
Final	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	

Fresno	Metropolitan	Flood	Control	District	
2016	Services	Plan	Update	

 

State	Clearinghouse	No.	19911132	

	

Prepared for: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Final	Subsequent	Environmental	Impact	Report	for	the	

Fresno	Metropolitan	Flood	Control	District	
2016	Services	Plan	Update	

 

State	Clearinghouse	No.	19911132	

Prepared for: 

 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 

Contact: 

Kristine Burrow 
Senior Staff Analyst 

(559) 456‐3292, fax (559) 456‐3194 
kristineb@fresnofloodcontrol.org 

Prepared by: 

AECOM  
1360 Spruce Avenue, Suite 101 

Fresno, CA 93720 

Contact: 

David Young 
Project Manager 
(559) 448‐8222 

david.young@aecom.com 

 
 

  November 2017 

 



Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District i Table of Contents 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Section Page 

 

1  INTRODUCTION ......................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.1  Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 1-1 
1.2  Subsequent EIR Review Process .................................................................................................. 1-3 
1.3  Approach to the Subsequent EIR ................................................................................................. 1-4 
1.4  Background .................................................................................................................................. 1-4 
1.5  Purpose of Project ........................................................................................................................ 1-5 
1.6  Project Objectives ......................................................................................................................... 1-5 
1.7  Project Description ....................................................................................................................... 1-6 
1.8  Project Location ........................................................................................................................... 1-7 

2  SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT SUMMARY .............................................................. 2-1 
2.1  Effects Found to be Less Than Significant ................................................................................... 2-1 
2.2  Effects found to be Potentially Significant ................................................................................... 2-1 
2.3  Unavoidable Adverse Effects ....................................................................................................... 2-2 

3  ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE SUBSEQUENT EIR ........................................................................ 3-1 
3.1  No Project Alternative .................................................................................................................. 3-1 
3.2  Mandated Services Only Alternative ............................................................................................ 3-1 

4  CHANGES TO THE DRAFT SEIR .............................................................................................................. 4-1 

5  PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS ....................................................................................................................... 5-1 
5.1  Written Comment and Response .................................................................................................. 5-1 
5.2  Comments ..................................................................................................................................... 5-2 
5.3  Responses to Comments ............................................................................................................... 5-2 

6  SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION .............................................................. 6-1 

7  MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM ...................................................................... 7-1 

8  REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................................ 8-1 
 
  



AECOM  Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
Table of Contents ii Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

Tables 

Table 4-1.  2016 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update—Subsequent Projects . 4-1 
Table 4-2  Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites ........................................................... 4-4 
Table 5-1  List of Written Comments Received ............................................................................................ 5-2 
Table 6-1  Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation ................................................................... 6-2 
Table 7-1  Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan .................................................................................. 7-2 
 

Appendices 

A Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
B Comment Letters 
C Resolution 
D Notice of Determination 

  



Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District iii Table of Contents 

ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

2007 Master EIR 2004 District Services Plan Master Environmental Impact Report  
AB Assembly Bill  
Basin AV A proposed drainage basin for darinage area AV 
Basin CJ A proposed drainage basin for darinage areaCJ 
Basin CK A proposed drainage basin for darinage area CK 
Basin CP A proposed drainage basin for darinage area CP 
BUOW burrowing owl  
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act  
CESA California Environmental Species Act  
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database  
District Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District  
District Act Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Act of 1955  
EIR Environmental Impact Report  
FESA Federal Endangered Species Act  
Final SEIR Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  
FMFCD Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District  
GHG greenhouse gas  
Guidelines CEQA State Guidelines  
IS Initial Study  
ITP Incidental Take Permit  
MMP Mitigation Monitoring Program  
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program  
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration 
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration  
NKGSA North Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency  
NOC Notice of Completion  
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
proposed project Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 Services Plan Update  
SDEIR  
SGMA Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014  
SJKF San Joaquin Kit Fox  
SOI sphere of influence  
SWHA Swainson’s Hawk  
TAC Technical Advisory Committee  
TRBL Tricolored blackbirds  
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service  

 
 
 



AECOM  Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
Table of Contents iv Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 

This Page Left Blank



Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 1-1 Introduction 

1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Final SEIR) has been prepared for the Fresno Metropolitan 
Flood Control District (District) 2016 Services Plan Update (proposed project) in accordance with the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 15123 the CEQA State 
Guidelines (Guidelines). This Final SEIR contains a brief summary of the proposed actions and consequences of 
the proposed project. Detailed information regarding the proposed project and its potential environmental effects 
are provided in the Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIR) and this Final SEIR. The Draft 
SEIR is provided in Appendix A of this SEIR. 

As described in Sections 15089 and 15132 of the Guidelines, the lead agency must prepare a Final SEIR before 
approving a project. The purpose of a Final SEIR is to provide an opportunity for the lead agency to respond to 
comments made by the public and agencies. Pursuant to the Guidelines Section 15132, a Final SEIR must contain 
the following: 

► The Draft SEIR or a revision of the draft.  

► Comments and recommendations received on the Draft SEIR either verbatim or in summary. 

► A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft SEIR. 

► The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation 
process. 

► Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

The Draft SEIR, corrections and additions to the Draft SEIR, a list of persons, organizations, and agencies 
commenting on the Draft SEIR, the Lead Agency’s responses to those comments, and a Mitigation Monitoring 
Program (MMP) collectively comprise the Final SEIR for the proposed Modified Project. 

The Draft SEIR was circulated for a 45-day public review period beginning on August 17, 2017, and closing on 
September 29, 2017. The Draft SEIR is incorporated by reference into this Final SEIR and is found in Appendix 
A. 

1.1 SUMMARY 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (District), as lead agency, has prepared this Final SEIR pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Guidelines to evaluate the potential environmental effects 
of the proposed 2016 District Services Plan Update (2016 Plan Update). The 2016 Plan Update is also referred to 
in this SEIR as the “proposed project.” The CEQA statute and the Guidelines are codified as Sections 21000–
21189 of the California Public Resources Code and Title 14, Sections 15000–15387 of the California Code of 
Regulations, respectively. 

This SEIR is an informational document that:  

► identifies the potentially significant environmental effects of a proposed project on the environment,  
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► indicates the manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened by 
implementing potentially feasible mitigation measures,  

► identifies a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would eliminate 
or substantially lessen any significant environmental effects, and  

► identifies any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or otherwise reduced.  

According to the Guidelines, “feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a 
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors. 
The EIR provides information about the potential effects of the proposed project on the local and regional 
environment. 

The District, which as CEQA lead agency is the decision-making body, must consider the information in this 
SEIR and any other relevant information when making its decision about the proposed project. The EIR does not 
determine the District’s ultimate decision regarding approval and implementation of the proposed project. 
However, CEQA requires the District’s Board of Directors to consider the information in the SEIR and, if it 
chooses, to approve the project and make findings regarding each significant effect identified in the SEIR.  

A CEQA lead agency’s decision-making process involves more than one step. The first step is to consider 
whether to certify the Final SEIR for a proposed project. Certification does not, by itself, indicate that the decision 
makers intend to approve the project. Although certification is a necessary precondition of project approval, a 
decision-making body can certify a Final SEIR and then deny a project. 

Certifying a Final SEIR involves a three-part finding (Guidelines, Section 15090): 

► The Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.  

► The Final SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency and the decision-making body 
reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR. 

► The Final SEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

After certifying a Final SEIR, the lead agency’s decision makers are in a position to approve a project if they so 
choose. In doing so, as described in CEQA and the Guidelines, they are subject to the statutory duty to avoid or 
substantially lessen significant environmental effects, where feasible. To meet this requirement, the lead agency 
adopts statutorily mandated findings as part of project approval. These findings must address how agency 
decision-makers have dealt with each of the project’s significant effects. Possible findings are that: 

► the agency has adopted mitigation measures or alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen the significant 
effects; 

► the effects can be or have been mitigated by other public agencies, which should adopt, or have adopted, 
measures to address the effects; or 

► proposed mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible.  
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Even after imposing all feasible means of avoiding or substantially lessening such effects, a lead agency may still 
approve a project with unmitigated significant effects, provided that the agency’s decision makers issue a 
“statement of overriding considerations.” The statement of overriding considerations identifies what the decision 
makers believe to be the project’s economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits, including any 
regional or statewide benefits, that render the unmitigated effects acceptable.  

The Board of Directors of the District, the CEQA lead agency, must certify the final EIR before making the 
decision to approve, deny, or modify the proposed project. Other agencies, known as responsible agencies, may 
also use the EIR in their permit review and/or approval processes. 

1.2 SUBSEQUENT EIR REVIEW PROCESS 

This document is an SEIR to the Final Master EIR of the 2004 District Services Plan, certified by the District in 
2007. In 2016, the District prepared a draft 2016 Plan Update, which this SEIR hereby incorporates by reference.  

This SEIR is intended to serve as an informational document for the District’s Board of Directors and the public 
regarding significant impacts of the 2016 Plan Update that were not anticipated in the 2007 Master EIR. 

The following steps were taken to update the 2007 Master EIR analysis in this SEIR:  

► review the 2007 Master EIR in accordance with Section 15175 of the Guidelines,  
► examine proposed subsequent projects included in the 2016 Plan Update, and  
► determine whether the prior 2007 Master EIR addresses impacts adequately.  

Accordingly, this SEIR evaluates changes in the environmental setting or circumstances and changes to CEQA 
that may have occurred since certification of the 2007 Master EIR. 

Once a Master EIR is certified, the lead agency must find that a subsequent project (such as the 2016 Plan 
Update) is within the scope of the master EIR (CEQA Section 21157.1[a] and Section 15177 of the Guidelines). If 
the lead agency determines that the project is not within the scope of the master EIR, the lead agency must 
prepare an initial study/mitigated negative declaration or an EIR for the subsequent project. 

The District reviewed the 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update in accordance with procedures described in 
Section 21157.1(a) and Section 15177 of the Guidelines. An Initial Study was prepared analyzing whether the 
proposed 2016 Plan Update would: 

► cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR,  
► be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR,  
► have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR, 

► cause significant impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,1 and 
► require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

                                                      
1 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because this was not a 

requirement at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the California Natural Resources Agency 
adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of 
Regulations. The amendments became effective March 18, 2010.  
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The Initial Study is found in Appendix A of this SEIR. 

1.3 APPROACH TO THE SUBSEQUENT EIR 

Many components of the 2016 Plan Update were previously evaluated in either the 1999 Initial Study or the 2007 
Master EIR, or both. Those documents are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety. The approach to 
assessing the impacts of the 2016 Plan Update in this draft SEIR is to build on the previous analyses by providing 
current details about the site and an updated regulatory setting based on readily available public information. This 
Draft SEIR provides a program-level evaluation of the 2016 Plan Update. After adoption of the 2016 Plan Update, 
the District may conduct additional project-level CEQA review, as needed, on specific projects it proposes to 
implement. 

The District’s programs and service responsibilities would not change under the 2016 Plan Update, but several 
new projects and modifications have been proposed. The following new projects and modifications are described 
in detail in Chapter 3.0, “Project Description”:  

► changes to the locations of proposed stormwater basins, 
► expansion of existing stormwater detention basins, 
► creation of new and expansion of existing drainage areas, and 
► construction of storm conveyance pipelines and related infrastructure. 

This Draft SEIR has been prepared because the District has determined that changes to and circumstances 
surrounding the 2016 Plan Update have occurred and new information has become available since the District 
certified the Final Master EIR on November 14, 2007. Moreover, in accordance with the Guidelines Section 
15177(b)(2), the District evaluated the impacts of what is now the 2016 Plan Update in a 2014 Initial Study. 
Based on the Initial Study, the District has determined that the impacts of subsequent projects proposed in the 
2016 Plan Update were not previously examined in the 2007 Master EIR and may be potentially significant.  

This draft SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the 2016 Plan Update related to agricultural 
resources (conversion of farmland), air quality, biological resources, and cultural resources. 

In addition, the SEIR evaluates the project’s effects related to GHG emissions. The 2007 Master EIR did not 
analyze project-related GHG emissions because this requirement did not exist at the time the document was 
certified in 2007. 

1.4 BACKGROUND 

The District is a “special act” district, created in 1956 to provide fully coordinated and comprehensive stormwater 
management and related services on a regional basis through a quasi–joint powers relationship among the cities of 
Fresno and Clovis2 and Fresno County. The District’s goal is to control and manage stormwater; prevent damage, 
injury, and inconvenience; and conserve such waters to replenish domestic and agricultural groundwater supplies 
within the Fresno County Stream Group watershed. 

                                                      
2 The District’s service area encompasses the City of Clovis (see Figure 2-1 in Draft EIR), but the project sites are not located within the 

Clovis city limits. 



Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  AECOM 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 1-5 Introduction 

To meet a requirement of the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission, the District adopted its initial 
district services plan in 1984 and prepared and certified a program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1984091707) in 
1985. In 1999, the District updated the plan and prepared an initial study. However, because of shifting priorities 
and staffing changes, the District’s preparation of a master EIR for the 1999 District Services Plan Update was 
delayed and ultimately not completed. The District updated the plan again in 2004 and prepared a draft Master 
EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1999111132) (FMFCD 2007). The District certified the Master EIR in 2007. The 
2004 District Services Plan Master Environmental Impact Report (2007 Master EIR) reviewed existing 
conditions, analyzed potential environmental impacts, and suggested feasible mitigation measures to reduce 
significant adverse environmental effects of the 2004 District Services Plan. 

1.5 PURPOSE OF PROJECT 

The purpose of this draft SEIR is to analyze and determine whether the 2016 Plan Update: 

► may cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR 
(including a determination of the significance of project impacts from GHG emissions)3; and 

► is within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR. 

The 2016 Plan Update will be considered to be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR if it is described in that 
document and:  

► would have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR, and 
► would require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

An SEIR is required because it was determined that the 2016 Plan Update is not within the scope of the 2007 
Master EIR. The 2016 Plan Update and the list of subsequent projects shown in Table 3.4-1 of this SEIR serve as 
the project description. 

1.6 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The 2016 Plan Update presents specific objectives for each of the District’s seven programs: Flood Control, Rural 
Streams, Local Stormwater Drainage, Stormwater Quality Management, Water Conservation, Recreation, and 
Wildlife Management. The objectives are derived from the service mandates of the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District Act of 19554 (District Act) and the District’s mission statement. The following objectives are 
consolidated and summarized from each program described in the 2016 Plan Update: 

► Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local stormwater 
drainage, water conservation, and recreation. 

                                                      
3 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because this requirement did 

not exist at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the California Natural Resources Agency 
adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of 
Regulations. The amendments became effective March 18, 2010. 

4 The District Act became law on September 17, 1955, subject to voter approval. On June 5, 1956, the District Act was ratified by a 5–1 
majority vote (32,030 voting in favor, 5,974 voting in opposition) and was established as Chapter 73 of the California Water Code 
appendix. 
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► Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage system, including 
water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife habitat uses. 

► Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property within the District 
from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the design event. 

► Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and local 
stormwater drainage system. 

► Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure the system 
operates as designed. 

► Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and environmental 
regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote understanding of District service 
objectives. 

► Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff-borne pollutants will not pose risks to public health or the 
environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit and relevant environmental statutes, including enhancement of water quality in flood 
control, local stormwater drainage, and stream and channel design considerations.  

► Meet the flood control and local storm drainage standards of the District while encouraging design and 
management practices which enhance and protect stream values including riparian and wetland habitats, and 
natural and historic drainage pathways. 

► Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood-proof all 
development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such floodplains. 

► Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be hydrologically 
and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled.  

► Develop the system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions prior to addressing 
upstream channel constrictions. 

► Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education in all District 
service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream restoration and 
preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and understanding of flood 
control, drainage and environmental principles and values. 

1.7 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, the District distinguishes 
between flood control and local drainage services. The District’s flood control program relates to the control, 
containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor from the eastern streams. The 
District’s local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of stormwater runoff generated within 
the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. Collectively, these facilities compose the district services plan. 
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The 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update describe the District’s major programs and service 
responsibilities and are incorporated herein by reference. The 2016 Plan Update proposes construction of several 
new projects or improvements for the District and ongoing operation and maintenance of existing and future 
projects. The subsequent projects consist primarily of basin expansions, new basin locations, and new and 
expanded drainage areas. The District’s major programs and service responsibilities would remain unchanged. 

1.8 PROJECT LOCATION 

The District encompasses the area generally located in north-central Fresno County between the San Joaquin and 
Kings rivers. The District’s service area covers approximately 400 square miles and extends from the agricultural 
lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the Sierra Nevada. The District service area includes most of the 
Clovis-Fresno metropolitan area and unincorporated lands to the east and northeast. 
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2 SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
SUMMARY 

2.1 EFFECTS FOUND TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT 

An Initial Study and Environmental Checklist were prepared to evaluate environmental impacts for all resources 
outlined in Appendix G of the Guidelines. The Initial Study and Environmental Checklist were provided as 
Appendix A of the Draft SEIR. The Initial Study determined that no significant impacts or less-than significant 
impacts would occur from the proposed project in the following areas: 

► Aesthetics 
► Geology and Soils 
► Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
► Hydrology and Water Quality 
► Land Use and Planning 
► Mineral Resources 
► Noise 
► Population Housing 
► Public Services  
► Recreation 
► Transportation and Traffic 
► Utilities and Service Systems 

The Draft SEIR determined that no significant impacts would occur from the proposed project in the following 
resource area: 

► Greenhouse Gas 

No mitigation is required for the resource areas where no impacts or less-than-significant impacts would occur 
from the proposed project. 

2.2 EFFECTS FOUND TO BE POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT 

The Draft SEIR addressed determined that potentially significant impacts would occur from the proposed project 
in the following areas. 

► Agriculture 
► Air Quality 
► Biological Resources  
► Cultural Resources 

Potentially significant impacts related to Air Quality, Agricultural, Biological Resources, and Cultural Resources 
would be mitigated to less than significant levels with the implementation of feasible mitigation measures as 
identified in Table 7-1 of this Final SEIR.  
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2.3 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

No potential significant and unavoidable adverse impacts were identified in the Draft SEIR. 
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3 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE SUBSEQUENT EIR 

3.1 NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Project Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. Planning and 
implementation of services and programs would continue as they are under the 2004 District Services Plan. There 
would be no regional, long-term review of service impacts or comprehensive mitigation commitments. 

3.2 MANDATED SERVICES ONLY ALTERNATIVE 

Under the Mandated Services Only Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. The District 
would continue to provide flood control, local drainage, stormwater quality management, and water conservation 
services to fulfill District Act and Clean Water Act requirements. Nonmandated programs (recreation and wildlife 
management) would not be provided. 
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4 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT SEIR 

Corrections to the Draft SEIR are shown below as excerpts from the Draft SEIR text. Added or modified text is 
underlined (underlined), while deleted text will have a strikethrough (strikethrough) through the text. 

Table 3.4-1 on page 3-5 is amended as follows: 

Table 3.4-1. 2016 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update—Subsequent Projects 

Project 

General 
Location of 

Drainage Area5 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Change 
to 
location 
of 
proposed 
Basin 
AV 

Southern 
portion of 
district service 
area on west 
and east sides 
of SR 41 

852 acres Within the 
City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residences, 
industrial uses, 
and small tracts 
of agricultural 
land 

Industrial, school 
facility, and 
single-family 
residential Fresno 
General Plan 
(City of Fresno 
2014) 

The current location of Basin 
AV is immediately west of SR 
41 between North and Central 
avenues. The proposed basin 
would be approximately 20 
acres. Under the 2016 Plan 
Update, the proposed basin 
would be relocated to a new site 
north of Central Avenue, 
between Fig and Walnut 
avenues. 
The proposed basin site is 
planted in row crops. The 
project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction 
and operation of the proposed 
basin. 
The proposed Basin “AV” is in 
a new location under the 2016 
Plan Update. The proposed 
location is to the north of 
Central Avenue, between Fig 
and Elm Avenues. The basin 
would be approximately 20 
acres. The proposed basin site is 
planted in row crops. The 
project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction 
and operation of the proposed 
basin.6 

 

  

                                                      
5 The term “drainage area” refers to the land area served by a single drainage basin. All stormwater flows collected in the drainage area 

are conveyed to the drainage basin serving the drainage area. The District identifies its urban system basins with the same two-letter 
designation as the drainage area it serves (i.e., Basin AQ serves Drainage Area AQ).  

6  The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 13, 2017, did not set the 
exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before the final location for Basin “AV” is adopted 
by the Board. 
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Figure 3-2 on page 3-8 is amended as follows: 

 
Note: The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 13, 2017, did 
not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before the final location for 
Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 

Figure 3-3 on page 3-10 is amended as follows:  

 
Note: The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 13, 2017, did 
not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before the final location for 
Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 
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Impact 4.1-1 on page 4-7 third paragraph is amended to read: 

At the time the NOP was published, Basins AV9 and CJ were under Williamson Act contract. However, 
Williamson Act Contract AP-4669 (Basin AV) was slated to be out of contract restrictions on January 1, 2017 
(Document No. 2007-0189528), and Williamson Act Contract AP-2956 (Basin CJ) was slated to be out of 
contract restrictions as of January 1, 2016 (Document No. 2006-0060384) (Adams, pers. comm., 2016). There are 
no Williamson Act contracts for land in Basins AV and CJ. The impact on Williamson Act contract land would be 
less than significant.  

