe and provided the tribe the opportunity to review the mitigation 
measures proposed in this document. On June 13, 2024, Chairperson Elizabeth Hutchins-Kipp agreed 
with the findings in this document. 

Two potential tribal cultural resources, including a groundstone feature that is likely a bedrock 
mortar (LSA-MKN2001-S-1) and a bedrock mortar (P-10-005931), were identified within or close to 
the project area. 
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3.18.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to tribal cultural resources 
for the proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

Assembly Bill 52. AB 52, the Native American Historic Resource Protection Act, sets forth a 
proactive approach intended to reduce the potential for delay and conflicts between Native 
American and development interests. Projects subject to AB 52 are those that file a Notice of 
Preparation for an EIR or Notice of Intent to adopt a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration 
on or after July 1, 2015. AB 52 adds tribal cultural resources (TCR) to the specific cultural 
resources protected under CEQA. Under AB 52, a TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape (must be geographically defined in terms of size and scope), sacred place, or object 
with cultural value to a California Native American tribe that is either included or eligible for 
inclusion in the California Register, or included in a local register of historical resources. A Native 
American tribe or the Lead Agency, supported by substantial evidence, may choose at its 
discretion to treat a resource as a TCR. AB 52 also mandates Lead Agencies to consult with 
Native American tribes, if requested by the tribe, and sets the principles for conducting and 
concluding consultation. 

Local Regulations. There are no applicable local regulations related to tribal cultural resources for 
the proposed project. 

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

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? Or 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American tribe. 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Two potential tribal cultural resources, LSA-
MKN2001-S-1 and P-10-005931, were identified within or close to the project area. There is also 
potential to identify previously unidentified tribal cultural resources during construction of the 
project. With the implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1 through CUL-4, impacts to 
these resources will be less than significant. 
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3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
Would the project: 
a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 

expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

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

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

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

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

3.19.1 Impact Analysis 

3.19.1.1 Environmental Setting 

Electricity and Natural Gas. The PG&E would serve as the electricity provider for the proposed 
project. No natural gas use is expected from the proposed project. PG&E would be contacted by Big 
Sandy Rancheria representatives to arrange three new electrical service connections required for 
operations of the proposed wastewater treatment facility and the two new lift stations. 

Water and Wastewater. Water supply in the BSR is supplied through public and private 
groundwater wells. The proposed project would not include the construction or alteration of water 
supply infrastructure, or result in direct additions or withdrawals to existing groundwater. 

Wastewater at the project site is currently managed through individual septic systems servicing 
individual buildings and residences. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater 
collection and treatment systems to replace the existing individual septic tanks in the project site. 

Solid Waste. The following landfills and waste management facilities service the project site. 

American Avenue Landfill. The 440-acre American Avenue Landfill in Kerman, California, is a 
sanitary landfill owned and operated by Fresno County. It is currently expected to reach capacity 
and be closed in 2031. This facility is located approximately 47 miles southwest of the project 
site. Waste types permitted in this facility include agricultural, asbestos, construction/ 
demolition, industrial, and mixed municipal waste, with a permitted throughput capacity of 
2,200 tons per day (CalRecycle 2019a). 
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Fresno County Regional Household Hazardous Waste Facility. The County of Fresno’s Regional 
Household Hazardous Waste Facility is available for the safe disposal of waste chemicals and 
substances associated with residential and business operations. This facility is located 
approximately 31 miles southwest of the project site (County of Fresno n.d.-c). 

Shaver Lake Transfer Station. The Shaver Lake Transfer Station is a 1-acre site in Shaver Lake, 
California, operated in partnership with the County of Fresno, Granite Solid Waste, and the 
United States Forest Service. This facility is located approximately 8.8 miles northeast from the 
project site. As a transfer station, this facility is utilized to receive solid wastes, temporarily 
store, separate, convert, or otherwise process the materials in the solid wastes, or to transfer 
the solid wastes directly from smaller to larger vehicles for transport, and those facilities utilized 
for transformation. Permitted throughput capacity for this facility is 15 tons per day (CalRecycle 
2019b). 