9  The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 13, 
2017, did not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before the 
final location for Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 

Impact 4.1-2 on page 4-8 fourth paragraph is amended to read:  

Table 4.1-3 lists the zoning for each basin. Basins AV10, CH, and CP are located within Fresno’s SOI and the City 
of Fresno’s anticipated growth area. By right, the existing Basin CH is a nonconforming use of land. Expansion of 
Basin CH would not conflict with the City of Fresno’s general plan policies or ordinances. The proposed new 
basins (AV and CP) are within Fresno’s anticipated growth area and would not conflict with the City of Fresno’s 
general plan policies or ordinances. This impact would be less than significant. 

10  The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 13, 
2017, did not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before the 
final location for Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 

Table 4.1-2 on page 4-9 is amended to read: 

Note: The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 
13, 2017, did not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before 
the final location for Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 

Table 4.1-3 on page 4-9 is amended to read: 

Note: The District Board of Directors (Board), pursuant to public testimony at the Public Hearing on December 
13, 2017, did not set the exact real property boundaries of Basin “AV”. Additional studies will be required before 
the final location for Basin “AV” is adopted by the Board. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a on page 4-34 is amended to read: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Burrowing Owl. The District shall conduct 
preconstruction surveys for burrows and owls no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning 
of ground disturbance over the entire project site and in areas within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of the 
project impact zone in accordance with the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey 
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC, 1993). If a burrowing owl burrow is discovered during the 

preconstruction survey the District shall perform three surveillance surveys during daylight hours three weeks 
apart during peak breeding season (April 15 to July 15), and if in the event burrowing owls are detected, 
occupied burrows shall be avoided in accordance with the following table unless a qualified biologist approved 
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by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds have not begun egg laying and 
incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of 
independent survival. If avoidance is not possible the District shall coordinate with CDFW and establish a 
burrow exclusion zone consistent with Table 4.2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites. 

Table 4-2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites 

Location Time of Year 
Level of Disturbance 

Low Med High 

Nesting sites April 1–Aug 15 200 m* 500 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Aug 16–0ct 15 200 m 200 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Oct 16–Mar 31 50 m 100 m 500 m 

* meters (m) 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b on page 4-35 is amended to read: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and Conduct Preconstruction Survey 
for Nesting Birds. To protect migratory birds during proposed projects in areas where suitable habitat exists, 
the following measures shall be implemented: 

 Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation shall be removed during the nonbreeding 
season (late September to the end of February). 

 Ten (10) days before construction, but not more than 14 days before grading, demolition, or site 
preparation activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction nesting survey to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors. Activities taking place outside the breeding season (typically February 15–
August 31) do not require a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 feet of the 
construction zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be erected at a distance of 250 feet around the nest 
site. Clearing and construction operations within this area shall be postponed until juveniles have fledged 
and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt determined by the biologist. 

 To avoid impacts on common and special-status migratory birds pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act and the California Fish and Game Code, a nesting survey shall be conducted before construction 
activities if the work is scheduled between March 15 and August 31. If migratory birds are identified 
nesting within the construction zone, a 100-foot buffer around the nest site shall be designated. No 
construction activity may occur within this buffer until a qualified biologist has determined that the young 
have fledged. A qualified biologist may modify the size of the buffer based on site conditions and the 
bird’s apparent acclimation to human activities. If the buffer is modified, the biologist shall monitor stress 
levels of the nesting birds for at least 1 week after construction commences to ensure that project 
activities would not cause nest site abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The biologist shall have the 
right to implement the full 100-foot buffer at any time if stress levels are elevated to the extent that nests 
could be abandoned and/or eggs or young could be lost. If the preconstruction nesting survey determines 
the presence of nesting raptors, the District shall consult with CDFW before removal of any trees. 
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If construction activities take place during the normal bird breeding season (February 1 through 
September 15), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting Tricolored Blackbird no 
more than 10 days prior to the start of implementation to evaluate potential impacts of tiered projects. In 
the event that a Tricolored Blackbird nesting colony is detected during surveys, the District shall consult 
with CDFW to discuss how to implement the project and avoid take, or if avoidance is not feasible, to 
acquire an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to any ground-
disturbing activities. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c 4-35 on page is amended to read: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Implement USFWS-Recommended Measures to Protect San Joaquin Kit Fox 
during Construction. The following measures are summarized from the USFWS Standardized 
Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground 
Disturbance (USFWS 2011). These measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on SJKF entering 
the area during construction:  

The District shall conduct pre-activity surveys for SJKF at project sites no less than 14 days and no more 
than 30 days prior to beginning of ground disturbing activities related to capital projects, in accordance 
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommendations (USFWS 2011). If SJKF 
are detected, consultation with CDFW is warranted to discuss how to implement the project and avoid 
take or, if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) prior to any ground-
disturbing activities to comply with CESA. 

A new mitigation measure is added to Impact 4.3-1 on page 4-31: 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: Swainson’s Hawk Protection: The District shall conduct pre-construction 
surveys for nesting raptors in rural settings following the survey methodology developed by the SWHA 
Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) prior to any project initiation. Specifically, the 
survey should be conducted for a 500 foot radius around all proposed project activities. If active nesting is 
identified within the 500 foot radius, consultation with CDFW is required. Before ground disturbing 
activities related to capital projects take place, the District shall perform species-specific focused surveys 
in order to evaluate if possible impacts to special status species including but not limited to American 
badger. In addition, trees scheduled for removal shall be surveyed whether they currently support or have 
previously supported nesting Swainson’s hawk. The District shall avoid Swainson’s hawk nesting trees or 
if not feasible the trees shall be replaced with an appropriate native tree species, planted at a ratio of 3:1, 
in an area that will be protected in perpetuity. 
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5 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 

A Notice of Completion (NOC) for the Draft SEIR was distributed on August 15, 2017, for a 45-day public 
review and comment by agencies and other interested parties and organizations. In addition, the State 
Clearinghouse distributed the Draft SEIR to appropriate state agencies. The purpose of the comment period was to 
obtain comments on the scope of the Draft SEIR. The 45-day NOC comment period ended on September 29, 
2017. During the public review period, the District received seven written comment letters or emails. 

This Final SEIR together with the Draft SEIR represents the Final EIR for the project required under Section 
15132 of CEQA. Appendix B of this Final SEIR contains copies of all comments received on the Draft SEIR.  

5.1 WRITTEN COMMENT AND RESPONSE 

Section 1088 of the Guidelines outlines the requirements for the District to evaluate and respond to comments 
received on the Draft SEIR. California Code of Regulations, Title 14, section 15088 (a – c) states:  

(a) The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
who reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and shall prepare a written 
response. The Lead Agency shall respond to comments received during the noticed comment 
period and any extensions and may respond to late comments. 

(b) The lead agency shall provide a written proposed response to a public agency on comments 
made by that public agency at least 10 days prior to certifying an environmental impact 
report. 

(c) The written response shall describe the disposition of significant environmental issues raised 
(e.g., revisions to the proposed project to mitigate anticipated impacts or objections). In 
particular, the major environmental issues raised when the Lead Agency’s position is at 
variance with recommendations and objections raised in the comments must be addressed in 
detail giving reasons why specific comments and suggestions were not accepted. There must 
be good faith, reasoned analysis in response. Conclusory statements unsupported by factual 
information will not suffice. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15024, subsection (a) specifies that in reviewing EIRs, commenters should focus on 
the “sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts of on the environment and 
ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or mitigated.” It further states, “When 
responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to 
provide all information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort a full disclosure was made in the 
EIR.” Section 15024(c) of the Guidelines further states reviewers should explain the basis for their comments and 
provide evidence in support of their comments.  

Therefore, the District’s substantive responses focus on those comments that raise significant environmental 
issues, are supported by evidence, and are directed at the sufficiency of the analysis provided in the Draft SEIR 
circulated for public comment. All comment letters received during the comment periods are part of the record 
and will be provided in the Final SEIR to District Board members for their consideration.  
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5.2 COMMENTS 

The 45-day public comment period for the Final SEIR was from August 15, 2017 to September 29, 2017. Six 
letters and one email comment were received by the District. At the close of the public review period, the District 
organized the comments received into the index provided below in Table 5-1. The comments were reviewed to 
determine the nature of the issue, and reasoned and good faith responses were prepared to all comments raising 
environmental issues. Table 5.1 identifies the commenter, designates a unique identification label, and lists the 
date of receipt. 

Table 5-1 List of Written Comments Received 

Author Commenting Agency or Party Date 
Comment 
Letter ID 

Chris Motta, Principal Planner County of Fresno Department of 
Public Works and Planning 

September 20, 2017 A 

Arnaud Marjollet 

Director Planning Services 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District 

September 29, 2017 B 

Julie Vance, Regional Manager California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, Central Region 

September 29, 2017 C 

Linda Jacoby, Clark Lima, and Lori Reyes Individual  October 3, 2017 D 

Patty Peeren Individual October 5, 2017 E 

Scott Morgan, Director State Clearinghouse and Planning 
Unit 

October 5, 2017 F 

Michael Toland, Environmental Unit 
Supervisor 

California Division of Oil and Gas September 13, 2017 G 

 

5.3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

This section provides a complete copy of the written comment letters received on the Draft EIR, and presents 
responses to significant environmental issues raised in the comments, as required by the Section 15132 of the 
Guidelines. Each letter received is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix B. The responses to comments directly 
follow each letter. The letters from the two following parties confirmed that the identified agencies had no 
comments: 

► San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Comment Letter B) confirmed it had no comments;  

► State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (Comment Letter F) confirmed it had no comments and forwarded a 
comment letter from California Division of Oil and Gas; and 

► California Division of Oil and Gas (Comment Letter G) confirmed their records indicate there are no known 
oil, gas or geothermal well located within the basin projects. 
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Comment Letter A. County of Fresno Department of Public Works and Planning 

Comment A-1: As previously agreed to by the County and the Flood Control District, siting of all basins and 
other infrastructure outside of the existing city spheres of influence shall be presented to the Board of Supervisors 
for approval. This is supported by Fresno County Board of Supervisors Resolution #02-509 in the matter of 
“Futures” planning objectives relating to FMFCD, and this Board Resolution is referenced in the current SEIR. 
The Board approval process would appear to be relevant for Basins CJ and CK, which are proposed either 
partially or wholly outside of the SOI of the City of Fresno Resolution #02-509. 

Response A-1: The District acknowledges that Basins CJ and CK are relevant to Fresno County Board of 
Supervisors Resolution #02-509 Please see Sections 3.6.3 Flood Control and District Planning 
and 4.1.4 Impact analysis of the Draft SEIR. The District’s Draft SEIR studied two basins outside 
of the City of Fresno’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). The Drainage Areas associated with these 
basins are almost entirely within the SOI and will serve planned development within the SOI. The 
location of the basins has been selected based on the best hydrological location. Basin “CJ” and 
Basin “CK” were included in the 2004 District Services Plan Master Environmental Impact 
Report. This document changes the location of Basin “CJ”, but both locations studied for Basin 
“CJ” have been outside the SOI. The District is also proposing to expand the existing Basin “CK” 
to provide more capacity for the planned development in the City of Fresno.  

Comment A-2: Any parts of the Service Plan that are not consistent with the storm drainage and flood control 
policies of the County General Plan should continue to be assessed for their impacts on overall land uses in the 
area. The applicable polices are set out in the Public Facilities and Services Element of the County General Plan 
and are enclosed as Attachment B. 

Response A-2: The District acknowledges any development and associated population growth has been or will 
have been previously accounted for in the City of Fresno and Fresno County general plans, and 
other applicable affected jurisdictions. Approval of land use decisions is not within the District’s 
jurisdiction. No additional response is required. 

The Fresno County Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Resolution #02-509, following a 
Futures Planning workshop between the Cities of Fresno and Clovis, the County and the District, 
at an April 12, 2002 meeting, that provided, as a general policy, that infrastructure be located 
within the SOI. The Resolution asked that approval be given for acquisition outside of the SOI, 
but also provide exceptions that would allow alternate locations.  

The Governor’s signing of the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA) has 
altered the way County, agricultural and development interests must interact to accomplish the 
common goal of groundwater sustainability. In October 2016, local agencies formed the North 
Kings Groundwater Sustainability Agency (NKGSA) in accordance with SGMA. It has become a 
priority of these parties to review projects in light of the need to increase the ability to recharge 
the aquifer with stormwater and surface water. 

These basins will become an active component of sustainability by capturing and conserving 
stormwater and other surface waters for groundwater replenishment. Basin “CJ” and Basin “CK”, 
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along with many other District basins, will become an important component in the NKGSA’s 
plan for groundwater sustainability. 

The District understands the County’s concern for impacts to property outside the SOI to 
accommodate urban interests. The District sent a letter to Mr. Jimenez on September 25, 2017 
requesting the Board of Supervisors, based on the new SGMA legislation, reconsider their prior 
position on the applicability of basin site locations to overall groundwater sustainability and 
modify their position allowing County staff to approve the District’s site location and acquisition 
of future basin properties. The District will continue to work with the County to determine the 
best location for Basin “CJ” before the property is purchased. Basin “CK” is already purchased. If 
expanded, the expansion area will be outside of the SOI. The expansion must be considered in 
order to provide services for the land uses in the City of Fresno’s General Plan.  

Comment Letter B. Arnaud Marjollet, Director Planning Services 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District confirmed it had no comments. No additional response is 
needed. 

Comment Letter C. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Central Region 

Comment C-1. Bird Protection: CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with potential to result in the disturbance 
or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and Game Code sections that protect 
birds, their eggs and nests include, § 3503 (regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nest 
or eggs of any bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their nests or 
eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird). 

Response C-1: Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIR District recognizes CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with potential 
to result in the disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. 
The comment is noted, no other response is needed. 

Comment C-2. Water Pollution: Pursuant to Fish and Game Code § 5650, it is unlawful to deposit in, permit to 
pass into, or place where it can pass into “Waters of the State” any substance or material deleterious to fish, plant 
life, or bird life, including non-native species. It is possible that, without mitigation measures tiered projects 
could result in pollution of Waters of the State from storm water runoff or construction-related erosion. Potential 
impacts to the wildlife resources that utilize these watercourses include the following: increased sediment input 
from road or structure runoff; toxic runoff associated with project-related activities and implementation; and/or 
impairment of wildlife movement along riparian corridors. The Regional Water Quality Control Board and U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers also have jurisdiction regarding discharge and pollution to Waters of the State. 

Response C-2: Section 4.3.2 of the SDEIR District recognizes it is unlawful to deposit in, permit to pass into, or 
place where it can pass into “Waters of the State” any substance or material deleterious to fish, 
plant life, or bird life, including non-native species. Section 3.6.1 of the SDEIR identifies 
performance standards for water quality that have been incorporated into the project description, 
and their implementation is assumed as part of the analysis. The comment is noted, no other 
response is needed.  
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Comment C-3. Special Status Species and Biological Resources: The SEIR indicates that portions of the 
District’s service area and identified project sites have the potential to support several special-status species and 
biological resources including areas subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory authority, 
pursuant Fish & Game Code § 600 et seq. Tiered projects have the potential to impact special-status species and 
biological resources. CDFW recognizes that the SEIR outlines mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the State 
species of special concern including burrowing owls (Athen cunicularia) nesting birds, and the State threatened 
and federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica).  

However, CDFW is concerned that, as currently drafted, these measures may not be adequate to reduce impacts to 
a level that is less than significant. In addition, CDFW is concerned regarding potential Project-related impacts to 
species for which no mitigation measures are provided in the SEIR. Specifically, CDFW is concerned regarding 
potential project-related impacts to the State threatened Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), the State candidate 
for listing as endangered tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), and the State species of special concern 
American badger (Taxidea taxus). In addition, CDFW is concerned regarding potential impacts to riparian areas, 
wetlands, and waterways. 

Response C-3: The District thanks CDFW for their comments and suggestion related to potential impacts of the 
project to special-status species and biological resources. The comment is noted, response(s) are 
provided below.  

Comment C-4. Burrowing Owl: The SEIR identifies the potential for burrowing owl (BUOW) within the 
District’s service area and within project sites identified in the SEIR. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a describes 
species-specific pre-activity surveys conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before beginning 
ground disturbance. However, CDFW recommends following the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s 
“Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines” (CBOC 1997) to determine occupancy. Specifically, CBOC 
suggests three or more surveillance surveys conducted during daylight with each visit occurring at least three 
weeks apart during the peak breeding season (April 15 to July 15), when BUOW are most detectable. Although 
pre-activity surveys for BUOW are identified in the SEIR, there is no analysis regarding impacts in the event a 
BUOW is detected at a project site. In the event that BUOW are found, CDFW’s “Staff Report on Burrowing 
Owl Mitigation” (CDFG 2012) recommends that impacts to occupied burrows be avoided in accordance with 
the following table unless a qualified biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that 
either: 1) the birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are 
foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. 

Failure to implement these buffers could result in nest abandonment, direct impacts to eggs or young, and/or 
reproductive failure in violation of Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

If BUOW are found to occupy a project site and avoidance is not possible, it is important to note that 
according to the Staff Report (CDFG 2012), exclusion in and of itself is not a take avoidance, minimization, 
or mitigation method. However, if necessary, CDFW recommends that burrow exclusion be conducted by 
qualified biologists and only during the non-breeding season, before breeding behavior is exhibited and after 
the burrow is confirmed empty through non-invasive methods, such as surveillance. In addition, CDFW 
further recommends that burrow closure be employed only where there are adjacent natural burrows and non-
impacted sufficient habitat for BUOW to occupy with permanent protection mechanisms in place. In addition, 
BUOW may attempt to colonize or re-colonize an area that will be impacted; thus, CDFW recommends 
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ongoing surveillance at tiered project sites during project activities, at a rate that is sufficient to detect BUOW 
if they return. CDFW recommends fully addressing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for 
BUOW and that these measures be included as enforceable mitigation in the finalized SEIR. 

Response C-4: The Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation, State of California Natural Resources Agency 
Department of Fish and Game, March 7, 2012, replaces the Department of Fish and Game 1995 
Staff Report On Burrowing Owl Mitigation. The 2012 staff report is hereby incorporated into the 
District Performance Standards in its entirety as enforceable measures. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a is amended to reduce potential impacts of the proposed 
project to Burrowing Owl. The amended mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0 Summary 
of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-5. Nesting birds: A variety of land cover types within the District’s service area and within project 
sites identified in the SEIR likely provide nesting habitat for birds. The SEIR identifies Mitigation Measure 4.3-
1b minimizes impacts to nesting raptors and other migratory birds. Although the measure does describe pre-
activity surveys to evaluate impacts to common and special-status migratory birds, the SEIR does not specify a 
time-line for when these pre-activity surveys will be conducted relative to initiation of construction activities. 
CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife biologist conduct pre-activity surveys for active nests no more than 
1O days prior to the start of a project to maximize the probability that nests that could potentially be impacted are 
detected. CDFW also recommends that surveys cover a sufficient area around the work site to identify nests and 
determine their status. A sufficient area means any area potentially affected by a project. In addition to direct 
impacts (i.e. nest destruction), noise, vibration, odors, and movement of workers or equipment could also affect 
nests. Prior to initiation of construction activities, CDFW recommends a qualified biologist conduct a survey to 
establish a behavioral baseline of all identified nests. Once construction begins, CDFW recommends a qualified 
biologist continuously monitor nests to detect behavioral changes resulting from the project. If behavioral 
changes occur, CDFW recommends the work causing that change cease and CDFW consulted for additional 
avoidance and minimization measures. 

If continuous monitoring of identified nests by a qualified wildlife biologist is not feasible, then CDFW 
recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 250 feet around active nests of non-listed bird species and a 
500-foot no-disturbance buffer around active nests of non-listed raptors. These buffers are advised to remain in 
place until the breeding season has ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that the birds have fledged 
and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival. Variance from these no disturbance buffers is 
possible when there is compelling biological or ecological reason to do so, such as when the construction area 
would be concealed from a nest site by topography. CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife biologist advise 
and support any variance from these buffers and notify CDFW in advance of implementing a variance. 