3.19.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to utilities and service 
systems for the proposed project. 

State Regulations. 

California Green Building Standards Code—Part 11, Title 24. The CALGreen Code requires 
covered projects to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum 65 percent of the nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste or meet a local construction and demolition waste 
management ordinance, whichever is more stringent. 

Assembly Bill 939, California Integrated Waste Management Act. California's Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 requires cities and counties to reduce the amount of waste disposed 
of in landfills. The Local Government Construction and Demolition (C&D) Guide of 2002 (SB 
1374) amended this act to include construction and demolition material. The County created the 
County of Fresno’s C&D Debris Recycling Program to fulfill requirements under these bills. 

Beginning January 1, 2014, the County of Fresno required permit applicants to submit a Waste 
Management Plan for approval prior to issuance of permit for projects. The Waste Management 
Plan required as part of the County’s C&D Debris Recycling Program is designed to assist County 
compliance with state mandates, and to provide builders with a means of documenting the 
waste reduction requirements included in the California Green Building Standards Code 
(CALGreen). 

Local Regulations. 

Fresno County General Plan. The County’s General Plan contains policies related to utilities and 
service systems applicable to the project. 

Policy OS-A.28: The County shall only approve new wastewater treatment facilities that will 
not result in degradation of surface water or groundwater. The County shall generally 
require treatment to tertiary or higher levels. 
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Policy PF-F.4: The County shall ensure that all new development complies with applicable 
provisions of the County Integrated Waste Management Plan. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would include a WWTP and collection system. 
Construction and operation of the proposed WWTP and collection system would have minimal to no 
effect on water supply, natural gas, and telecommunications facilities. Therefore, no exceedance of 
the capacities of these services would occur that would result in a significant environmental effect. 
Development of the proposed project has the potential to impact solid waste services during 
construction, wastewater services, and electrical services. 

As identified in the Project Description, the Big Sandy Rancheria proposes to construct and operate 
wastewater collection and treatment systems to protect the community water system from 
contamination and replace the existing individual septic tanks for residences and other non-
residential buildings. The Big Sandy Rancheria plans to make wastewater service available to every 
residence within the BSR boundary, as well as to all community buildings with water service, 
including 47 residential structures, the Mono Wind Casino and associated general store and gas 
station, gymnasium, tribal administration buildings, the Head Start Center, gaming commission 
building, family services center, emergency services building, and cemetery. A total of 57 service 
connections would be provided. The proposed project would more reliably accommodate existing 
treatment demand and would not involve an expansion of capacity to accommodate new growth. 
Therefore, the project would not disrupt capacity to existing users or result in an increase in capacity 
to serve additional customers. The proposed project would not result in construction of facilities 
that would result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

As discussed in Section 3.6.1.a., operation of the proposed project would demand electricity. The 
electrical improvements required for the selected project construction would require three new 
electrical supplies. The new services would be at the wastewater treatment facility and at the two 
new lift stations. Electricity would be obtained from PG&E, which currently provides electricity to 
properties in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Due to the small electricity demand 
associated with the proposed project, the proposed project would not result in construction of 
facilities that would result in significant environmental effects. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. See Section 3.19.1.a above. The proposed project would include a 
WWTP and collection system. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater 
collection and treatment systems to protect the community water system from contamination and 
replace the existing individual septic tanks for residences and other non-residential buildings. 
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Construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in direct additions or 
withdrawals to existing groundwater and as such would not result in impacts on water supply. 
Therefore, no exceedance of the capacities of these services would occur that would result in a 
significant impact. Therefore, the proposed project would have sufficient water supplies available to 
serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple 
dry years and impacts would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project includes the construction and operation of a 
WWTP that is specifically designed to provide treatment to the existing structures that would be 
connected to the WWTP. The capacity of the WWTP has been for the existing uses, however, should 
expansion of the WWTP be required to serve future, currently unplanned commitments, the 
treatment capacity of the proposed WWTP could be expanded through modular design. As a result, 
the proposed project would have adequate capacity to serve the projected demand, and a less than 
significant impact would occur. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. Project construction would generate wastes including construction 
materials, trenching spoils, and general refuse, and these wastes would need to be disposed of in 
local or regional facilities. Waste generated from construction could include non-hazardous metal 
waste, non-hazardous non-metal waste (concrete rubble, organic waste [vegetation], boxes and 
crates, refuse from construction workers), trenching spoils (rubble and soils), and hazardous wastes. 
It is not anticipated that construction waste would exceed the capacity of local landfills or the 
transfer station. 

The American Avenue Landfill (i.e. American Avenue Disposal Site 10-AA-0009) is the County’s 
regional landfill near Kerman. The American Avenue Landfill has a maximum permitted capacity of 
32,700,000 cubic yards and a remaining capacity of 29,358,535 cubic yards, with an estimated 
closure date of August 31, 2031. The maximum permitted throughput is 2,200 tons per day 
(CalRecycle 2019a). This facility is able to accept all types of solid waste and recycling. In addition, 
the County of Fresno's Regional Household Hazardous Waste Facility is available for drop off of 
various chemicals and substances for safe disposal. The Shaver Lake Transfer Station is operated in 
partnership with the County of Fresno, Granite Solid Waste, and the United States Forest Service. 

The quantity of solid waste materials associated with the project would be limited to the 
construction period and would not pose a significant impact upon existing landfills. Typical 
wastewater treatment typically includes monitoring of solid waste and sludge buildup to determine 
appropriate dredging intervals (usually every 10 to 15 years). However, since the proposed project is 
intended to be paired with primary and secondary treatment using a packaged filter media system, 
regular dredging would not be required. Any solid waste generated by the operation of the WWTP 
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would be disposed over via applicable waste regulations. Impacts related to solid waste disposal are 
considered less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would be required to comply with all federal, 
state, and local regulations related to solid waste. Furthermore, the proposed project would be 
required to comply with all standards related to solid waste diversion, reduction, and recycling 
during project construction and operation. The proposed project would comply with all federal, 
state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. As such, any impacts would be less 
than significant. 
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3.20 WILDFIRE 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

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

emergency evacuation plan? 
b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 

wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

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

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

3.20.1 Impact Analysis 

3.20.1.1 Environmental Setting 

The project site is located within a VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2023). The rural, mainly undeveloped character 
of the BSR and the presence of vegetation that can act as fuel for wildfires exacerbates wildfire risk 
in the project site. 

3.20.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Regulations. There are no applicable federal regulations related to wildfire for the proposed 
project. 

State Regulations. 

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. CAL FIRE publishes maps that predict the 
threat of fire for each county within the state. Local Responsibility Areas and State or Federal 
Responsibility Areas are classified as either VHFHSZ or non-VHFHSZ based on factors including 
fuel availability, topography, fire history, and climate. The 2019 Strategic Fire Plan for California 
was generated by CAL FIRE to provide guidelines and objectives to account for associated fire 
impacts. 

California Fire Code. The California Fire Code includes regulations for emergency planning, fire 
service features, fire protection systems, hazardous materials, fire flow requirements, and fire 
hydrant locations and distribution. Several fire safety requirements include: installation of 
sprinklers in all high-rise buildings; the establishment of fire resistance standards for fire doors, 
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building materials, and particular types of construction; and the clearance of debris and 
vegetation within a prescribed distance from occupied structures in wildfire hazard areas. 

California Health and Safety Code §13000 et seq. and California Building Code. State fire 
regulations are set forth in §13000 et seq. of the California Health and Safety Code, which is 
divided into “Fires and Fire Protection” and “Buildings Used by the Public.” The regulations 
provide for the enforcement of the CBC and mandate the abatement of fire hazards. 