Response C-5: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b is amended to identify the timeframe for preconstruction surveys. The 
amended mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-6. San Joaquin Kit Fox: The SEIR outlines potential for San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) to occur 
within the District’s service area and within project sites identified in the SEIR. The SEIR includes Mitigation 
Measure 4.3-1c specifically for SJKF. This measure indicates that recommendations included in the U.S. Fish 
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and Wildlife Service’s “Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or 
During Ground Disturbance” (2011) will be implemented to reduce impacts to SJKF entering work areas during 
construction. However, Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c does not include provisions for focused pre-activity surveys 
for SJKF. SJKF den in right-of-ways, vacant lots, etc., and populations can fluctuate over time. Presence/absence 
in any one year is not necessarily a reliable indicator of SJKF potential to occur on a site. In addition, SJKF may 
be attracted to project areas due to the type and level of ground-disturbing activities (i.e. trenching, horizontal 
directional drilling, etc.) and the loose, friable soils resulting from intensive ground disturbance. As a result, in 
addition to the measures outlined in Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c, CDFW recommends conducting pre-activity 
surveys for SJKF at project sites no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to beginning of ground 
disturbing activities, in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommendations 
(USFWS 2011). If SJKF are detected consultation with CDFW is warranted to discuss how to implement the 
project and avoid take or, if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) prior to any 
ground-disturbing activities to comply with CESA. CDFW recommends fully addressing avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures for SJKF and that these measures be included as enforceable mitigation in 
the finalized SEIR. 

Response C-6: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c is amended to include provisions for focused pre-activity surveys for 
SJKF. The amended mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0 Summary of Environmental 
Impacts and Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-7. Swainson’s Hawk: The SEIR discounts the potential for the State threatened Swainson’s hawk 
(SWHA) to occur within the District’s service area and within project sites identified in the SEIR. Table 4.3-1 
describes SWHA as occurring in riparian forests and other forested areas. However, and particularly in the San 
Joaquin Valley, SWHA can nest in lone mature trees or isolated stands of trees present in, alongside, or within 
flying distance of agricultural fields and pastures (CDFG 1994, CDFW 2016). For this reason, presence of 
nesting SWHA in proximity to identified project sites and within the District’s service area cannot be 
discounted entirely. To evaluate potential impacts to SWHA, CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife 
biologist conduct surveys for nesting raptors following the survey methodology developed by the SWHA 
Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) prior to any project initiation. If ground-disturbing project 
activities take place during the normal bird breeding season (February 1 through September 15), CDFW 
recommends that additional pre-construction surveys for active nests be conducted by a qualified biologist no 
more than 10 days prior to the start of construction. If an active SWHA nest is found, CDFW recommends 
implementation of a minimum ½ mile no-disturbance buffer until the breeding season has ended or until a 
qualified biologist has determined that the birds have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental 
care for survival. If the ½ mile no-disturbance nest buffer is not feasible, consultation with CDFW is warranted 
and acquisition of an ITP for SWHA may be necessary prior to project implementation to comply with CESA. 
CDFW recommends fully addressing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for SWHA and that 
these measures be included as enforceable mitigation in the SEIR prepared for this Project. 

Response C-7: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: Swainson’s Hawk Protection is added to Impact 4.3-1. The new 
mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-8. Tree Removal. In addition, the SEIR identifies the use of measures outlined in the Programmatic 
Stream Maintenance Agreement (Stream Alteration Notification No. 2004-0137-R4) to determine authorized 
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activities and compliance requirements for specific projects described in the SEIR. These measures allow removal 
of trees including oaks, sycamores, cottonwood, and other mature vegetation. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b indicates 
that tree removal activities are a component of projects described in the SEIR. Nest trees are a limited resource in 
the San Joaquin Valley. CDFW recommends that any trees identified for removal be evaluated to determine 
whether they currently support or have previously supported nesting SWHA. CDFW further recommends impacts 
to known SWHA nest trees be avoided at all times of year. CDFW considers removal of known SWHA nest trees, 
even outside of the nesting season, a potentially significant impact under CEQA because SWHA exhibit high 
nest-site fidelity year after year and suitable nesting habitat features are limited in the San Joaquin Valley. CDFW 
recommends that any potential SWHA nesting trees be replaced with an appropriate native tree species, planted at 
a ratio of 3:1, in an area that will be protected in perpetuity. This mitigation will offset impacts of the loss of 
potential SWHA nesting habitat. In addition, the removal of mature trees that provide nesting habitat features is a 
potentially significant impact to other raptor species and CDFW advises that the SEIR consider potential impacts 
to general raptor nesting habitat. CDFW recommends fully addressing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures for SWHA and that these measures are included as enforceable mitigation in the finalized SEIR. 

Response C-8: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b is amended to include provisions for the District to consult with 
CDFW prior to the removal of nesting trees. The amended mitigation measure is presented in 
Section 5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation, Table 7-1.  

Comment C-9. Tricolored Blackbird: Tricolored blackbirds (TRBL) occur in Fresno County. TRBL nest near 
fresh water, primarily in marshy areas. Suitable habitat for nesting colonies include heavy growths of cattails, 
tules, thistles, willows, blackberries, mustard, nettles, salt cedar, giant cane, and wild rose. Flooded lands, grassy 
fields, and margins of ponds are typical foraging grounds (Grinnell and Miller, 1944). These habitat types are 
present within the District’s service area. In addition, based on review of aerial imagery dated March 2017, 
vineyard formerly planted at the proposed site for basin CP may now be planted with flood-irrigated silage. This 
site is adjacent to an active dairy facility. Flood-irrigated agricultural land, including silage fields associated with 
dairies, is an increasingly important nesting habitat type for TRBL, particularly in the San Joaquin Valley (Meese 
et al. 2014). Because of this, if ground-disturbing project activities take place during the normal bird breeding 
season (February 1 through September 15), CDFW recommends that a qualified wildlife biologist conduct 
surveys for nesting TRBL no more than 1O days prior to the start of implementation to evaluate potential impacts 
of tiered projects. In the event that a TRBL nesting colony is detected during surveys, consultation with CDFW is 
warranted to discuss how to implement the project and avoid take, or if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an 
ITP, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to any ground-disturbing activities. CDFW 
recommends fully addressing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for TRBL and that these 
measures be included as enforceable mitigation in the finalized SEIR. 

ResponseC-9: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b is amended to include provision for conducting surveys for Tricolored 
Blackbird and consultation with CDFW. The amended mitigation measure is presented in Section 
5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-10. American Badger: Table 4.3-1 of the SEIR identifies the potential for American badger within 
the District’s service area and within or in the vicinity of project sites identified in the SEIR. However, no 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the species are described. CDFW recommends species-specific focused 
surveys, conducted by qualified biologists, in advance of project implementation in order to evaluate if impacts to 
American badger could occur. Avoidance of American badger whenever possible is encouraged via delineation 
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and observing appropriate no-disturbance buffers. In addition, CDFW recommends that if a badger is detected 
within a project work area during project activities, it be allowed to move out of the work area of its own volition. 
If an American badger is found denning on or immediately adjacent to a project work area, consultation with 
CDFW is advised to determine whether the animal(s) may be evicted from the den. CDFW recommends fully 
addressing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for American badger and that these measures be 
included as enforceable mitigation in the finalized SEIR. 

Response C-10: Mitigation Measure 4.3-1e: American Badger Preconstruction Surveys is added to Impact 4.3-
1The new mitigation measure is presented in Section 5.0 Summary of Environmental Impacts and 
Mitigation, Table 7-1. 

Comment C-11. Streambed Alteration: The SEIR makes reference to the Programmatic Stream Maintenance 
Agreement (Stream Alteration Notification No. 2004-0137-R4) issued to the District in March 2006. As 
mentioned in Section 4.3 of the SEIR, this agreement expires in 2018. Prior to its expiration, CDFW recommends 
notifying CDFW for future tiered projects and/or maintenance activities.  

Fish & Game Code §1600 et seq. requires an entity to notify CDFW prior to commencing any activity that may 
(a) substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, stream, or lake; (b) substantially change or use 
any material from the bed, bank, or channel of any river, stream, or lake (including the removal of riparian 
vegetation): (c) deposit debris, waste or other materials that could pass into any river, stream, or lake. “Any river, 
stream, or lake” includes those that are ephemeral or intermittent as well as those that are perennial. CDFW is 
required to comply with CEQA in the issuance of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement. Please note that 
avoidance and minimization measures included in agreements issued now may differ significantly from the 
provisions that comprise the Programmatic Stream Maintenance Agreement. For additional information on 
notification requirements, please contact our staff in the Lake and Streambed Alteration Program at (559) 243-
4593. 

Response C-11: Comment noted. Prior to the expiration of the Streambed Alteration Agreement, the District shall 
continue to notify CDFW of any activity that may divert or obstruct the natural flow of any river, 
stream or lake. No additional response required. 

Comment C-12. Federally Listed Species: CDFW also recommends consulting with the USFWS on potential 
impacts to federally listed species including, but not limited to, those listed above. Take under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act (FESA) is more broadly defined than CESA; take under FESA also includes significant 
habitat modification or degradation that could result in death or injury to a listed species by interfering with 
essential behavioral patterns such as breeding, foraging, or nesting. Consultation with the USFWS in order to 
comply with FESA is advised well in advance of any ground- disturbing activities.  

Response C-12: Comment noted, no additional response is needed. 

Comment C-13. CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 
declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or supplemental 
environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)), accordingly please report any special 
status species and natural communities detected during project surveys to the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB).  
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Response C-13: Comment noted, no additional response needed. 

Comment Letter D. Individual Letter 

Comment D-1. Commenter questions the proposed location of Basin AV as described in the Draft SEIR. 
Commenter requested a specific parcel number for Basin AV.  

Response D-1: The parcel studied in the 2016 District Services Plan Draft SEIR for the location of Basin “AV” is 
APN 329-030-03. The location of the proposed basin is shown in Figure 3-3 on Page 3-10 of the 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report. The description on Table 3.4-1 will be amended. The 
proposed Basin “AV” is in a new location under the 2016 Plan Update. The proposed location is 
to the north of Central Avenue, between Fig and Elm Avenues. The basin would be 
approximately 20 acres. The proposed basin site is planted in row crops. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and construction and operation of the proposed basin. 

The District’s Storm Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan includes 164 adopted or proposed 
drainage areas, each providing service to approximately one to two square miles. Basin “AV” is 
designed to provide service to the area based on the City of Fresno’s General Plan land use 
designations. The proposed basin site is planned for light industrial in the General Plan.  

District engineers have selected this location based on several factors as a potential basin 
location. As development continues in the area, the District will re-evaluate the basin site before 
deciding the final location of the basin. The SEIR is a planning document to evaluate the 
environmental effects of developing the storm drain system. This study does not approve the 
purchase of the basin or require the District to locate Basin “AV” at that specific location. District 
staff will meet with the commenters to discuss the basin location and acquisition before a 
decision to purchase property for Basin “AV”. 

If Basin “AV” is purchased, a lease agreement can be arranged to keep the property farmed until 
the basin is needed for service. 

Comment D-2. Commenter opposes the proposed location of Basin AV  

Response D-2: The commenter’s opposition to the location of Basin AV is noted and will be considered by the 
District in their future deliberations and actions on the proposed project. The comment does not 
identify any specific issues related to the adequacy of the analysis provided in the Draft SEIR; no 
further response is required.  

Comment Letter E. Individual Email 

Comment E-1. Commenter opposes the proposed location of Basin AV. 

Response E-1: Please see Response D-2. 
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Comment Letter F. Scott Morgan, Director 

State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit (Comment Letter F) confirmed it had no comments and forwarded a 
comment letter from California Division of Oil and Gas. No additional response is needed. 

 

Comment Letter G. Michael Toland, Environmental Unit Supervisor 

California Division of Oil and Gas (Comment Letter G) confirmed their records indicate there are no known oil, 
gas or geothermal well located within the basin projects. No additional response is needed. 
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6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 

Table 6-1 summarizes the impacts of the proposed project, providing impact conclusions of either No Impact, 
Less-than-Significant Impact, or Potentially Significant or Significant Impact. The table also lists mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce these impacts and the level of significance of each impact after 
mitigation.
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Table 6-1 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Impact 4.1-1: The project would not convert Prime 
Farmland, Unique Farmland, of Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use or 
conflict with a Williamson Act contract. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-2: Construction and operation of new 
flood control basins for the project could result in a 
conflict with existing zoning. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required  

Impact 4.1-3: The project would not conflict with 
existing zoning for forest land or timberland or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-4: The project would not result in loss of 
forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest 
use. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-5: The project would not involve other 
changes in the existing environment that could result 
in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or 
forest land to nonforest use. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Air Quality 
Impact 4.2-1: Project construction would not conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, violate an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to a violation, result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality 
standard, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-2: Project operation would not conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, violate an air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to a violation, result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable ambient air quality 
standard, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
Impact 4.2-3: The project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of 
hazardous air pollutants or significant health risks. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-4: The project would not be inconsistent 
with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, “Indirect Source 
Review.” 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-5: The project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Biological Resources 
Impact 4.3-1: The project could have a substantial 
adverse effect on a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species. 

Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Burrowing 
Owl. The District shall conduct preconstruction surveys for burrows and owls no 
less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of ground 
disturbance over the entire project site and in areas within 150 meters 
(approximately 500 feet) of the project impact zone in accordance with the 
California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and 
Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC, 1993). If a burrowing owl burrow is discovered 
during the preconstruction survey the District shall perform three surveillance 
surveys during daylight hours three weeks apart during peak breeding season (April 
15 to July 15), and if in the event burrowing owls are detected occupied burrows 
shall be avoided in accordance with the following table unless a qualified biologist 
approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the birds 
have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied 
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. If 
avoidance is not possible the District shall coordinate with CDF and establish a 

burrow exclusion zone consistent with Table 4-2 Exclusion Distance for Active 

Burrowing Owl Nest Sites. 

Table 4-2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites. 

 

Less than significant 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
  

Location Time of Year 
Level of Disturbance 

Low Med High 

Nesting sites April 1–Aug 15 200 m* 500 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Aug 16–0ct 15 200 m 200 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Oct 16–Mar 31 50 m 100 m 500 m 

meters (m) 
 

 

 Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and 
Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds. To protect migratory birds 
during proposed projects in areas where suitable habitat exists, the following 
measures shall be implemented: 
Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation shall be removed 
during the nonbreeding season (late September to the end of February). 
Ten (10) days before construction, but not more than 14 days before grading, 
demolition, or site preparation activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a 
preconstruction nesting survey to determine the presence of nesting raptors. 
Activities taking place outside the breeding season (typically February 15–August 
31) do not require a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 feet of 
the construction zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be erected at a distance of 
250 feet around the nest site. Clearing and construction operations within this area 
shall be postponed until juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second 
nesting attempt determined by the biologist. 

Less than significant 

  To avoid impacts on common and special-status migratory birds pursuant to the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code, a nesting survey 
shall be conducted before construction activities if the work is scheduled between 
March 15 and August 31. If migratory birds are identified nesting within the 
construction zone, a 100-foot buffer around the nest site shall be designated. No 
construction activity may occur within this buffer until a qualified biologist has 
determined that the young have fledged. A qualified biologist may modify the size 
of the buffer based on site conditions and the bird’s apparent acclimation to human 
activities. If the buffer is modified, the biologist shall monitor stress levels of the 
nesting birds for at least 1 week after construction commences to ensure that project 
activities would not cause nest site abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The 
biologist shall have the right to implement the full 100-foot buffer at any time if 
stress levels are elevated to the extent that nests could be abandoned and/or eggs or 
young could be lost. If the preconstruction nesting survey determines the presence of 
nesting raptor the District shall consult with DFW before removal of any trees. 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
  If construction activities take place during the normal bird breeding season 

(February 1 through September 15), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct 
surveys for nesting Tricolored Blackbird no more than 1O days prior to the start of 
implementation to evaluate potential impacts of tiered projects. In the event that a 
Tricolored Blackbird nesting colony is detected during surveys, The District shall 
consult with CDFW to discuss how to implement the project and avoid take, or if 
avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to Fish 
and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 

 

 Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Implement USFWS-Recommended Measures to 
Protect San Joaquin Kit Fox during Construction. The following measures are 
summarized from the USFWS Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the 
Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance (USFWS 
2011). These measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on SJKF entering the 
area during construction:  
The District shall conduct pre-activity surveys for SJKF at project sites no less than 
14 days and no more than 30 days prior to beginning of ground disturbing activities 
related to capital projects, in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) recommendations (USFWS 2011). If SJKF are detected 
consultation with CDFW is warranted to discuss how to implement the project and 
avoid take or, if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit 
(ITP) prior to any ground-disturbing activities to comply with CESA. 

Less than significant 

  An employee education program shall be conducted. The program shall consist of a 
brief presentation by a qualified wildlife biologist. The program shall include a 
description of the SJKF and its habitat needs; a report of SJKF occurrence in the 
project area; an explanation of the status of the species and its protection under the 
FESA; and a list of measures being taken to reduce impacts on the species during 
project construction. A fact sheet conveying this information shall be prepared for 
distribution to construction personnel.  

 

  A representative shall be appointed to be the contact for any employee or contractor 
who might inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a dead, injured, or 
entrapped kit fox. The representative shall be identified during the employee 
education program and his or her name and telephone number shall be provided to 
USFWS and CDFW.  

 

  Project-related vehicles shall observe a daytime speed limit of 15 mph throughout 
the project site, except on state and federal highways; after dark, the speed limit shall 
be reduced to 10 mph. Off-road traffic outside of designated areas shall be 
prohibited. 

 

  Work at night shall not be allowed.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
  To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals during construction, 

all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered 
with plywood or similar materials at the end of each work day. If the trenches cannot 
be closed, one or more escape ramps constructed of earthen fill or wooden planks 
shall be installed. Before such holes or trenches are filled, they shall be inspected for 
trapped animals.  

 

  All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or 
greater that are stored at a construction site for one or more overnight periods shall 
be thoroughly inspected for kit foxes before the pipe is subsequently buried, capped, 
or otherwise used or moved in any way. If a kit fox is discovered inside a pipe, that 
section of pipe shall not be moved until USFWS or CDFW has been consulted. If 
necessary, and under the direct supervision of the biologist, the pipe may be moved 
only once to remove it from the path of construction activity, until the fox has 
escaped.  

 

  Holes or trenches more than 8 feet deep shall be covered or fenced at the end of the 
day.  

 

  All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps shall be 
disposed of in securely closed containers and removed at least once a week from the 
project site.  

 

  Firearms shall not be allowed on the project site.   

  To prevent harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of dens, no pets shall be 
permitted on the project site.  

 

  Rodenticides and herbicides shall not be used on the project site except to control 
invasive plant species.  

 

  Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary ground disturbance, 
including staging areas, temporary roads, and borrow sites, shall be recontoured if 
necessary and revegetated to promote restoration of the area to preproject conditions. 

 

  Any death, injury, or entrapment of SJKF shall be reported to USFWS and CDFW 
staff immediately. Written reports shall be submitted within 3 working days of the 
event. 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
 Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: Swainson’s Hawk Protection: The District shall 

conduct pre-construction surveys for nesting raptors in rural settings following the 
survey methodology developed by the SWHA Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA 
TAC, 2000) prior to any project initiation. Specifically, the survey should be 
conducted for a 500 foot radius around all proposed project activities. If active 
nesting is identified within the 500 foot radius, consultation with DFW is required. 
Before ground disturbing activities realted to capital projects take place the District 
shall perform species-specific focused surveys in order to evaluate if possible 
impacts to special status species including but not limited to American badger.” 
In addition, trees scheduled for removal shall be surveyed whether they currently 
support or have previously supported nesting Swainson’s hawk. The District shall 
avoid Swainson’s hawk nesting trees or if not feasible the trees shall be replaced 
with an appropriate native tree species, planted at a ratio of 3:1, in an area that will 
be protected in perpetuity. 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.3-2: The project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a riparian habitat or 
other identified sensitive natural community. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.3-3: The project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.3-4: The project could interfere 
substantially with the movement of a 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. 

Potentially significant Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b. “Remove Trees during Nonbreeding 
Season and Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds” 

Less than significant 

Impact 4.3-5: The project would not conflict with 
local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance, or with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, 
or state habitat conservation plan. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Cultural Resources 
Impact 4.4-1: The project would not cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in CEQA Section 
15064.5. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance 

After Mitigation 
Impact 4.4-2: The project would cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Section 
15064.5. 

Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Perform Cultural Resources Survey and Move 
Alignment If Necessary to Avoid Effects on Resources Eligible for the CRHR. 
Before ground disturbance activities, a qualified professional archaeologist retained 
by the District shall perform a cultural resources survey of the area to determine 
whether cultural resources are present. The testing shall be performed before the 
start of any construction.  

Less than significant 

  The District shall ensure that all cultural resources identified are evaluated for 
eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR. All additional testing shall be performed by 
individuals who meet the United States Secretary of the Interior’s professional 
standards in archaeological history. If archaeological resources are determined to be 
eligible for the CRHR, and if the impacts of project construction and visitor use of 
the alignment render these resources as ineligible for the CRHR, the alignment shall 
be moved a minimum of 100 feet. 

 

Impact 4.4-3: The project would not directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.4-4: The project has the potential to disturb 
human remains, including those interred outside 
formal cemeteries. 

Potentially significant Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Stop Work and Implement Required Measures If 
Human Remains Are Found during Construction. If human remains or bones of 
unknown origin are found during any future project construction, all work shall stop 
in the vicinity of the find and the Fresno County coroner shall be contacted 
immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall 
notify the NAHC. The NAHC shall notify the person considered to be the most 
likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall work with the District to 
develop a program for the reinternment of the human remains and any associated 
artifacts. No additional work shall take place within the immediate vicinity of the 
find until the identified appropriate actions have been completed. 

Less than significant 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Impact 4.5-1: Project construction would not 
generate GHG emissions that may have a significant 
impact on the environment, or that would conflict 
with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.5-2: Project operation would not generate 
GHG emissions that may have a significant impact 
on the environment, or that would conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 

Less than significant No mitigation measures are required.  
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7 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of the Guidelines require adoption of a 
Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program (MMRP) for all projects for which an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared. This requirement was originally mandated by 
Assembly Bill (AB) 3180, which was enacted on January 1, 1989 to ensure the implementation of all mitigation 
measures adopted through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. Specifically, Section of the 
Public Resources Code states that “…the agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes 
made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on 
the environment… [and that the program]…shall be designed to ensure compliance during project 
implementation.” 

AB 3180 provided general guidelines for implementing monitoring and reporting programs, which are 
enumerated in more detail in Section 15097 of the Guidelines. Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements 
to be enforced during project implementation are defined prior to final approval of the project. The proposed 
monitoring and reporting program will be considered by the lead agency prior to adoption of the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Although the lead agency may delegate reporting or monitoring 
responsibilities to other agencies or entities, it “…remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.” 

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describes the procedures for the implementation of the 
mitigation measures to be adopted for the proposed project as identified in the Draft and Final SEIR. The MMRP 
for the proposed project will be in place through all phases of the project, including design (pre-construction), 
construction, and operation (post-construction both prior to and post-occupancy). The District is responsible for 
administering the MMRP activities or delegating them to staff, consultants, or contractors and will also ensure 
that monitoring is documented through reports (as required) and that deficiencies are promptly corrected. The 
District (or designee) will track and document compliance with mitigation measures, note any problems that may 
result, and take appropriate action to remedy problems. 

Each mitigation measure is categorized by impact area and corresponding number, with an accompanying 
identification of: 

► The enforcement agency and monitoring agency. 

► The monitoring phase (i.e., the phase of the project during which the measure should be monitored) and 
monitoring frequency. 

► The action indicating compliance with the mitigation measure. 
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Table 7-1 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency/Monitor 
Monitoring Phase/ 

Monitoring Frequency 
Compliance 

Action 
Biological Resources 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Burrowing Owl. 
The District shall conduct preconstruction surveys for burrows and owls no less than 
14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of ground disturbance over the 
entire project site and in areas within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of the project 
impact zone in accordance with the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing 
Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC, 1993). If a burrowing owl 

burrow is discovered during the preconstruction survey the District shall perform three 
surveillance surveys during daylight hours three weeks apart during peak breeding 
season (April 15 to July 15), and if in the event burrowing owls are detected occupied 
burrows shall be avoided in accordance with the following table unless a qualified 
biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non-invasive methods that either: 1) the 
birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied 
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. If 
avoidance is not possible the District shall coordinate with CDF and establish a burrow 
exclusion zone consistent with Table 4-2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl 
Nest Sites. 

Table 4-2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites 

Location Time of Year 
Level of Disturbance 

Low Med High 

Nesting sites April 1–Aug 15 200 m* 500 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Aug 16–0ct 15 200 m 200 m 500 m 

Nesting sites Oct 16–Mar 31 50 m 100 m 500 m 

= meters 
  

The District or its 
designated agent. 

Before earth disturbing 
activity / once. 

Preconstruction 
survey report.  
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Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency/Monitor 
Monitoring Phase/ 

Monitoring Frequency 
Compliance 

Action 
Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and Conduct Preconstruction 
Survey for Nesting Birds. To protect migratory birds during proposed projects in areas where suitable 
habitat exists, the following measures shall be implemented: 
 • Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation shall be removed during the nonbreeding 

season (late September to the end of February). 
 • Ten (10) days before construction, but not more than 14 days before grading, demolition, or site 

preparation activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction nesting survey to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors. Activities taking place outside the breeding season (typically February 15–
August 31) do not require a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 feet of the 
construction zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be erected at a distance of 250 feet around the nest 
site. Clearing and construction operations within this area shall be postponed until juveniles have fledged 
and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt determined by the biologist. 

 • To avoid impacts on common and special-status migratory birds pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
and the California Fish and Game Code, a nesting survey shall be conducted before construction activities 
if the work is scheduled between March 15 and August 31. If migratory birds are identified nesting within 
the construction zone, a 100-foot buffer around the nest site shall be designated. No construction activity 
may occur within this buffer until a qualified biologist has determined that the young have fledged. A 
qualified biologist may modify the size of the buffer based on site conditions and the bird’s apparent 
acclimation to human activities. If the buffer is modified, the biologist shall monitor stress levels of the 
nesting birds for at least 1 week after construction commences to ensure that project activities would not 
cause nest site abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The biologist shall have the right to implement the 
full 100-foot buffer at any time if stress levels are elevated to the extent that nests could be abandoned 
and/or eggs or young could be lost If the preconstruction nesting survey determines the presence of nesting 
raptor the District shall consult with DFW before removal of any trees. 

If construction activities take place during the normal bird breeding season (February 1 through September 
15), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting Tricolored Blackbird no more than 10 
days prior to the start of implementation to evaluate potential impacts of tiered projects. In the event that a 
Tricolored Blackbird nesting colony is detected during surveys, the District shall consult with CDFW to 
discuss how to implement the project and avoid take, or if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental 
Take Permit, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 

The District or its 
designated agent. 

Before construction / once. Preconstruction 
survey report. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Implement USFWS-Recommended Measures to Protect San Joaquin Kit 
Fox during Construction. The following measures are summarized from the USFWS Standardized 
Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground 
Disturbance (USFWS 2011). These measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on SJKF entering the 
area during construction:  
 • The District shall conduct pre-activity surveys for SJKF at project sites no less than 14 days and no more 

than 30 days prior to beginning of ground disturbing activities related to capital projects, in accordance 
with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommendations (USFWS 2011). If SJKF are 
detected consultation with CDFW is warranted to discuss how to implement the project and avoid take or, 
if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) prior to any ground-disturbing 
activities to comply with CESA.” 

 • An employee education program shall be conducted. The program shall consist of a brief presentation by a 
qualified wildlife biologist. The program shall include a description of the SJKF and its habitat needs; a 
report of SJKF occurrence in the project area; an explanation of the status of the species and its protection 
under the FESA; and a list of measures being taken to reduce impacts on the species during project 

The District or its 
designated agent 

Before earth disturbance 
related to capital projects/ 
once 

Preconstruction 
survey report. 
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Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency/Monitor 
Monitoring Phase/ 

Monitoring Frequency 
Compliance 

Action 
construction. A fact sheet conveying this information shall be prepared for distribution to construction 
personnel.  

 • A representative shall be appointed to be the contact for any employee or contractor who might 
inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The representative 
shall be identified during the employee education program and his or her name and telephone number shall 
be provided to USFWS and CDFW.  

 • Project-related vehicles shall observe a daytime speed limit of 15 mph throughout the project site: except 
on state and federal highways; after dark, the speed limit shall be reduced to 10 mph. Off-road traffic 
outside of designated areas shall be prohibited.  

 • Work at night shall not be allowed. 
 • To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals during construction, all excavated, steep-

walled holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered with plywood or similar materials at the 
end of each work day. If the trenches cannot be closed, one or more escape ramps constructed of earthen 
fill or wooden planks shall be installed. Before such holes or trenches are filled, they shall be inspected for 
trapped animals.  

 • All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or greater that are stored 
at a construction site for one or more overnight periods shall be thoroughly inspected for kit foxes before 
the pipe is subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in any way. If a kit fox is discovered 
inside a pipe, that section of pipe shall not be moved until USFWS or CDFW has been consulted. If 
necessary, and under the direct supervision of the biologist, the pipe may be moved only once to remove it 
from the path of construction activity, until the fox has escaped.  

 • Holes or trenches more than 8 feet deep shall be covered or fenced at the end of the day.  
 • All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps shall be disposed of in 

securely closed containers and removed at least once a week from the project site.  
 • Firearms shall not be allowed on the project site.  
 • To prevent harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of dens, no pets shall be permitted on the 

project site.  
 • Rodenticides and herbicides shall not be used on the project site except to control invasive plant species.  
 • Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary ground disturbance, including staging areas, 

temporary roads, and borrow sites, shall be recontoured if necessary and revegetated to promote restoration 
of the area to preproject conditions. 

 • Any death, injury, or entrapment of SJKF shall be reported to USFWS and CDFW staff immediately. 
Written reports shall be submitted within 3 working days of the event. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1d: Swainson’s Hawk Protection: The District shall conduct pre-construction 
surveys for nesting raptors in rural settings following the survey methodology developed by the SWHA 
Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) prior to any project initiation. Specifically, the survey 
should be conducted for a 500 foot radius around all proposed project activities. If active nesting is identified 
within the 500 foot radius, consultation with CDFW is required. 
Before ground disturbing activities related to capital projects take place the District shall perform species-
specific focused surveys in order to evaluate if possible impacts to special status species including but not 
limited to American badger. 
In addition, trees scheduled for removal shall be surveyed whether they currently support or have previously 
supported nesting Swainson’s hawk. The District shall avoid Swainson’s hawk nesting trees or if not feasible 
the trees shall be replaced with an appropriate native tree species, planted at a ratio of 3:1, in an area that 
will be protected in perpetuity.  

The District or its 
designated agent 

Before earth disturbance 
related to capital projects/ 
once 

Preconstruction 
survey report. 
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Measure 
Enforcement 

Agency/Monitor 
Monitoring Phase/ 

Monitoring Frequency 
Compliance 

Action 
Cultural Resources    
Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Perform Cultural Resources Survey and Move Alignment If Necessary to 
Avoid Effects on Resources Eligible for the CRHR. Before ground disturbance activities, a qualified 
professional archaeologist retained by the District shall perform a cultural resources survey of the area to 
determine whether cultural resources are present. The testing shall be performed before the start of any 
construction. 

The District or its 
designated agent 

Before earth disturbance/ 
once 

Preconstruction 
survey report. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Stop Work and Implement Required Measures If Human Remains Are 
Found during Construction: If human remains or bones of unknown origin are found during any future 
project construction, all work shall stop in the vicinity of the find and the Fresno County coroner shall be 
contacted immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall notify the 
NAHC. The NAHC shall notify the person considered to be the most likely descendant. The most likely 
descendant shall work with the District to develop a program for the reinternment of the human remains and 
any associated artifacts. No additional work shall take place within the immediate vicinity of the find until the 
identified appropriate actions have been completed. 

The District or its 
designated agent. 

Before earth disturbance/ 
once. 

Notification of 
Fresno County 
Coroner. 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (District), as lead agency, has prepared this draft subsequent 

environmental impact report (SEIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the 

State CEQA Guidelines to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed 2016 District 

Services Plan Update (2016 Plan Update). The 2016 Plan Update is also referred to in this SEIR as the 

“proposed project.” The CEQA statute and State CEQA Guidelines are codified as Sections 21000–21189 

of the California Public Resources Code and Title 14, Sections 15000–15387 of the California Code of 

Regulations, respectively. 

This SEIR is an informational document that:  

 • identifies the potentially significant environmental effects of a proposed project on the environment,  

 • indicates the manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened by 

implementing potentially feasible mitigation measures,  

 • identifies a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would 

eliminate or substantially lessen any significant environmental effects, and  

 • identifies any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or otherwise 

reduced.  

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors. The EIR provides information about the potential effects of the proposed 

project on the local and regional environment. 

The District, which as CEQA lead agency is the decision-making body, must consider the information in 

this SEIR and any other relevant information when making its decision about the proposed project. The 

EIR does not determine the District’s ultimate decision regarding approval and implementation of the 

proposed project. However, CEQA requires the District’s Board of Directors to consider the information in 

the SEIR and, if it chooses, to approve the project and make findings regarding each significant effect 

identified in the SEIR.  

A CEQA lead agency’s decision-making process involves more than one step. The first step is to consider 

whether to certify the final SEIR for a proposed project. Certification does not, by itself, indicate that the 

decision makers intend to approve the project. Although certification is a necessary precondition of 

project approval, a decision-making body can certify a final SEIR and then deny a project. 
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Certifying a final SEIR involves a three-part finding (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090): 

 • The final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.  

 • The final SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency and the decision-

making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final EIR. 

 • The final SEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

After certifying a final SEIR, the lead agency’s decision makers are in a position to approve a project if 

they so choose. In doing so, as described in CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, they are subject to 

the statutory duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, where feasible. To 

meet this requirement, the lead agency adopts statutorily mandated findings as part of project approval. 

These findings must address how agency decision-makers have dealt with each of the project’s 

significant effects. Possible findings are that: 

 • the agency has adopted mitigation measures or alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant effects; 

 • the effects can be or have been mitigated by other public agencies, which should adopt, or have 

adopted, measures to address the effects; or 

 • proposed mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible.  

Even after imposing all feasible means of avoiding or substantially lessening such effects, a lead agency 

may still approve a project with unmitigated significant effects, provided that the agency’s 

decision makers issue a “statement of overriding considerations.” The statement of overriding 

considerations identifies what the decision makers believe to be the project’s economic, social, 

technological, legal, and other benefits, including any regional or statewide benefits, that render the 

unmitigated effects acceptable.  

The Board of Directors of the District, the CEQA lead agency, must certify the final EIR before making the 

decision to approve, deny, or modify the proposed project. Other agencies, known as responsible 

agencies, may also use the EIR in their permit review and/or approval processes. 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The District is a “special act” district, created in 1956 to provide fully coordinated and comprehensive 

stormwater management and related services on a regional basis through a quasi–joint powers 

relationship among the cities of Fresno and Clovis1 and Fresno County. The District’s goal is to control 

                                                 
1 The District’s service area encompasses the city of Clovis (see Figure 2-1), but the project site is not located within 
the Clovis city limits. 
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and manage stormwater; prevent damage, injury, and inconvenience; and conserve such waters to 

replenish domestic and agricultural groundwater supplies within the Fresno County Stream Group 

watershed. 

To meet a requirement of the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission, the District adopted 

its initial district services plan in 1984 and prepared and certified a program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 

1984091707) in 1985. In 1999, the District updated the plan and prepared an initial study (IS). However, 

because of shifting priorities and staffing changes, the District’s preparation of a master EIR for the 1999 

District Services Plan Update was delayed and ultimately not completed. The District updated the plan 

again in 2004 and prepared a draft master EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 1999111132) (FMFCD 2006). 

The District certified the master EIR in 2007. The 2004 District Services Plan Master Environmental 

Impact Report (2007 Master EIR) reviewed existing conditions, analyzed potential environmental impacts, 

and suggested feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the 

2004 District Services Plan. 

1.2 SUBSEQUENT EIR REVIEW PROCESS 

This document is an SEIR to the final master EIR of the 2004 District Services Plan, certified by the 

District in 2007. In 2016, the District prepared a draft 2016 Plan Update, which this SEIR hereby 

incorporates by reference.  

This SEIR is intended to serve as an informational document for the District’s Board of Directors and the 

public regarding significant impacts of the 2016 Plan Update that were not anticipated in the 2007 Master 

EIR. 

The following steps were taken to update the 2007 Master EIR analysis in this SEIR:  

 • review the 2007 Master EIR in accordance with Section 15175 of the State CEQA Guidelines,  

 • examine proposed subsequent projects included in the 2016 Plan Update, and  

 • determine whether the prior 2007 Master EIR addresses impacts adequately.  

Accordingly, this SEIR evaluates changes in the environmental setting or circumstances and changes to 

CEQA that may have occurred since certification of the 2007 Master EIR. 

Once a master EIR is certified, the lead agency must find that a subsequent project (such as the 2016 

Plan Update) is within the scope of the master EIR (CEQA Section 21157.1[a] and State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15177). If the lead agency determines that the project is not within the scope of the 

master EIR, the lead agency must prepare an initial study/mitigated negative declaration or an EIR for the 

subsequent project. 
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The District reviewed the 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update in accordance with procedures 

described in CEQA Section 21157.1(a) and Section 15177 of the State CEQA Guidelines. An IS was 

prepared (Appendix A), analyzing whether the proposed 2016 Plan Update would: 

 • cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR,  

 • be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR,  

 • have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR, 

 • cause significant impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,2 and 

 • require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

1.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, the District distinguishes 

between flood control and local drainage services. The District’s flood control program relates to the 

control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor from the eastern 

streams. The District’s local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of stormwater 

runoff generated within the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. Collectively, these facilities 

compose the district services plan. 

The 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update describe the District’s major programs and service 

responsibilities and are incorporated herein by reference. The 2016 Plan Update proposes construction of 

several new projects or improvements for the District and ongoing operation and maintenance of existing 

and future projects. The subsequent projects consist primarily of basin expansions, new basin locations, 

and new and expanded drainage areas. The District’s major programs and service responsibilities would 

remain unchanged. 

1.4 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The 2016 Plan Update presents specific objectives for each of the District’s seven programs: Flood 

Control, Rural Streams, Local Stormwater Drainage, Stormwater Quality Management, Water 

Conservation, Recreation, and Wildlife Management. The objectives are derived from the service 

mandates of the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Act of 19553 (District Act) and the District’s 

                                                 
2 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because 
this was not a requirement at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the California 
Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 
30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed them with the 
Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The amendments became effective March 18, 
2010.  
3 The District Act became law on September 17, 1955, subject to voter approval. On June 5, 1956, the District Act was 
ratified by a 5–1 majority vote (32,030 voting in favor, 5,974 voting in opposition) and was established as Chapter 73 of the 
California Water Code appendix. 
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mission statement. The following objectives are consolidated and summarized from each program 

described in the 2016 Plan Update: 

 • Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local 

stormwater drainage, water conservation, and recreation. 

 • Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage system, 

including water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife habitat uses. 

 • Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property within the 

District from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the design 

event. 

 • Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and local 

stormwater drainage system. 

 • Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure the 

system operates as designed. 

 • Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and environmental 

regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote understanding of District 

service objectives. 

 • Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff-borne pollutants will not pose risks to public health or 

the environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) permit and relevant environmental statutes, including enhancement of water quality 

in flood control, local stormwater drainage, and stream and channel design considerations.  

 • Meet the flood control and local storm drainage standards of the District while encouraging design 

and management practices which enhance and protect stream values including riparian and wetland 

habitats, and natural and historic drainage pathways. 

 • Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood-proof 

all development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such floodplains. 

 • Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be 

hydrologically and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled.  

 • Develop the system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions prior to 

addressing upstream channel constrictions. 

 • Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education in all 

District service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream restoration 

and preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and understanding 

of flood control, drainage and environmental principles and values. 
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1.5 PROJECT LOCATION 

The District encompasses the area generally located in north-central Fresno County between the 

San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The District’s service area covers approximately 400 square miles and 

extends from the agricultural lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the Sierra Nevada. The 

service area includes most of the Clovis-Fresno metropolitan area and unincorporated lands to the east 

and northeast. 

1.6 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 1.7-1 (beginning on the next page) summarizes the impacts of the proposed project, providing 

impact conclusions of either No Impact, Less-than-Significant Impact, or Potentially Significant or 

Significant Impact. The table also lists mitigation measures that would be implemented to reduce these 

impacts and the level of significance of each impact after mitigation. 

1.7 UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

A project would result in an unavoidable significant environmental effect if the project would have a 

significant construction-related or operational impact for which no mitigation or only partial mitigation is 

feasible. Typically, to approve and implement a project that involves unmitigable significant effects, the 

CEQA lead agency must issue a statement of overriding considerations. 

As described in Chapter 4.0, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Mitigation 

Measures,” the proposed 2016 Plan Update would result in potentially significant impacts. However, 

implementing specific mitigation measures where needed (e.g., for biological resources) would reduce all 

potentially significant impacts of the proposed project to a less-than-significant level. 
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Table 1.7-1. Impacts of the Proposed 2016 District Services Plan Update  

Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
Impact 4.1-1: The project would not convert 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to 
nonagricultural use or conflict with a 
Williamson Act contract. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-2: Construction and operation of 
new flood control basins for the project 
could result in a conflict with existing 
zoning. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required  

Impact 4.1-3: The project would not conflict 
with existing zoning for forest land or 
timberland or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-4: The project would not result 
in loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to nonforest use. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.1-5: The project would not involve 
other changes in the existing environment 
that could result in conversion of Farmland 
to nonagricultural use or forest land to 
nonforest use. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Air Quality 
Impact 4.2-1: Project construction would 
not conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan, violate an 
air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to a violation, result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a 
criteria pollutant for which the project region 
is nonattainment under an applicable 
ambient air quality standard, or expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Impact 4.2-2: Project operation would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan, violate an air 
quality standard or contribute substantially 
to a violation, result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable ambient 
air quality standard, or expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-3: The project would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial 
concentrations of hazardous air pollutants 
or significant health risks. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-4: The project would not be 
inconsistent with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, 
“Indirect Source Review.” 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.2-5: The project would not create 
objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Biological Resources 
Impact 4.3-1: The project could have a 
substantial adverse effect on a candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species. 