Executive Order N-05-19. On January 9, 2019, Governor Gavin Newsom announced an 
Executive Order (EO) that requires CAL FIRE and other state agencies to compile policy and 
regulatory recommendations concerning wildfire mitigation, emphasizing environmental 
sustainability and public health. The EO requires the incorporation of socioeconomic analysis 
when conducting risk management of wildfires and mandates that agencies identify geographic 
areas with populations that are more vulnerable to the impacts of wildfires. 

Local Regulations. There are no applicable local regulations related to wildfire for the proposed 
project. 

a. Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Wildland fires occur in geographic areas that contain the types and 
conditions of vegetation, topography, weather, and structure density susceptible to risks associated 
with uncontrolled fires that can be started by lightning, improperly managed campfires, cigarettes, 
sparks from automobiles, and other ignition sources. As discussed in Section 3.9.1.g, above, 
according to the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection VHFHSZ Map for Fresno 
County, portions of the project site are located within the high and very high wildfire threat area. 
However, the proposed project would construct and operate wastewater collection and treatment 
systems. The proposed project would not result in the development of structures or alteration of 
existing roadways that would substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact. As stated previously, the project site is in a VHFHSZ. However, the 
proposed project, which involves the construction and operation of a wastewater collection and 
treatment system, would not exacerbate wildfire risks due to slope and prevailing winds, thereby 
exposing project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of 
a wildfire. As a result, a less than significant impact would occur, and no mitigation would be 
required. 
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c. Would the project require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as 
roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would construct and operate wastewater 
collection and treatment systems. Planned improvements would include: 1) the proposed WWTP 
site; 2) proposed wastewater collection pipelines and lift stations; 3) abandonment of existing septic 
systems; and 4) electrical improvements to facilitate the new components. The electrical 
improvements required for the selected project construction would require three new electrical 
supplies. The new services would be at the wastewater treatment facility and at the two new lift 
stations. The proposed project would not include new distribution lines but would require new 
service lines. The new service lines would be built to current California standards and would require 
PG&E electricity connection approvals. Implementation of the proposed project, including new 
power lines, is not expected to exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment. As such, a less than significant impact would occur, and no mitigation 
would be required. 

d. Would the project expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

Less Than Significant Impact. Landslides and other forms of mass wasting, including mud flows, 
debris flows, and soil slips, occur as soil moves downslope under the influence of gravity. Landslides 
are frequently triggered by intense rainfall or seismic shaking but can also occur as a result of 
erosion and downslope runoff caused by rain following a fire. As previously discussed in Section 
3.7.1.a.iv, the County’s General Plan states that geologic hazards in Fresno County could include 
landslides. However, the project site is not mapped as a landslide hazard (California Geological 
Survey 2015a). In addition, the proposed project would include the construction and operation of a 
new WWTP and associated wastewater collection system. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. As a result, a less 
than significant impact would occur, and no mitigation would be required. 
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3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

Less Than 
Potentially Significant with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 
a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 

the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

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

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

3.21.1 Impact Analysis 

a. Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Implementation of the mitigation measures 
recommended in this Initial Study would ensure that construction and operation of the proposed 
project would not substantially degrade the quality of the environment; reduce the habitat, 
population, or range of a plant or animal species; or eliminate important examples of California 
history or prehistory. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The potential impacts of the project are individually 
limited and are not cumulatively considerable. Implementation of mitigation measures 
recommended in this report would reduce potentially significant impacts that could become 
cumulatively considerable. 
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c. Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed project would be constructed and 
operated in accordance with all applicable regulations governing hazardous materials, noise, and 
geotechnical considerations. Because all potentially significant impacts of the proposed project are 
expected to be mitigated to less than significant levels, it is unlikely that implementation of the 
proposed project would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. Therefore, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result in significant human health risks. 
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