Potentially 
significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for 
Burrowing Owl. The District shall conduct preconstruction surveys 
for burrows and owls no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days 
before the beginning of ground disturbance over the entire project 
site and in areas within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of the 
project impact zone in accordance with the California Burrowing Owl 
Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation 
Guidelines (CBOC, 1993). 

Less than 
significant 

  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding 
Season and Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds. 
To protect migratory birds during proposed projects in areas where 
suitable habitat exists, the following measures shall be implemented: 

 

   • Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation 
shall be removed during the nonbreeding season (late September 
to the end of February). 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   • Before construction, but not more than 14 days before grading, 

demolition, or site preparation activities, a qualified biologist shall 
conduct a preconstruction nesting survey to determine the 
presence of nesting raptors. Activities taking place outside the 
breeding season (typically February 15–August 31) do not require 
a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 feet of 
the construction zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be 
erected at a distance of 250 feet around the nest site. Clearing and 
construction operations within this area shall be postponed until 
juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second 
nesting attempt determined by the biologist. 

 

   • To avoid impacts on common and special-status migratory birds 
pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the California Fish 
and Game Code, a nesting survey shall be conducted before 
construction activities if the work is scheduled between March 15 
and August 31. If migratory birds are identified nesting within the 
construction zone, a 100-foot buffer around the nest site shall be 
designated. No construction activity may occur within this buffer 
until a qualified biologist has determined that the young have 
fledged. A qualified biologist may modify the size of the buffer 
based on site conditions and the bird’s apparent acclimation to 
human activities. If the buffer is modified, the biologist shall 
monitor stress levels of the nesting birds for at least 1 week after 
construction commences to ensure that project activities would not 
cause nest site abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The 
biologist shall have the right to implement the full 100-foot buffer at 
any time if stress levels are elevated to the extent that nests could 
be abandoned and/or eggs or young could be lost. 

 

  Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Implement USFWS-Recommended 
Measures to Protect San Joaquin Kit Fox during Construction. 
The following measures are summarized from the USFWS 
Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered 
San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance (USFWS 
2011). These measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on 
SJKF entering the area during construction:  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   • An employee education program shall be conducted. The program 

shall consist of a brief presentation by a qualified wildlife biologist. 
The program shall include a description of the SJKF and its habitat 
needs; a report of SJKF occurrence in the project area; an 
explanation of the status of the species and its protection under 
the FESA; and a list of measures being taken to reduce impacts on 
the species during project construction. A fact sheet conveying this 
information shall be prepared for distribution to construction 
personnel.  

 

   • A representative shall be appointed to be the contact for any 
employee or contractor who might inadvertently kill or injure a kit 
fox or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The 
representative shall be identified during the employee education 
program and his or her name and telephone number shall be 
provided to USFWS and CDFW.  

 

   • Project-related vehicles shall observe a daytime speed limit of 
15 mph throughout the project site, except on state and federal 
highways; after dark, the speed limit shall be reduced to 10 mph. 
Off-road traffic outside of designated areas shall be prohibited. 

 

   • Work at night shall not be allowed.  

   • To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals 
during construction, all excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches 
more than 2 feet deep shall be covered with plywood or similar 
materials at the end of each work day. If the trenches cannot be 
closed, one or more escape ramps constructed of earthen fill or 
wooden planks shall be installed. Before such holes or trenches 
are filled, they shall be inspected for trapped animals.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
   • All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a 

diameter of 4 inches or greater that are stored at a construction 
site for one or more overnight periods shall be thoroughly 
inspected for kit foxes before the pipe is subsequently buried, 
capped, or otherwise used or moved in any way. If a kit fox is 
discovered inside a pipe, that section of pipe shall not be moved 
until USFWS or CDFW has been consulted. If necessary, and 
under the direct supervision of the biologist, the pipe may be 
moved only once to remove it from the path of construction activity, 
until the fox has escaped.  

 

   • Holes or trenches more than 8 feet deep shall be covered or 
fenced at the end of the day.  

 

   • All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and 
food scraps shall be disposed of in securely closed containers and 
removed at least once a week from the project site.  

 

   • Firearms shall not be allowed on the project site.   

   • To prevent harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of 
dens, no pets shall be permitted on the project site.  

 

   • Rodenticides and herbicides shall not be used on the project site 
except to control invasive plant species.  

 

   • Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary 
ground disturbance, including staging areas, temporary roads, and 
borrow sites, shall be recontoured if necessary and revegetated to 
promote restoration of the area to preproject conditions. 

 

   • Any death, injury, or entrapment of SJKF shall be reported to 
USFWS and CDFW staff immediately. Written reports shall be 
submitted within 3 working days of the event. 

 

Impact 4.3-2: The project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on a riparian 
habitat or other identified sensitive natural 
community. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
Impact 4.3-3: The project would not have a 
substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.3-4: The project could interfere 
substantially with the movement of a 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. 

Potentially 
significant 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b. “Remove Trees during 
Nonbreeding Season and Conduct Preconstruction Survey for 
Nesting Birds” 

Less than 
significant 

Impact 4.3-5: The project would not conflict 
with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance, or with the 
provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

No impact No mitigation measures are required.  

Cultural Resources 
Impact 4.4-1: The project would not cause 
a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as 
defined in CEQA Section 15064.5. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.4-2: The project would cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5. 

Potentially 
significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Perform Cultural Resources Survey 
and Move Alignment If Necessary to Avoid Effects on Resources 
Eligible for the CRHR. Before ground disturbance activities, a 
qualified professional archaeologist retained by the District shall 
perform a cultural resources survey of the area to determine whether 
cultural resources are present. The testing shall be performed before 
the start of any construction.  

Less than 
significant 
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Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before Mitigation Mitigation Measure 

Level of 
Significance After 

Mitigation 
  The District shall ensure that all cultural resources identified are 

evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR. All additional 
testing shall be performed by individuals who meet the United States 
Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards in archaeological 
history. If archaeological resources are determined to be eligible for 
the CRHR, and if the impacts of project construction and visitor use 
of the alignment render these resources as ineligible for the CRHR, 
the alignment shall be moved a minimum of 100 feet. 

 

Impact 4.4-3: The project would not directly 
or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.4-4: The project has the potential 
to disturb human remains, including those 
interred outside formal cemeteries. 

Potentially 
significant 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Stop Work and Implement Required 
Measures If Human Remains Are Found during Construction. If 
human remains or bones of unknown origin are found during any 
future project construction, all work shall stop in the vicinity of the find 
and the Fresno County coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the 
remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall 
notify the NAHC. The NAHC shall notify the person considered to be 
the most likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall work 
with the District to develop a program for the reinterment of the 
human remains and any associated artifacts. No additional work shall 
take place within the immediate vicinity of the find until the identified 
appropriate actions have been completed. 

Less than 
significant 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Impact 4.5-1: Project construction would 
not generate GHG emissions that may have 
a significant impact on the environment, or 
that would conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.5-2: Project operation would not 
generate GHG emissions that may have a 
significant impact on the environment, or 
that would conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 

Less than 
significant 

No mitigation measures are required.  
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (District), as lead agency, has prepared this draft 

subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed 

2016 District Services Plan Update (2016 Plan Update). The 2016 Plan Update is also referred to in this 

SEIR as the “proposed project.” The CEQA statute and the State CEQA Guidelines are codified as 

Sections 21000–21189 of the California Public Resources Code (PRC) and Title 14, Sections 15000–

15387 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR 15000–15387), respectively. 

The SEIR is an informational document that:  

 • identifies the potentially significant environmental effects of a proposed project on the environment,  

 • indicates the manner in which those significant effects can be avoided or significantly lessened by 

implementing potentially feasible mitigation measures,  

 • identifies a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to the proposed project that would 

eliminate or substantially lessen any significant environmental effects, and  

 • identifies any significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or otherwise 

reduced.  

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, “feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful 

manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, 

and technological factors. The SEIR provides information about the potential effects of the proposed 

project on the local and regional environment. 

The District, which as CEQA lead agency is the decision-making body, must consider the information in 

the SEIR and any other relevant information when making its decision about the proposed project. The 

SEIR does not determine the District’s ultimate decision regarding approval and implementation of the 

proposed project. However, CEQA requires the District’s Board of Directors to consider the information in 

the SEIR and, if it chooses, to approve the project and make findings regarding each significant effect 

identified in the SEIR.  

A CEQA lead agency’s decision-making process involves more than one step. The first step is to consider 

whether to certify the final SEIR for a proposed project. Certification does not, by itself, indicate that the 

decision makers intend to approve the project. Although certification is a necessary precondition of 

project approval, a decision-making body can certify a final SEIR and then deny a project. 
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Certifying a final SEIR involves a three-part finding (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15090):  

 • The final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA.  

 • The final SEIR was presented to the decision-making body of the lead agency and the decision-

making body reviewed and considered the information contained in the final SEIR.  

 • The final SEIR reflects the lead agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 

After certifying a final SEIR, the lead agency’s decision makers are in a position to approve a project if 

they so choose. In doing so, as described in CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines, they are subject to 

the statutory duty to avoid or substantially lessen significant environmental effects, where feasible. To 

meet this requirement, the lead agency adopts statutorily mandated findings as part project approval. 

These findings must address how agency decision-makers have dealt with each of the project’s 

significant effects. Possible findings are that: 

 • the agency has adopted mitigation measures or alternatives to avoid or substantially lessen the 

significant effects; 

 • the effects can be or have been mitigated by other public agencies, which should adopt, or have 

adopted, measures to address the effects; or 

 • proposed mitigation measures or alternatives are infeasible.  

Even after imposing all feasible means of avoiding or substantially lessening such effects, a lead agency 

may still approve a project with unmitigated significant effects, provided that the agency’s decision 

makers issue a “statement of overriding considerations” that identifies what the decision makers believe 

to be the project’s economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits, including any regional or 

statewide benefits, that render the unmitigated effects acceptable.  

The Board of Directors of the District, the CEQA lead agency, must certify the final SEIR before making 

the decision to approve, deny, or modify the proposed project. Other agencies, known as responsible 

agencies, may also use the SEIR in their permit review and/or approval processes. 

2.1 BACKGROUND 

The District is a “special act” district, created in 1956 to provide fully coordinated and comprehensive 

stormwater management and related services on a regional basis through a quasi–joint powers 

relationship among the cities of Fresno and Clovis and Fresno County. The District’s goal is to control and 

manage stormwater; prevent damage, injury, and inconvenience; and conserve such waters to replenish 

domestic and agricultural groundwater supplies within the Fresno County Stream Group watershed. 



Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 District Services Plan 
 2-3 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

To meet a requirement of the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), the District 

adopted its initial district services plan in 1984 and prepared and certified a program EIR (State 

Clearinghouse No. 1984091707) in 1985. In 1999, the District updated the plan and prepared an initial 

study (IS). However, because of shifting priorities and staffing changes, the District’s preparation of a 

Master EIR for the 1999 District Services Plan Update was delayed and ultimately not completed. The 

District updated the plan again in 2004 and prepared a Master EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 

1999111132) (FMFCD 2006), which the District certified in 2007. The 2007 Master EIR reviewed existing 

conditions, analyzed potential environmental impacts, and suggested feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce significant adverse environmental effects of the 2004 District Services Plan. 

2.2 SUBSEQUENT EIR REVIEW PROCESS 

This document is an SEIR to the final Master EIR of the 2004 District Services Plan, certified by the 

District in 2007. In 2016, the District prepared a draft 2016 Plan Update, which this SEIR hereby 

incorporates by reference.  

This SEIR is intended to serve as an informational document for the District’s Board of Directors and the 

public regarding significant impacts of the 2016 Plan Update that were not anticipated in the 2007 Master 

EIR. 

The following steps were taken to update the 2007 Master EIR analysis in this SEIR:  

 • review the 2007 Master EIR in accordance with Section 15175 of the State CEQA Guidelines,  

 • examine proposed subsequent projects included in the 2016 Plan Update, and  

 • determine whether the prior 2007 Master EIR addresses impacts adequately.  

Accordingly, this SEIR evaluates changes in the environmental setting or circumstances and changes to 

CEQA that may have occurred since certification of the 2007 Master EIR. 

Once a Master EIR is certified, the lead agency must find that a subsequent project (such as the 2016 

Plan Update) is within the scope of the master EIR (CEQA Section 21157.1[a] and State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15177). If the lead agency determines that the project is not within the scope of the 

master EIR, the lead agency must prepare an initial study/mitigated negative declaration or an EIR for the 

subsequent project. 
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The District reviewed the 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update in accordance with procedures 

described in CEQA Section 21157.1(a) and Section 15177 of the State CEQA Guidelines. An initial study 

(IS) was prepared (Appendix A), analyzing whether the proposed 2016 Plan Update would: 

 • cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR,  

 • be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR,  

 • have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR,  

 • cause significant impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,4 and 

 • require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

2.3 APPROACH TO THE EIR 

Many components of the 2016 Plan Update were previously evaluated in either the 1999 IS or the 2007 

Master EIR, or both. Those documents are hereby incorporated by reference in their entirety. The 

approach to assessing the impacts of the 2016 Plan Update in this SEIR is to build on the previous 

analyses by providing current details about the site and an updated regulatory setting based on readily 

available public information. This draft SEIR provides a program-level evaluation of the 2016 Plan 

Update. After adoption of the 2016 Plan Update, the District may conduct additional project-level CEQA 

review, as needed, on specific projects it proposes to implement. 

The District’s programs and service responsibilities would not change under the 2016 Plan Update, but 

several new projects and modifications have been proposed. The following new projects and 

modifications are described in detail in Chapter 3.0, “Project Description”:  

 • changes to the locations of proposed stormwater basins, 

 • expansion of existing stormwater detention basins, 

 • creation of new and expansion of existing drainage areas, and 

 • construction of storm conveyance pipelines and related infrastructure. 

This draft SEIR has been prepared because the District has determined that changes to and 

circumstances surrounding the 2016 Plan Update have occurred and new information has become 

available since the District certified the Final Master EIR on November 14, 2007. Moreover, in accordance 

with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15177(b)(2), the District evaluated the impacts of what is now the 
                                                 
4 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because 
this was not a requirement at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the California 
Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 
30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed them with the 
Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The amendments became effective March 18, 
2010.  
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2016 Plan Update in a 2014 IS (see Appendix A). Based on the IS, the District has determined that the 

impacts of subsequent projects proposed in the 2016 Plan Update were not previously examined in the 

2007 Master EIR and may be potentially significant.  

This draft SEIR evaluates the environmental effects of implementing the 2016 Plan Update related to 

agricultural resources (conversion of farmland), air quality, biological resources, and cultural resources. 

In addition, the SEIR evaluates the project’s effects related to GHG emissions. The 2007 Master EIR did 

not analyze project-related GHG emissions because this requirement did not exist at the time the 

document was certified in 2007. 

2.4 SCOPING 

The District circulated a notice of preparation (NOP) for the 2016 Plan Update to local, state, and federal 

agencies and other interested parties on November 18, 2013, pursuant to Section 15082 of the State 

CEQA Guidelines (Appendix A). A public review period was set from November 18 to December 20, 

2013. The NOP described the proposed project and its location, and the IS (a copy of which was made 

available on the District’s Web site and in the District office) identified the potential environmental effects 

of the proposed project that would be evaluated in this SEIR. Appendix A includes the NOP, IS, and 

agency and public comments received during the scoping period. The following agencies provided 

comments: 

 • Central Valley Flood Protection Board,  

 • Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District,  

 • California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW),  

 • Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC),  

 • San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD),  

 • U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and 

 • Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 

The Central Valley Flood Protection Board commented that the 2016 Plan Update is within its jurisdiction 

and that an encroachment permit may be needed. The Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District 

recommended including mitigation measures to protect the public from health risks associated with 

mosquitoes. 

The NAHC recommended performing a records search for the project area, and avoiding sacred and/or 

historical sites. SJVAPCD commented that an emissions analysis must be performed to determine the 

project’s impacts related to criteria pollutant emissions, nuisance odors, and health issues. USACE stated 
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that the project is within its jurisdiction and under the authority of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Project features that would result in the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 

States would require Department of the Army authorization before the start of work. 

CDFW identified special-status species that may occur in the 2016 Plan Update area and made 

recommendations for mitigation. Also, CDFW stated that streambed alteration agreements may be 

needed upon the expiration of the March 2006 memorandum of understanding (MOU) with the District 

(DFG 2006). The MOU expires in 2018. 

2.5 FINAL SUBSEQUENT EIR 

After the close of the public and agency comment period for this SEIR, written responses will be prepared 

for all significant environmental issues raised in the comments received. The comments, responses, and 

changes to the SEIR document resulting from the comments and responses will be published in the 

final SEIR. As required by CEQA, written responses to comments submitted by public agencies will be 

provided to those agencies for review at least 10 days before the District considers certification of the 

final SEIR.  

2.6 EIR ORGANIZATION 

This draft SEIR is organized as described below. 

Chapter 1.0, “Executive Summary”: Summarizes the project, with an overview of the proposed project 

and its components, impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance after mitigation. Also 

summarizes project alternatives, areas of controversy, and issues to be resolved. 

Chapter 2.0, “Introduction”: Describes the environmental review process, background, the draft SEIR 

preparation process, lead agency actions, and the organization of this draft SEIR.  

Chapter 3.0, “Project Description”: Describes the proposed project in detail, with information about the 

project location, background, purpose, and objectives. Also describes the subsequent projects, project 

design, construction, and operation and maintenance (O&M) performance standards, and the intended 

uses of the draft SEIR.  

Chapter 4.0, “Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures”: Discusses the existing 

conditions for each environmental issue area; describes the methodology for determining the significance 

of impacts; identifies the project’s short-term and long-term environmental impacts and their level of 

significance before mitigation; recommends potentially feasible mitigation measures to reduce impact 

significance; and identifies any significant impacts that cannot be mitigated (i.e., impacts that would be 

significant and unavoidable). This chapter of the draft SEIR discusses the following environmental issues: 
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 • Section 4.1, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources” 

 • Section 4.2, “Air Quality” 

 • Section 4.3, “Biological Resources” 

 • Section 4.4, “Cultural Resources” 

 • Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions” 

Chapter 5.0, “Other CEQA Sections”: Identifies the proposed project’s growth-inducing impacts and 

significant and unavoidable environmental impacts, significant irreversible environmental changes, and 

effects found not to be significant. 

Chapter 6.0, “Alternatives”: Describes the alternatives to the proposed project and their potential 

feasibility. Also analyzes the alternatives’ environmental impacts and the ability of the alternatives to 

achieve project objectives compared to the proposed project. 

Chapter 7.0, “List of Preparers”: Identifies the lead agency, the persons who prepared or otherwise had 

a role in the draft SEIR and/or technical appendices, and all federal, state, and local agencies and other 

organizations and individuals who were consulted during its preparation. 

Chapter 8.0, “References”: Identifies reference sources used during preparation of the draft SEIR.  

Appendices: Includes documentation of the public review process; the IS; and technical studies that 

support the project description, analysis of impacts in this draft SEIR, and alternatives. This draft SEIR 

also includes the following appendices:  

 • Appendix A, “Initial Study, Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent EIR, and Comment Letters” 

 • Appendix B, “Air Quality Technical Study” 

 • Appendix C, “Biological Resources Report” 

 • Appendix D, “Cultural Records Search Results and Correspondence” 
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3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This chapter discusses the location and background of projects addressed in the 2016 Plan Update. This 

chapter also describes the purpose of the project and provides a complete project description to be 

analyzed in the draft SEIR. 

3.1 LOCATION 

The District encompasses the area generally located in the north-central portion of Fresno County 

between the San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The District service area covers approximately 400 square 

miles and extends from the agricultural lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the Sierra Nevada. 

The District service area includes the Clovis-Fresno metropolitan area, and unincorporated lands to the 

east and northeast. 

3.2 BACKGROUND 

The District is a “special act” district, created in 1956 to provide fully coordinated and comprehensive 

stormwater management and related services on a regional basis through a quasi–joint powers 

relationship among the cities of Clovis and Fresno and Fresno County. The District’s goal is to control and 

manage stormwater; prevent damage, injury, and inconvenience; and conserve such waters to replenish 

domestic and agricultural groundwater supplies within the Fresno County Stream Group watershed. 

To meet a LAFCO requirement, the District adopted its initial district services plan in 1984 and prepared 

and certified a final EIR in 1985. The District has adopted several updates to the initial district services 

plan. Table 3.2-1 lists the District’s various district services plans and the accompanying environmental 

document for each plan, and provides a brief discussion. 
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Table 3.2-1. History of District Services Plans and Adopted Environmental Documents 

Plan Document 
Environmental Document 

Adopted or Certified Discussion 
1984 District 
Services Plan 

1985 Program EIR 
(State Clearinghouse 
No. 1984091707) 

This was the first district services plan adopted by the District.  

1999 District 
Services Plan 

None The District prepared and published an NOP and IS in 1999 in 
anticipation of a master EIR. Based on the analysis presented in 
the 1999 NOP/IS, it was determined that the master EIR would 
focus on hydrology and water quality, biological resources, human 
health, and recreation/trails. However, because of shifting priorities 
and staffing changes, the District’s publication of the draft master 
EIR for the 1999 District Services Plan was delayed and ultimately 
not completed.  

2004 District 
Services Plan 

2007 Master EIR 
(State Clearinghouse 
No. 1999111132) 

The District released a revised NOP for public review in 2005 but 
did not prepare a new IS, as it determined that the changes 
between the 1999 and 2004 district service plans did not 
substantially affect the conclusions presented in the 1999 NOP/IS. 
However, in response to comments received in the 2005 NOP and 
changes in the regulatory framework since publication of the 1999 
NOP/IS, the District determined that agricultural resources impacts 
and construction air quality impacts would be analyzed in the 2007 
Master EIR. 

2013 District 
Services Plan 
(plan update) 

Current project in process The 2013 District Services Plan is the proposed project being 
analyzed in this draft SEIR. The evaluation is being conducted to 
determine whether the environmental impacts of the 2016 Plan 
Update are within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR.  

Notes: 2016 Plan Update = 2016 District Services Plan Update; District = Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District; 
EIR = environmental impact report; IS = initial study; NOP = notice of preparation; SEIR = subsequent environmental 
impact report 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2017 

3.3 PURPOSE OF PROJECT 

The purpose of this draft SEIR is to analyze and determine whether the 2016 Plan Update: 

 • may cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR 

(including a determination of the significance of project impacts from GHG emissions)5; and 

 • is within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR. 

                                                 
5 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because 
this requirement did not exist at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the 
California Natural Resources Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on 
December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed 
them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The amendments became 
effective March 18, 2010.  
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The 2016 Plan Update will be considered to be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR if it is described 

in that document and:  

 • would have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR, 

and 

 • would require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

An SEIR is required because it was determined that the 2016 Plan Update is not within the scope of the 

2007 Master EIR. The 2016 Plan Update and the list of subsequent projects shown in Table 3.4-1 of this 

SEIR serve as the project description. 

3.4 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, the District distinguishes 

between flood control and local drainage services. The District’s flood control program relates to the 

control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor from the eastern 

streams. The District’s local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of stormwater 

runoff generated within the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. Collectively, these facilities 

compose the district services plan. Figure 3-1 shows the boundaries of the District’s service area. 

The 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update describe the District’s major programs and service 

responsibilities and are incorporated herein by reference. The 2016 Plan Update proposes construction of 

several new projects or improvements and ongoing O&M of existing and future projects. The subsequent 

projects consist primarily of enlarging two existing basins, relocating two existing basins, and constructing 

one new basin expansions (Table 3.4-1). Figure 3-2 identifies the regional locations of the proposed 

basins within the District’s service area: Figures 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7 show proposed site specific 

locations of individual basins. 
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Figure 3-1. Regional Location Map  
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Table 3.4-1. 2014 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update—Subsequent Projects  

Project 

General 
Location of 

Drainage Area6 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Change to 
location of 
proposed Basin 
AV 

Southern 
portion of district 
service area on 
west and east 
sides of SR 41 

852 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences, 
industrial uses, and 
small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Industrial, school facility, 
and single-family 
residential in the Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014). 

The current location of Basin AV is 
immediately west of SR 41 between North and 
Central avenues. The proposed basin would 
be approximately 20 acres. Under the 2016 
Plan Update, the proposed basin would be 
relocated to a new site north of Central 
Avenue, between Fig and Walnut avenues. 
The proposed basin site is planted in row 
crops. The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin. 

Expansion of 
Basin CH 

Western portion 
of the district 
service area 
west of SR 99 

881 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences 
and small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Single-family residential, 
office, and open space in 
the Fresno General Plan 
(City of Fresno 2014). 

Stormwater runoff within the drainage area is 
conveyed to Basin CH, which is at the 
southwest corner of the Drainage Area CH, 
south of the intersection of McKinley and 
Bryan avenues. The basin is approximately 
15.2 acres. Under the 2016 Plan Update, 
Basin CH would be enlarged by 2.0 acres, for 
a total basin area of 17.2 acres. The planned 
expansion area is immediately south of the 
existing basin and comprises two parcels 
containing agricultural land (row crops) and 
vacant land. The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin. 

                                                 
6 The term “drainage area” refers to the land area served by a single drainage basin. All stormwater flows collected in the drainage area are conveyed to the 
drainage basin serving the drainage area. The District identifies its urban system basins with the same two-letter designation as the drainage area it serves (i.e., 
Basin AQ serves Drainage Area AQ).  
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Project 

General 
Location of 

Drainage Area6 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

New Basin CJ Western portion 
of district 
service area 
west of  
SR 99 

882 acres Partially within 
the City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural residences 
and small tract of 
agricultural land 

Area within the Fresno 
SOI: Planned for single-
family residential, school 
facility, and open space 
uses in the 2025 Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014).  
 
Area south of Belmont 
Avenue: Located in 
unincorporated Fresno 
County, outside of the 
Fresno SOI and 
designated for 
agricultural use in the 
Fresno County General 
Plan Update, 2000 
(Fresno County 2000a). 

The District’s 2004 District Services Plan 
shows a proposed basin for Drainage Area CJ 
at the southeast corner of Grantland and 
Belmont Avenues. Under the 2016 Plan 
Update, the proposed location for Basin CJ 
would be changed to a site immediately east 
of its previously planned location. The planned 
basin would be enlarged from approximately 
13 acres to 28.4 acres. The proposed basin 
site comprises one parcel consisting of vacant 
land and one residential structure and portions 
of two parcels containing vineyards. The 
project would consist of land acquisition, and 
construction and operation of the proposed 
basin. 

Expansion of 
Basin CK 

Western portion 
of district 
service area 
west of  
SR 99 

725 acres Partially within 
the City of 
Fresno SOI 

Residential tract 
homes, rural 
residences, and 
small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Area north of Belmont 
Avenue: Located within 
the City of Fresno SOI 
and planned for 
residential, office, and 
open space use in the 
Fresno General Plan 
(City of Fresno 2014).  
 
Area south of Belmont 
Avenue (where Basin CK 
is located): Located in 
unincorporated Fresno 
County and designated 
for agricultural use in the 
Fresno County General 
Plan (Fresno County 
2000a). 

Basin CK is south of Belmont Avenue 
between Hayes and Cornelia avenues. The 
basin is approximately 13.4 acres. Under the 
2016 Plan Update, Basin CK would be 
enlarged by 2.8 acres, for a total basin area of 
16.2 acres. The planned expansion area is 
immediately north of the existing basin and 
consists of a portion of one parcel containing 
vacant agricultural land. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and construction 
and operation of the proposed basin. 
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Project 

General 
Location of 

Drainage Area6 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 
Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

New Basin CP Southwestern 
portion of district 
service area 
west of  
SR 99 

311 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences, 
single-family 
residences, 
industrial uses, 
open space, 
agricultural land, 
and a church 

Single-family residences 
and commercial/business 
park use in the Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014). 

There is currently no proposed basin facility in 
Drainage Area CP. Under the 2016 Plan 
Update, a proposed basin would be located on 
the south side of Jensen Avenue just east of 
the intersection of Jensen and Marks 
avenues. The proposed basin would be 
approximately 10.3 acres and would consist of 
a portion of a larger parcel containing 
vineyards. The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin.  

Installation of 
new and 
ongoing 
maintenance of 
existing and 
future 
stormwater 
infrastructure 

Throughout 
district service 
area 

N/A N/A N/A N/A In addition to the acquisition, construction and 
operation of new basins and expansion of 
existing basins, the installation of new 
stormwater infrastructure and ongoing 
operation and maintenance of existing and 
future facilities is proposed under the 2016 
Plan Update. New infrastructure would consist 
of pipelines, surface conveyance structures, 
stormwater inlets, pumps, and related system 
appurtenances. New pipeline construction and 
other improvements would occur as 
development occurs in areas planned for 
urban and suburban development by the cities 
of Fresno and Clovis and Fresno County. 
Approximately 260 miles of proposed 
pipelines would be constructed.  

Notes: N/A = not applicable; SOI = sphere of influence; SR = State Route 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2017 
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Figure 3-2. Project Location Map 
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3.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The 2016 Plan Update presents specific objectives for each of the District’s seven programs: Flood 
Control; Rural Streams; Local Stormwater Drainage; Stormwater Quality Management; Water 
Conservation; Recreation; and Wildlife Management. The objectives are derived from the service 
mandates of the District Act and the District’s mission statement. The following objectives are 
consolidated and summarized from each program described in the 2016 Plan Update: 

 • Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local 
stormwater drainage, water conservation, and recreation. 

 • Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage system, 
including water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife habitat uses. 

 • Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property within the 
District from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the design 
event. 

 • Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and local 
stormwater drainage system. 

 • Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure the 
system operates as designed. 

 • Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and environmental 
regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote understanding of District 
service objectives. 

 • Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff-borne pollutants will not pose risks to public health or 
the environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit and relevant environmental statutes, including enhancement of water quality 
in flood control, local stormwater drainage, and stream and channel design considerations.  

 • Meet the flood control and local storm drainage standards of the District while encouraging design 
and management practices which enhance and protect stream values including riparian and wetland 
habitats, and natural and historic drainage pathways. 

 • Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood-proof 
all development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such floodplains. 

 • Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be 
hydrologically and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled.  

 • Develop the system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions prior to 
addressing upstream channel constrictions. 

 • Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education in all 
District service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream restoration 
and preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and understanding 
of flood control, drainage and environmental principles and values. 
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Figure 3-3. Flood Control Basin AV 
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Figure 3-4. Flood Control Basin CH 
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Figure 3-5. Flood Control Basin CJ 
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Figure 3-6. Flood Control Basin CK 
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Figure 3-7. Flood Control Basin CP 
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3.6 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

The District has established numerous performance standards that would apply to both design and 

construction and O&M of the proposed project. These standards are reflected, as appropriate, in contract 

specifications, O&M procedures, District policies, the CDFW 7 MOU, the NPDES permit, and other 

documents. The following performance standards have been incorporated into the project description, 

and their implementation is assumed as part of this analysis. (Unless otherwise noted, the following 

performance standards were derived from the 2007 Master EIR and have been updated where 

applicable.) 

3.6.1 Design and Construction Performance Standards 

Grading and Erosion Control 

 • The District would ensure that construction projects are controlled through standard plans and 

specifications. In addition, all construction activities would be subject to city and county grading 

ordinances, which would control erosion. A Removal of Borrow Material permit would be issued by 

the District to the contractor and signed by anyone desiring to remove soil from a District facility. 

Applicable provisions of the contract and permit would ensure that the contractor and permittee would 

excavate per the approved design and quantities. Site controls required under the permit include 

measures to ensure that no slopes have a greater horizontal-to-vertical (H:V) ratio of 4H:1V, and that 

stockpiles must be flattened upon completion as a requirement of the permit. Such measures would 

also help control erosion. 

 • Basin slopes would be graded and maintained to minimize erosion. If soil erosion occurs, the erosion 

material would be kept on-site, within the excavation area, and used to repair eroded areas.  

 • Erosion control measures (planting, seeding, and mulching) would be established where channel 

restoration activities have disturbed soils and that slope toward a channel, before the onset of the 

next rainy season. If suitable vegetation would not become reasonably established, nonerodible 

materials would be used.  

 • The District would repair existing erosion controls (sloping, rocks, and gabions) from the toe of slope 

in the channel to the top of the bank, to stabilize eroded areas.  

 • Except when flood flows may cause immediate damage, erosion control repairs would be limited to 

periods when there is no or low stream flow.  

 • The District would select and implement the most appropriate erosion control best management 

practices (BMPs) (FMFCD 1995). 

                                                 
7 On January 1, 2013, the name of the California Department of Fish and Game was officially changed to CDFW. The 
new name was mandated by Assembly Bill 2402. 
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Air Quality 

 • District contractors and dirt removal permits (see “Grading and Erosion Control,” above) would be 

required to provide dust control and cleanup of loose soils both within and outside of construction 

sites in accordance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII—Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions for the control of fine 

particulate matter. This regulation requires that a site-specific dust control plan be prepared before 

construction of District facilities. The District prepared a comprehensive plan in 2006 that established 

appropriate fugitive dust control measures for District maintenance staff and contractors. The dust 

control plan includes plot plans for facility locations that could be sources of dust emissions, and 

identifies the relative locations of actual and potential sources of fugitive dust emissions; locations of 

sensitive receptors; disturbed surface area; dates of dust-generating activities; and specific dust 

control methods that would be used. Water would be applied to control visible dust emissions and 

stabilize surface areas. No chemical dust suppressants would be used. Other dust control methods 

would include limiting truck speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph), and managing dust track-out by 

controlling truck speeds and conducting manual sweeping. However, blower devices or dry rotary 

brushers or brooms for removal of carryout and track-out from paved public roads would not be used. 

The plan also specifies the frequency of cleanup. District staff performing dust-generating activities 

and District contractors or dirt removal permittees would be required to comply with the requirements 

of the dust control plan, as stipulated in any construction or maintenance contract for District facilities. 

 • The District would require its contractors or permittees to properly maintain internal combustion 

engines used during construction activities. The District would properly maintain all District-owned 

and operated internal combustion engine machinery.  

Traffic and Circulation 

 • Appropriate traffic control measures, including flagged controls, designated construction traffic routes, 

and signage would be utilized during construction activities to provide a safe and smooth flow of 

traffic. Traffic obstructions would be minimized, and free passage of traffic would be maintained 

whenever possible. Closure of any intersecting streets or roads would occur only with the approval of 

the traffic authority of the governmental unit having jurisdiction. District contractors would notify the 

appropriate police and fire departments of the location of the work in advance of any road closure. 

 • As necessary, construction-related truck movement would be limited between the hours of 7:00 a.m. 

and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday. 

 • Vehicle access would be provided for residences and businesses affected by construction activities 

and would be maintained in good condition. Pedestrian access to all properties along the line of work 

would be provided whenever possible and necessary, with construction fencing placed as necessary 

to provide pedestrian safety. 
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 • The District would perform pre- and post-construction visual inspections along haul routes of major 

projects to determine road conditions. 

Health and Safety 

 • The District would conduct a Phase I preliminary site assessment to determine the presence of any 

hazardous materials before land acquisition. 

 • District contractors would be required to notify the District of certain specified conditions related to 

hazardous waste, unexpected subsurface or latent conditions, or unknown physical conditions. The 

District would promptly investigate any such conditions reported to it and would take appropriate 

action to protect public and contractor health and safety. 

 • The District would immediately begin the cleanup of spills or hazardous materials releases that may 

occur during construction. The District would notify all applicable responsible agencies as required by 

law. 

 • The District contractors would comply with the provisions of the construction safety orders, tunnel 

safety orders, orders for confined and enclosed spaces and other dangerous atmospheres, and 

general safety orders adopted by the State of California’s Division of Industrial Safety, as set forth in 

CCR Title 8, and applicable worker safety portions of the District or contractor standard specifications. 

 • Low-flow areas of basins would be designed to maintain ponded water depths that provide for 

mosquito fish predation on mosquito populations.  

Water Quality Protection 

 • The District would file a notice of intent or an erosivity waiver for coverage under the NPDES General 

Construction Activity Stormwater Permit, as required.  

 • District contractors would comply with the requirements of the NPDES General Permit, including 

implementing a storm water pollution prevention plan.  

 • Projects would incorporate applicable BMPs (FMFCD 1995).  

 • The maximum depth of any urban stormwater retention basin would provide a minimum 10 feet of 

vertical separation between the lowest floor of the basin and the highest anticipated level of 

groundwater. 

Cultural Resources 

 • Before the start of construction, all District contractors and subcontractors for the project would be 

informed in writing regarding the potential to discover important cultural or paleontological resources 

below the ground surface on the project site and the legal consequences of damaging or destroying 

such resources. Should any cultural or paleontological resources be found, the District would stop 
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work in the area in question and a qualified consultant would be retained by the District to evaluate 

the find and make recommendations for further action. 

 • If human remains are found during project activities, the Fresno County Coroner would be notified 

immediately. The coroner has 2 working days to examine the remains and 24 hours to recommend 

proper treatment or disposition of the remains, following NAHC guidelines where appropriate. 

Biological Resources 

The following describes some of the provisions of the March 2008 CDFW MOU. Specific provisions of the 

CDFW MOU will be used to determine authorized activities and compliance requirements for specific 

projects. 

 • Channel flow capacity restoration activities would involve removal of all vegetation from the total bank 

profile to reestablish and restore a channel and its flow capacity, subject to all of the following: 

 – Native oaks and sycamores greater than 16 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) and less than 

30 inches dbh may be removed, provided they are replaced at a ratio of 5:1. 

 – The removal of greater than 1,320 feet of a contiguous stand of such trees is not authorized. 

 – The removal of individual trees of any native species 30 inches dbh or greater (approximately 50 

years old or older) is not authorized without specific consultation with CDFW. 

 – Removal of native willow, cottonwood, and other mature and submature native vegetation greater 

than 4 inches dbh within any one contiguous stand would be limited to removal of less than 1,320 

feet linear reach, or removal of no greater than 50 percent of the aerial cover existing before the 

project. 

 – Channel restoration activities would include the installation of culverts, channel widening, 

reconfiguration, and relocation. Designs provide for recontouring the banks to a more natural 

state with flatter side slopes as necessary to pass the design flow and maximize channel stability. 

 – Flow diversions would be done in a manner that would prevent pollution and siltation, and provide 

flows to downstream reaches. Flows would be at a sufficient quality and quantity to support 

aquatic life. 

 – Section 404 and Section 401 permits would be obtained from USACE and the Central Valley 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in accordance with Section 4.2, “Biological 

Resources,” of the 2007 Master EIR. 

 – As set forth in the MOU, the District has compensated for the temporary adverse effects of 

channel restoration activities on stream habitats through the preservation of 50 acres of riparian 

habitat at Fancher Creek Reservoir. 
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 – During channel restoration work, District contractors would endeavor to protect existing trees, 

shrubs, and other vegetative growth along the work site from damage unless they are specifically 

designated on plans to be removed. All planted vegetation and trees would be monitored and 

maintained to ensure a 75 percent survival rate for at least 5 years. 

Aesthetics 

 • As necessary and possible, hours of operation for light-generating construction equipment would be 

restricted to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 

Noise 

 • As necessary, construction operations would be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 

 • All construction equipment would be properly maintained. 

 • All gas- or diesel-powered construction equipment would be equipped with required control 

technology. 

 • Routine maintenance and repair of construction equipment would not be allowed within 300 feet of a 

residence (except emergency repairs). 

 • Construction site access would be located away from residences to the extent consistent with traffic 

safety and efficient site circulation. 

3.6.2 Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 

Air Quality 

 • Any maintenance activities that would cause or have the potential to cause fugitive emissions would 

be required to implement dust control measures in accordance with the District’s comprehensive dust 

control plan (see “Air Quality,” above). 

 • If objectionable odors originate at a District facility, District staff would investigate the cause of the 

odor immediately. When the source of the odor is identified, it would be neutralized or removed and 

properly disposed of in accordance with local, state, and federal requirements. 

Health and Safety 

 • The District would work cooperatively with the Consolidated and Fresno Mosquito Vector Control 

District (FMVCD) to maintain flood control facilities in a manner that discourages mosquito and midge 

habitat. 

 • Emergent vegetation would be managed at the shoreline and on the water surface. 

 • Whenever possible, deep zones would be designed and maintained in excess of 4 feet (1.2 meters) 

to limit the growth of invasive emergent vegetation such as cattails. 
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 • Access lanes would be provided for FMVCD staff and vehicles. 

 • The District would periodically inspect basin facilities to identify District features needing repair (e.g., 

fences and pumping stations) and to ensure compliance with District ordinances prohibiting certain 

activities (e.g., swimming, fishing, and golfing). 

 • The District would implement the Standard Operating Procedures for Monitoring, Maintenance, and 

Disposal of Stormwater Basin Sediments (see “Water Quality Protection”). 

Water Quality Protection 

 • The District would periodically test and remove soils as generally described in the District Services 

Plan and specified in the District’s Standard Operating Procedures for Monitoring, Maintenance, and 

Disposal of Stormwater Basin Sediments. The District would remove soils from accumulation areas 

as necessary to maintain less than District-prescribed threshold concentrations of indicator 

contaminants and to ensure that contaminant levels do not exceed hazardous waste levels, as 

defined in CCR Title 22 or 50 percent of the current California human health screening levels for 

commercial/industrial land uses. The District would adjust the frequency of testing and cleaning as 

increased data provides improved knowledge of constituent accumulation concentrations and rates. 

Biological Resources 

 • Channel maintenance activities would include the removal and control of vegetation and obstructions 

subject to the specific restrictions and authorizations of the CDFW MOU. Removal of nonnative 

species and human-caused debris and pruning of flow-restricting branches are authorized. Removal 

and control of native vegetation less than 4 inches dbh by mechanical devices, chemical, and hand 

labor from the bottom half of channel banks and the streambed from toe to toe are authorized. 

Channel maintenance requiring the removal of native vegetation greater than 4 inches dbh would be 

limited to all of the restrictions for channel restoration projects identified previously. In any one year, 

vegetation removal for maintenance purposes would be limited to either the bottom half of one 

channel bank in the affected project reach, or the bottom half of both banks not to exceed a 1,320-

linear-foot reach. 

3.6.3 Flood Control and Drainage Planning 

 • During the planning phase for the siting of future flood control basins and drainage system facilities, 

the District will work with the City of Fresno and Fresno County and support consistency with each 

agency’s general plan. 
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3.7 INTENDED USES OF THE SUBSEQUENT EIR 

Public agencies other than the District, including responsible and trustee agencies (as defined under 

CEQA), may use this SEIR during their review of various requests for permits and other discretionary 

approvals. The following agencies might use this SEIR for such purposes: 

 • California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 • Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

 • City of Fresno 

 • Fresno County 

 • Fresno Irrigation District 

 • Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District 

 • Kings River Conservation District 

 • Native American Heritage Commission 

 • San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 

District 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

This chapter discusses the environmental and regulatory setting, impacts, and mitigation measures for 

each of the following technical issue areas: 

 • Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

 • Air Quality 

 • Biological Resources 

 • Cultural Resources 

 • Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

4.0.1 Environmental Setting 

According to Section 15125(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a description of 

physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project as they exist at the time the NOP is 

published. This “environmental setting” normally constitutes the “baseline condition” against which 

project-related impacts are compared. Therefore, the baseline conditions for this draft SEIR, unless noted 

otherwise, are based on conditions that existed on November 18, 2013, when the NOP was published. 

The State CEQA Guidelines recognize that the data for establishing an environmental baseline cannot be 

rigid. Because physical environmental conditions may vary over time, the use of environmental baselines 

that differ from the date of the NOP is reasonable and appropriate in certain circumstances when doing 

so results in a more accurate or conservative environmental analysis. 

4.0.2 Environmental Section Format 

Each technical section in Chapter 4.0 begins with an introduction that explains the issues to be 

evaluated, summarizes the comments received in response to the NOP, and identifies the primary 

sources reviewed to prepare the analysis. The introduction is followed by a description of the project’s 

environmental setting and regulatory setting as it pertains to a particular issue. 

The regulatory setting summarizes applicable federal, state, and local regulations, plans, policies, and 

laws that are relevant to each issue area. The regulatory setting description in each section is followed by 

a discussion of project-specific impacts. The impact statement is prefaced by a number for ease of 

identification. An explanation of each impact and an analysis of its significance follow each impact 

statement. All mitigation measures are identified immediately after the impact analysis. The degree to 

which the identified mitigation measure(s) would reduce the impact is also described. Compliance with 

applicable laws, policies, and city regulations is assumed and will be identified in the impact analysis. In 
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many cases, compliance with applicable laws, policies, or regulations would reduce the significance of an 

impact. 

4.1 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

This section evaluates the potential effects of the 2016 Plan Update on agriculture and forestry resources. 

The IS (Appendix A) determined the 2016 Plan Update would cause significant impacts on agricultural 

resources that must be evaluated in an SEIR. The IS analysis found that there would be no conflicts with 

existing zoning for forest land or timberland or any conversion of forest land to nonforest use. The IS was 

circulated for agency and public review for 30 days. No additional comments were received.  

4.1.1 Environmental Setting 

There are approximately 35,922 acres of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide 

Importance in the District’s service area (DOC 2016). The vast majority of farmland is located in the west 

and southwest portions of the service area, southwest of the city of Fresno. Additional farmland is found 

east of the Fresno city limits and north of the city of Clovis. Fresno County also has a large amount of 

agricultural land that is under Williamson Act contract. As of 2016, approximately 1.5 million acres of land 

in Fresno County were enrolled in the Williamson Act (Fresno County Farm Bureau 2017). In the District’s 

service area, the majority of land under Williamson Act contract is in the rural foothill portions of the 

District.  

Forest land and timberlands in the Fresno County area lie within the southern part of Sierra National 

Forest and the northern part of Sequoia National Forest. The easternmost portion of Fresno County 

encompasses forest lands located within Sierra National Forest. However, there are no forest lands or 

timberlands in or near the District’s service area. 

4.1.2 Regulatory Setting 

This section briefly describes federal, state, and local regulations, permits, and policies pertaining to 

agriculture or forestry resources as they apply or may be relevant to the project. 

Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

No federal laws, regulations, or policies related to agriculture and forestry resources apply to the project. 

State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 

The California Department of Conservation (DOC) administers the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 

Program (FMMP) (DOC 2014), which evaluates the quality of farmlands throughout the state. The 
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suitability of the local soil resources plays a crucial part in the FMMP’s farmland classifications. The 

FMMP uses the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service’s soil survey information, land inventory, 

and monitoring criteria to classify most of the state’s agricultural regions into five agricultural and three 

nonagricultural land types. The FMMP publishes this information in its Important Farmland map series 

every 2 years. Table 4.1-1 describes the five agricultural and three nonagricultural land classifications. 

Table 4.1-1. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Farmland Classifications 

Land Classification Class Description 
Prime Farmland Prime Farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical features able to 

sustain long-term agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing 
season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have 
been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the 4 years before 
the mapping date. 

Farmland of Statewide 
Importance 

Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor 
shortcomings, such as greater slopes or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must 
have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the 4 years 
before the mapping date.  

Unique Farmland Unique Farmland consists of lesser quality soils used for the production of the state’s 
leading agricultural crops. This land is usually irrigated, but may include nonirrigated 
orchards or vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California. Land must have 
been cropped at some time during the 4 years before the mapping date.  

Farmland of Local 
Importance 

Farmland of Local Importance is land of importance to the local agricultural economy 
as determined by each county’s board of supervisors and a local advisory committee.  

Grazing Land Grazing Land is land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of 
livestock. This category was developed in cooperation with the California Cattlemen’s 
Association, University of California Cooperative Extension, and other groups 
interested in the extent of grazing activities.  

Urban and Built-Up Land Urban and Built-Up Land is occupied by structures with a building density of at least 
one unit to 1.5 acres, or approximately six structures to a 10-acre parcel. Common 
examples include residential, industrial, commercial, institutional facilities, cemeteries, 
airports, golf courses, sanitary landfills, sewage treatment, and water control structures.  

Water Water is defined as perennial water bodies with an extent of at least 40 acres. 

Other Land Other Land is land not included in any other mapping category. Common examples 
include low-density rural developments, vegetative and riparian areas not suitable for 
livestock grazing, confined animal agriculture facilities, strip mines, borrow pits, and 
water bodies smaller than 40 acres. Vacant and nonagricultural land surrounded on all 
sides by urban development and greater than 40 acres is mapped as Other Land.  

Note: FMMP = Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program  
Source: DOC 2014 
 
 

California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) 

The California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) was established in 1965 to protect agricultural 

land from conversion to nonagricultural use. The Williamson Act is a voluntary program that lowers the 

property taxes of agricultural landowners in exchange for their contractual commitments with participating 

cities or counties to keep their land in agricultural or open space uses for at least 10 years. In 1998, the 

Williamson Act was amended to provide for the establishment of Farmland Security Zones, commonly 
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referred to as the Super Williamson Act. Under this program, landowners receive an additional tax 

reduction if they keep their property in the program for at least 20 years. Contracts are automatically 

renewed each year unless a notice of nonrenewal is filed with the jurisdiction administering the contract.  

Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

Local Agency Formation Commission 

A LAFCO may not approve a change to a sphere of influence (SOI) or annexation of contracted land to a 

city or special district that provides municipal services unless specified conditions apply (Government 

Code Sections 51296.3, 51296.4, 56426, 56426.5, 56749, and 56856.5). LAFCO’s guidelines are 

intended to preserve agricultural land. 

Fresno County General Plan  

The Fresno County General Plan, dated October 2000, includes goals, objectives, and policies that 

promote the long-term conservation of productive and potentially productive agricultural lands, and that 

are intended to accommodate agricultural-support services and agriculturally related activities that 

support the viability of agriculture and further the County’s economic development goals. The following 

policies of the Fresno County General Plan are applicable to the proposed project:  

 • Policy LU-A.1: The County shall maintain agriculturally designated areas for agriculture use and 

shall direct urban growth away from valuable agricultural lands to cities, unincorporated communities, 

and other areas planned for such development where public facilities and infrastructure are planned 

for and/or available.  

 • Policy LU-A.11: Agricultural Protection: In adopting land uses policies, regulations, and programs, 

the county shall seek to protect agricultural activities from encroachment of incompatible land uses.  

 • Policy LU-A.13: The County shall protect agricultural operations from conflicts with nonagricultural 

uses by requiring buffers between proposed non-agricultural uses and adjacent agricultural 

operations. 

 • Policy LU-A.15: The County should implement agricultural land preservation programs for long-term 

conservation of viable agricultural operations. Examples of programs to be considered include: land 

trusts; new and continued easements; dedications incentives; new and continued Williamson Act 

contracts; the California Farmland Conservancy Program; agricultural education programs; zoning 

regulations; agricultural mitigation fee program; urban growth boundaries; transfer of development 

rights; purchase of development rights; and agricultural buffer policies.  

 • Policy LU-G.6: Within the spheres of influence, and two miles beyond, the County shall encourage 

consultation between the cities and the County at the staff level in the early stages of preparing 

General Plan Amendments and other policy changes which may impact growth or the provision of 
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urban services. Staff consultations, particularly concerning community plans, shall provide for 

meaningful participation in the policy formulation process and shall seek resolution of issues prior to 

presentation to the decision-making bodies. 

Fresno County Ordinance Code 

Fresno County land use regulation and planning for the Exclusive Agricultural (AE) District is codified in 

Chapter 1, Section 816 of the Fresno County Ordinance Code. 

The AE District is intended to be an exclusive district for agriculture and for those uses that are necessary 

and an integral part of the agricultural operation. This district is intended to protect the general welfare of 

the agricultural community from encroachment by nonrelated agricultural uses that, by their nature, would 

be injurious to the physical and economic well-being of the agricultural district. 

2025 Fresno General Plan 

The City of Fresno’s 2025 Fresno General Plan (City of Fresno 2002) includes objectives and policies 

that provide preserves for agricultural land outside the area planned for urbanization. Although general 

plan policies do not directly avoid impacts, they may contribute to the avoidance or lessening of impacts. 

The following policies of the 2025 Fresno General Plan are applicable to the proposed project: 

 • Policy G-5-b: Plan for the location and intensity of urban development in a manner that efficiently 

utilizes land area located within the planned urban boundary, including the North and Southeast 

Growth Areas, while promoting compatibility with agricultural uses located outside of the planned 

urban area. 

 • Policy G-6-b: The City of Fresno shall continue to recognize its agriculture preserve contracts (i.e., 

Williamson Act contracts) and shall promote the enrollment of all prime farmland that remains outside 

of its anticipated urban growth area.  

 • Policy G-6-d: When land proposed for urban development directly abuts actively farmed land that is 

under an agriculture preservation contract which has not had an application for cancellation filed, nor 

a Notice of Nonrenewal, appropriate design features need to be incorporated into the development 

project to buffer the agriculture/urban interface.  

During preparation of this draft SEIR, the City of Fresno released the draft Fresno General Plan on July 2, 

2014. The Fresno City Council approved the general plan on December 18, 2014 (City of Fresno 2014). 

Fresno General Plan Resource Conservation and Resilience Element Section 7.6 updates City of Fresno 

policies to help preserve farmland by incentivizing new development in and adjacent to already urbanized 

land, only extending public utilities to new development that adheres to the plan, and not expanding 

Fresno’s SOI: 
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Objective RC-9: Preserve agricultural land outside of the area planned for urbanization under this 

General Plan. 

 • Policy RC-9-a: Regional Cooperation. Work to establish a cooperative research and planning 

program with the Counties of Fresno and Madera, City of Clovis, and other public agencies to 

conserve agricultural land resources. 

 • Policy RC-9-b: Unincorporated Land in the Planning Area. Express opposition to residential and 

commercial development proposals in unincorporated areas within or adjacent to the Planning Area 

when these proposals would do any of the following: 

 – Make it difficult or infeasible to implement the General Plan; 

 – Contribute to the premature conversion of agricultural, open space, or grazing lands; or 

 – Constitute a detriment to the management of resources and/or facilities important to the region 

(such as air quality, water quantity and quality, traffic circulation, and riparian habitat). 

 • Policy RC-9-c: Farmland Preservation Program. In coordination with regional partners or 

independently, establish a Farmland Preservation Program. When Prime Farmland, Unique 

Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance is converted to urban uses outside City limits, this 

program would require that the developer of such a project permanently protect an equal amount of 

similar farmland elsewhere through easement. 

4.1.3 Thresholds of Significance 

Section 15064.7 of the State CEQA Guidelines defines a threshold of significance as “…an identifiable 

quantitative, qualitative or performance level of a particular environmental effect, noncompliance with 

which means the effect will normally be determined to be significant by the agency and compliance with 

which means the effect normally will be determined to be less than significant.” According to Appendix G 

of the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact related to agriculture and 

forestry resources if it would: 

 • 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 nonagricultural use; 

 • conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or with a Williamson Act contract; 

 • conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in PRC Section 

12220[g]), timberland (as defined by PRC Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 

(as defined by Government Code Section 51104[g]); 

 • result in loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use; or 
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 • involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result 

in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to nonforest use. 

4.1.4 Impact Analysis 

Impact 4.1-1: The project would not convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance to nonagricultural use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract. This impact would 
be less than significant. 

Table 4.1-2 compares farmland types and acreages in the 2016 Plan Update against the 2007 Master 

Plan. The 2007 Master EIR determined that a total of 49.43 acres of classified farmland would be 

converted to stormwater detention facilities (stormwater basins) and that such conversion was consistent 

with the Fresno County definition of “detention facility”8 in the Land Use Element (Kinuthia, pers. comm., 

2016). However, the term “detention facility” correctly means a prison or jail in which individuals are 

forcibly confined and denied a variety of freedoms under the authority of the state as a form of 

punishment.  

As noted in the 2007 District Services Plan Draft Master EIR, local stormwater drainage facilities were 

proposed to provide services within or outside the SOIs of the Cities of Fresno and Clovis and within the 

District’s service area. The basins and services would be developed incrementally in response to urban 

development occurring in accordance with the applicable general plans, and entitlement determinations of 

the local land use authorities (Fresno County Board of Supervisors Resolution 02-509). In April 2005, the 

District issued a memorandum entitled “Recommendations Regarding District Infrastructure Planning and 

Placement.” In the memorandum, the District assumes that land use planning decisions are guided by the 

respective adopted general plans and other public policy documents. To the extent urban development 

results in the need for drainage basins that would be constructed and operated by the District, any 

development and associated population growth has been or will have been previously accounted for in 

the City of Fresno and Fresno County general plans, and other applicable affected jurisdictions. Approval 

of land use decisions is not within the District’s jurisdiction.  

At the time the NOP was published, Basins AV and CJ were under Williamson Act contract. However, 

Williamson Act Contract AP-4669 (Basin AV) was slated to be out of contract restrictions on January 1, 

2017 (Document No. 2007-0189528), and Williamson Act Contract AP-2956 (Basin CJ) was slated to be 

out of contract restrictions as of January 1, 2016 (Document No. 2006-0060384) (Adams, pers. comm., 

2016). There are no Williamson Act contracts for land in Basins AV and CJ. The impact on Williamson Act 

contract land would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

                                                 
8 Fresno County Planning Department staff (Kinuthia, pers. comm., 2016) defined the term “detention facilities” as it is 
shown in Table LU-3 of the Fresno County Agriculture and Land Use Element to mean facilities such as prisons and 
jails.  
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Impact 4.1-2: Construction and operation of new flood control basins for the project could result in a 
conflict with existing zoning. This impact would be less than significant.  

Table 4.1-2 presents the current number of acres of designated farmland use that would be affected as a 

result of implementation of the 2016 Plan Update. These proposed basins would be nonconforming uses 

of land that were established before the proposed 2016 Plan Update. However, the Fresno General Plan  

(City of Fresno 2014) contains the following objectives and policies: 

Objective LU-1: Establish a comprehensive citywide land use planning strategy to meet economic 

development objectives, achieve efficient and equable use of resources and infrastructure, and create an 

attractive living environment. 

 • Policy LU-1-c: Provision of Public Facilities and Services. Promote orderly land use development in 

pace with public facilities and services needed to serve development.  

 • Policy LU-1-e: Annexation Requirements. Consider implementing policies and requirements that 

achieve annexations to the City that conform to the General Plan Land Use Designations and open 

space and park system, and are revenue neutral and cover all costs for public infrastructure, public 

facilities, and public services on an ongoing basis. 

Table 4.1-3 lists the zoning for each basin. Basins AV, CH, and CP are located within Fresno’s SOI and 

the City of Fresno’s anticipated growth area. By right, the existing Basin CH is a nonconforming use of 

land. Expansion of Basin CH would not conflict with the City of Fresno’s general plan policies or 

ordinances. The proposed new basins (AV and CP) are within Fresno’s anticipated growth area and 

would not conflict with the City of Fresno’s general plan policies or ordinances. This impact would be less 
than significant.  

Basins CJ and CK, located in Fresno County, are designated Exclusive 20-Acre Agricultural (AE-20) 

(Table 4.1-3). Flood control channels, spreading grounds, and settling basins are not permitted uses 

within AE-20–zoned land. Thus, a conflict with existing zoning could occur if new flood control basins 

were to be constructed and operated on land designated as AE-20. However, the City of Fresno’s 

General Plan Land Use Diagram shows only the most probable sites for possible new school sites, parks, 

and stormwater retention basins. Potential sites are shown in their most probable locations. The District 

works with the City and the County to identify actual locations for future basins. Therefore, this impact 

would be less than significant.  

No mitigation measures are required. 
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Table 4.1-2. Acres of Farmland in the Project Area by Land Use 

Proposed 
Basin 

Designated Land Use (Acres) 
Urban 
Built-

Up 
Land 

Prime 
Farmland 

Farmland of 
Local 

Importance 

Farmland 
Statewide 

Importance 
Unique 

Farmland 
Confined 
Animal 

Rural 
Residential Total 

AV 3.83 23.36 0 0 0 0 0 27.19 

CH 0 0 14.79 0 0 0 2.78 17.57 

CJ 0 0 12.91 2.03 13.69 0 0 28.63 

CK 0 8.23 6.12 1.65 0 0 0 16.0 

CP 0 4.49 0 0 0 5.34 0.18 10.01 

Total 3.83 36.08 33.82 3.68 13.69 5.34 2.96 99.4 

Sources: DOC 2014; data compiled by AECOM in 2017. 

Table 4.1-3. Acres of Land in the Project Area by Zoning  

Basin 

Acres by Zoning 
AE-20, Exclusive  

20-Acre Agricultural RR, Rural Residential Total 

AV 27.19 0 27.19 

CH 0 17.57 17.57 

CJ 28.62 16.01 44.63 

CK 13.19 0 13.19 

CP 10.02 0 10.02 

Total 79.02 33.58 112.6 

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2017 

 

Impact 4.1-3: The project would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or timberland or 
timberland zoned Timberland Production. No impact would occur. 

Lands associated with the proposed subsequent projects identified in Table 3.4-1 are not zoned for forest 

land or timberland. No impact would occur. 

Impact 4.1-4: The project would not result in loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest 
use. No impact would occur. 

Lands associated with the proposed subsequent projects identified in Table 3.4-1 are not considered 

forest land or timberland. No impact would occur. 
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Impact 4.1-5: The project would not involve other changes in the existing environment that could result in 
conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to nonforest use. No impact 
would occur. 

Lands associated with the proposed subsequent projects identified in Table 3.4-1 are not considered 

forest land or timberland. No other changes to agricultural lands are proposed. No impact would occur. 

4.1.5 Cumulative Impacts 

As of 2010, Fresno County had approximately 1,193,749 acres of Important Farmland. This land 

consisted of 685,411 acres of Prime Farmland, 415,689 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 

92,649 acres of Unique Farmland. Since 2000, the acreage amounts for each of the classifications have 

decreased by 48,641, 75,880, and 11,574 acres, respectively, an overall decrease of 10.2 percent.  

Implementing the 2016 Plan Update would result in the loss of approximately 101 acres of Important 

Farmland (Prime, Statewide, Unique, and Farmland of Local Importance) representing less than 0.005 

percent of the countywide loss, which is not considered substantial. This cumulative impact would be less 
than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

4.2 AIR QUALITY 

This section evaluates the potential effects of the 2016 Plan Update on air quality. A summary of existing 

environmental and applicable federal, state, and local regulations related to air quality is also presented. 

The remainder of the section discusses significance thresholds, environmental impacts, and mitigation 

measures. 

4.2.1 Environmental Setting 

The project area is under the jurisdiction of SJVAPCD, which administers air quality regulations 

developed at the federal, state, and local levels. SJVAPCD regulates pollutants in the San Joaquin Valley 

Air Basin (SJVAB).  

Climate and Meteorology of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

The meteorological station that monitors the temperature nearest to the project site is the Fresno Weather 

Service Office Station 043257, located at Fresno Yosemite International Airport (WRCC 2016). The 

monthly average temperatures recorded at this station range between 1948 and 2015 from 37.6 degrees 

Fahrenheit (°F) in January to 98.3°F in July. The annual average temperature for this station is 63.5°F. 

December, January, and February typically are the coldest months in this area. Annual rainfall in the 

project area occurs mostly between December and March, with an average of approximately 11 inches a 

year in Fresno. During winter months, snowfall averages 0.07 inch. 
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Predominant Air Pollutants in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

Ambient air quality in Fresno is monitored at five permanent air monitoring stations. The Fresno–Garland 

monitoring station provides the most extensive history of monitored data. Table 4.2-1 provides air quality 

measurements taken at this station; criteria pollutants of concern are described below. 

Ozone 

Ozone (O3) is the main component of photochemical smog and is a principal cause of lung and eye 

irritation in an urban environment. O3 is formed in the atmosphere through a series of reactions involving 

hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) in the presence of sunlight. 

Table 4.2-1 shows that the federal 8-hour ozone national ambient air quality standard (NAAQS) of 0.070 

part per million (ppm) has been exceeded numerous times within the last 5 years at the Fresno–Garland 

Station, but has shown a decreasing trend in the number of days that exceed the ozone ambient air 

quality standard. The highest 8-hour concentration was 0.98 ppm in 2013. The data presented in Table 

4.2-1 show that the 1-hour average California ambient air quality standard (CAAQS) of 0.09 ppm was 

exceeded for 3 monitored years. 

Particulate Matter 

Particulate matter includes both aerosols and solid particles of a wide range of size and composition. Of 

particular concern are is particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 microns or less 

(PM10) and particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5). The 

principal health effect of airborne particulate matter is on the respiratory system. 

Particulates in the air are caused by a combination of: 

 • windblown fugitive dust or road dust; 

 • particles emitted from combustion sources (usually carbon particles); 

 • organic, sulfate, and nitrate aerosols formed in the air from emitted hydrocarbons, and oxides of 
sulfur (SOX) and NOX; and 

 • PM10. 

Particulate Matter Less than 10 Microns 

PM10 is the largest particle type that can typically enter the lungs without getting caught in the nasal 

passages and contributes to increased respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and premature death. 

PM10 can also contribute to reduced visibility. In 1987, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

adopted standards for PM10 and phased out the total suspended particulate standards that had been in 

effect until then. 
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Table 4.2-1. Ambient Air Quality at the Fresno–Garland Air Monitoring Station 

Calendar Year 

CO O3 PM10 PM2.5 NO2 
Max 

1-hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Number  
of Days 

Exceeded 

Max  
8-hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Number  
of Days 

Exceeded 

Max  
1-hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Number 
of Days 

Exceeded 

Max  
8-hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Number 
of Days 

Exceeded 

Max  
24-hour 
Conc. 

(µg/m3) 

Number of 
Days 

Exceeded 

Max  
24-hour 
Conc. 

(µg/m3) 

Number 
of Days 

Exceeded 

Max 
Annual 
Conc. 

(µg/m3) 

Max  
1-hour 
Conc. 
(ppb) 

Number 
of Days 

Exceeded 
Max Annual 
Conc. (ppb) 

Federal Standards 35 ppm / 1-hour 9 ppm / 8-hour – 0.070 ppm / 8-hour 150 µg/m3 / 24-hour 35 µg/m3 / 24-hour 
12 µg/m3 / 
annual AM 

100 ppb / 1-hour 
53 ppb / annual 

AM 

2015 ND ND ND ND 0.114 0 0.098 24 109.3 0 75.2 20 14.3 49.7 0 ND 

2014 ND ND ND ND 0.112 0 0.094 29 120.1 0 94.6 34 15.1 59.5 0 ND 

2013 ND ND ND ND 0.103 0 0.093 17 132.7 0 99.6 42 16.7 60.3 0 ND 

State Standards 20 ppm / 1-hour 9 ppm / 8-hour 0.09 ppm / 1-hour 0.070 ppm / 8-hour 50 µg/m3 / 24-hour – 12 µg/m3 / 
annual AM 

180 ppb / 1-hour 30 ppb / annual 
AM 

2015 ND ND ND ND 0.114 12 0.098 41 105.3 51 75.2 ND 14.5 49 0 10 

2014 ND ND ND ND 0.112 16 0.094 57 127.3 87 97.7 ND 16.4 59 0 12 

2013 ND ND ND ND 0.103 6 0.093 30 136.9 60 103.2 ND 17.1 60 0 13 

Notes: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; AM = arithmetic mean; CO = carbon monoxide; Conc. = concentration; ND = no data available from California Air Resources Board; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; O3 = 
ozone; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 2.5 microns or less; PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 microns or less; ppb = parts per 
billion; ppm = parts per million 
Data are from the Fresno-Garland monitoring station. 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2016 
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Table 4.2-1 presents background PM10 data recorded at the Fresno–Garland Station. The PM10 data 

show that the 24-hour average CAAQS of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) is consistently 

exceeded at the Fresno–Garland Station (51–87 days per year), with a maximum concentration of 136.9 

µg/m3 in 2013. In the past 3 years, the federal 24-hour average PM10 NAAQS of 150 µg/m3 has not been 

exceeded at the Fresno–Garland Station. 

Fine Particulate Matter less than 2.5 Microns 

Fine particulates (PM2.5) come from fuel combustion in motor vehicles and industrial sources, residential 

and agricultural burning, and from the reaction of NOX, SOX, and organic compounds. Fine particulates 

are referred to as PM2.5, having an aerodynamic diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns. The potential 

adverse health effects are the same as for PM10, except that these particles can enter deeper into the 

lungs and cause greater lung impairment, especially in at-risk individuals. 

The PM2.5 data in Table 4.2-1 show that the federal 24-hour average (98th percentile) NAAQS of 

35 µg/m3 was exceeded consistently within the past 3 years at the Fresno–Garland Station. The 24-hour 

standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations averaged over 3 years are equal to or 

less than the standard.  

Table 4.2-1 also presents annual PM2.5 data recorded at the Fresno–Garland Station. The annual 

arithmetic mean concentrations are all above the PM2.5 CAAQS of 12 µg/m3. The maximum annual 

arithmetic mean concentration recorded at the Fresno–Garland Station was 17.1 µg/m3 in 2013, higher 

than the federal annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. 

Carbon Monoxide 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas that, in the urban environment, is associated 

primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. Peak CO levels typically occur 

during winter months because of a combination of higher emission rates and stagnant weather 

conditions. CO combines with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of oxygen that can 

be circulated through the body. High CO concentrations can lead to headaches, aggravation of 

cardiovascular disease, and impairment of central nervous system functions. CO concentrations can vary 

greatly over comparatively short distances. Relatively high concentrations typically are found at or near 

ground level at crowded intersections along heavily used roadways carrying slow-moving traffic. Even 

under the most severe meteorological and traffic conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to 

locations within a relatively short distance (90–185 meters) of heavily traveled roadways. 

The data in Table 4.2-1 present CO averages for the Fresno–Garland Station. Carbon monoxide 

measurements are not recorded at any of the six stations monitored by the California Air Resources 

Board (ARB) in Fresno County. 
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Oxides of Nitrogen 

NOX emissions from vehicular sources are some of the precursors in the formation of ozone and 

secondary particulate matter. Ozone and aerosol particulate matter are formed through a series of 

photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Because the reactions are slow and occur as the pollutants 

are diffusing downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found many miles from the source of precursor 

emissions. NOX and the corresponding ground-level O3 can provoke lung irritation and lung damage. 

NOX emissions are generated primarily from the combustion of fuels. Oxides of nitrogen include nitric 

oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). NO2 is listed as a criteria pollutant because NO converts to NO2 in 

the atmosphere over time and is the more toxic of the two. Table 4.2-1 presents background NO2 data 

from the Fresno–Garland Station. 

As shown in Table 4.2-1, the maximum 1-hour average NO2 levels comply with the NAAQS of 100 parts 

per billion (ppb). This limit has not been exceeded in the project area in the last 3 years. The maximum 

annual concentration was 60.3 ppb in 2013. The data in the table also show that maximum 1-hour 

average NO2 levels comply with the CAAQS of 180 ppb. This limit also has not been exceeded in the 

project area in the last 3 years. 

Ambient air quality standards have been set by both the federal and state governments to protect public 

health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. Pollutants for which NAAQS or CAAQS have been 

set are often referred to as criteria air pollutants. These health-based pollutant standards are reviewed on 

a legally prescribed frequency and revised as new health and welfare effects data warrant. Each standard 

is based on a specific averaging time over which the concentration is measured. Different averaging 

times are based on protection of short-term, high-dosage effects or longer-term, low-dosage effects. 

NAAQS may be exceeded no more than once per year; CAAQS are not to be exceeded. 

Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 

The criteria air pollutants in air basins are assessed relative to the attainment of both the CAAQS and 

NAAQS. Table 4.2-2 lists the air quality attainment status. 

Three terms are used to describe whether an air basin is exceeding or meeting the NAAQS and CAAQS: 

attainment, nonattainment, and unclassified. Air basins that do not meet the standards shown in Table 

4.2-2 are designated as nonattainment areas. Attainment areas are those with air quality that meet or are 

better than the standards. The determination of whether an area meets the NAAQS and CAAQS is based 

on air quality monitoring data. Some areas are unclassified, which means that no monitoring data are 

available. Unclassified areas are typically treated as being in attainment. Because the attainment/ 

nonattainment designation is pollutant-specific, an area may be designated as nonattainment for one 

pollutant and attainment for another. Similarly, because the NAAQS and CAAQS differ, an area could be 
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designated as attainment for the NAAQS of a pollutant and as nonattainment for the CAAQS of the same 

pollutant. Federally designated nonattainment areas are classified as severe, serious, or moderate as a 

function of deviation from standards. As seen in Table 4.2-2, the SJVAB is in a state of nonattainment of 

the NAAQS for O3 and PM2.5 but in attainment for PM10. The area is also in nonattainment for the CAAQS 

standards for O3, PM10, and PM2.5. 

Table 4.2-2. Attainment Status by the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin with National and California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Priority Pollutants  

Pollutant Federal (NAAQS) State (CAAQS) 
Ozone (O3)—8-hour Nonattainment–Extreme Nonattainment 

Ozone (O3)—1-hour No Federal Standards Nonattainment–Severe 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Particulate Matter <10 Microns (PM10) Attainment/Maintenance Nonattainment 

Particulate Matter <2.5 Microns (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) No Federal Standards Unclassified 

Lead No Designation/Classification Attainment 

Vinyl Chloride No Federal Standards Attainment 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility-Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards; NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards  
Source: SJVAPCD 2016  

4.2.2 Regulatory Setting 

This section briefly describes federal, State, and local regulations, permits, and policies pertaining to 

aesthetics and visual resources, as they apply or may be relevant to the project. 

Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

The primary legislation that governs federal air quality regulations is the Clean Air Act Amendments of 

1990. The act delegates primary responsibility for clean air to EPA. EPA develops rules and regulations 

to preserve and improve air quality and delegates specific responsibilities to state and local agencies. 

Under the act, EPA has established the NAAQS for seven potential air pollutants: CO, O3, NO2, PM10 and 

PM2.5, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). The purpose of the NAAQS is two-tiered: primarily, to protect 

public health, and secondarily, to prevent degradation to the environment (i.e., impairment of visibility, 

damage to vegetation and property). 

http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm.%20Accessed%20February%202014
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State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

California Clean Air Act and California Air Resources Board 

ARB is the lead agency for developing the State Implementation Plan (SIP) in California. Local air districts 

and other agencies prepare air quality attainment plans or air quality management plans, and submit 

them to ARB for review, approval, and incorporation into the applicable SIP. ARB also maintains air 

quality monitoring stations throughout the state in conjunction with local air districts. Data collected at 

these stations are used by ARB to classify air basins as being in attainment or nonattainment with respect 

to each pollutant and to monitor progress in attaining air quality standards. 

The California Clean Air Act of 1988 requires that each area exceeding the CAAQS for O3, CO, SO2, or 

NO2 develop a plan aimed at achieving those standards. Section 40914 of the California Health and 

Safety Code requires air districts to design a plan that achieves an annual reduction in districtwide 

emissions of 5 percent or more, averaged every consecutive 3-year period. To satisfy this requirement, 

the local air districts must develop and implement air pollution reduction measures, which are described 

in their air quality management plans, and outline strategies for achieving the CAAQS for any criteria 

pollutants for which the region is classified as nonattainment. 

ARB has established emission standards for vehicles sold in California and for various types of 

equipment. California gasoline specifications are governed by both state and federal agencies. During the 

past decade, federal and state agencies have imposed numerous requirements on the production and 

sale of gasoline in California. ARB has also adopted control measures for diesel particulate matter and 

more stringent emissions standards for various on-road mobile sources of emissions, including transit 

buses and off-road diesel equipment (e.g., tractors, generators).Certain cities in California consistently 

have had some of the worst levels of air pollution in the country and, as such, the State of California 

established its own CAAQS. ARB, which is part of the California Environmental Protection Agency, 

develops air quality regulations at the state level. The State regulations mirror federal regulations by 

establishing industry-specific pollution controls for criteria, toxic, and nuisance pollutants. California also 

requires that plans and strategies for attaining CAAQS as set forth in the California Clean Air Act be 

developed throughout the state. ARB is also responsible for developing motor emissions standards for 

California vehicles. 

Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 

The proposed project would be under the jurisdiction of SJVAPCD, the local agency responsible for the 

administration of air quality regulations developed at the federal, state, and local levels. Included in 

SJVAPCD’s responsibilities are monitoring air pollution, preparing the SIP for the SJVAB, and 
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promulgating rules and regulations. The SIP includes strategies to be used to attain the federal ozone 

standard. The rules and regulations include procedures and requirements to control the emissions of 

pollutants and to prevent adverse impacts (SJVAPCD 2016).  

SJVAPCD rules relevant to the project include but are not limited to the following: 

 • Rule 4102—Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to protect the health and safety of the public. The 

rule applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air contaminants or other materials. 

 • Rule 4641—Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving, and Maintenance 
Operations. The purpose of this rule is to limit volatile organic compound emissions from asphalt 

paving and maintenance operations. If asphalt paving will be used, then paving operations are 

subject to Rule 4641. 

 • Regulation VIII—Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions. Rules 8011–8071 of Regulation VIII are designed to 

reduce PM10 emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by human activity, including construction 

and demolition activities, road construction, bulk materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, 

carryout and trackout, etc. The following Regulation VIII rules are applicable to the proposed project: 

 – Rule 8011—General Requirements 

 – Rule 8021—Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and Other Earthmoving Activities 

 – Rule 8031—Bulk Materials 

 – Rule 8041—Carryout and Trackout 

 – Rule 8051—Open Areas 

 – Rule 8061—Paved and Unpaved Roads 

 – Rule 8071—Unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas 

SJVAPCD published the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts, which is intended as an 

advisory document for other agencies, consultants, and project proponents to use when preparing CEQA 

documents (SJVAPCD 2015). This document establishes thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants 

that SJVAPCD recommends using when evaluating air quality impacts in the San Joaquin Valley. 

Noncompliance with the threshold of significance means that the effect normally is determined to be 

significant. Compliance with a threshold of significance means the effect normally is determined to be less 

than significant. 

Table 4.2-3 lists the SJVAPCD-adopted thresholds of significance for criteria pollutant emissions and their 

application. 
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Table 4.2-3. SJVAPCD-Adopted Thresholds of Significance for Criteria Pollutant Emissions 

Pollutant/Precursor 
Emissions Threshold (tpy) 

Short-Term Construction Long-Term Operations 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 100 100 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOX) 10 10 

Reactive organic gases (ROG) 10 10 

Oxides of sulfur (SOX) 27 27 

Suspended particulate matter (PM10) 15 15 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 15 15 

Notes: SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; tpy = tons per year 
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2016 

Fresno County General Plan  

The Fresno County General Plan sets forth guiding and implementing policies related to air quality that 

may be relevant to the proposed project. 

Goal OS-G: To improve air quality and minimize the adverse effects of air pollution in Fresno County. 

Environmental Assessment and Mitigation 

 • Policy OS-G.1: The County shall develop standard methods for determining and mitigating project air 

quality impacts and related thresholds of significance for use in environmental documents. The 

County will do this in conjunction with the San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 

(SJVUAPCD) and the cities in Fresno County. 

 • Policy OS-G.2: The County shall ensure that air quality impacts identified during the CEQA review 

process are fairly and consistently mitigated. The County shall require projects to comply with the 

County’s adopted air quality impact assessment and mitigation procedures. 

Coordination and Cooperation 

 • Policy OS-G.3: The County shall participate with cities, surrounding counties, and regional agencies 

to address cross-jurisdictional and regional transportation and air quality issues. 

 • Policy OS-G.4: The County shall consult with the SJVUAPCD during CEQA review for projects that 

require air quality impact analysis and ensure that the SJVUAPCD is on the distribution list for all 

CEQA documents. 

 • Policy OS-G.5: The County shall participate with cities, surrounding counties, and regional agencies 

in the San Joaquin Valley in efforts to promote consistent air quality programs and implementation 

programs to the extent possible (e.g., transportation control measures, trip reduction ordinances, 

indirect source programs, etc.). 
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Particulate Matter/Fugitive Dust 

 • Policy OS-G.13: The County shall include fugitive dust control measures as a requirement for 

subdivision maps, site plans, and grading permits. This will assist in implementing the SJVUAPCD’s 

particulate matter of less than ten (10) microns (PM10) regulation (Regulation VIII). Enforcement 

actions can be coordinated with the Air District’s Compliance Division. 

 • Policy OS-G.14: The County shall require all access roads, driveways, and parking areas serving 

new commercial and industrial development to be constructed with materials that minimize particulate 

emissions and are appropriate to the scale and intensity of use. 

 • Policy OS-G.15: The County shall continue to work to reduce PM10 and PM2.5 emissions from 

County-maintained roads by considering shoulder treatments for dust control as part of road 

reconstruction projects. 

4.2.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The analysis of the proposed project’s air quality impacts follows the guidance and methodologies 

recommended in SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015). 

CEQA allows the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 

control district to be used to assess impacts of a project on air quality. SJVAPCD has established 

thresholds of significance for regional air quality emissions for construction activities and project 

operation. In addition to the daily thresholds listed above, projects are also subject to the NAAQS. 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact on air 

quality if it would: 

 • conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; 

 • violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 

violation; 

 • result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 

is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing 

emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors); 

 • expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 

 • create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Lead agencies can also defer the establishment of significance thresholds to responsible agencies that 

publish their recommended guidelines for the resources they regulate. To assist in addressing the 

questions in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the District uses the CEQA impact assessment 
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methodologies and significance thresholds as detailed in the SJVAPCD Guide for Assessing and 

Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015).  

SJVAPCD has adopted regional construction and operational emissions thresholds to determine a 

project’s cumulative impact on air quality in the Basin. Table 4.2-4 lists SJVAPCD’s regional significance 

thresholds. Exceedance of these thresholds would constitute a significant air quality impact. 

Table 4.2-4. SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds 

Criteria Pollutant 
Emissions Threshold (tpy) 

Construction Operation 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 100 100 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOX) 10 10 

Reactive organic gases (volatile organic compounds) 10 10 
Oxides of sulfur (SOX) 27 27 
Suspended particulate matter (PM10) 15 15 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5) 15 15 

Notes: SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District; tpy = tons per year 
Sources: SJVAPCD 2015; data compiled by AECOM in 2016 

4.2.4 Impact Analysis 

This document provides assessment methodologies for projects occurring within SJVAPCD jurisdiction. 

Emissions were calculated for the construction and operations phases of the project and evaluated based 

on the CEQA significance thresholds established by SJVAPCD. Results and findings in this section are 

based on a more detailed discussion in the air quality technical study (Appendix B). 

Impact 4.2-1: Project construction would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to a violation, result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment 
under an applicable ambient air quality standard, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. 

Short-term emissions for the construction phase of the proposed project were modeled using the 

CalEEMod emissions inventory computer model. As shown in Table 4.2-5, construction-related emissions 

were calculated on an annual basis and evaluated against SJVAPCD’s regional construction emissions 

thresholds. Emissions of ROG, CO, NOX, SOX, PM10, and PM2.5 associated with the 2016 Plan Update 

would be below SJVAPCD’s thresholds for construction activities.  
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Table 4.2-5. Estimated Annual Construction Emissions from the Proposed Project 

Construction Phase 
Criteria Pollutants (tpy) 

ROG CO NOX SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Grading       

   Minimum Excavation 0.3 1.5 6.1 <0.0 0.4 0.1 

   Maximum Excavation 0.4 2.0 8.2 <0.0 0.5 0.2 

   Average Excavation 0.3 1.8 7.2 <0.0 0.4 0.2 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 100 10 27 15 15 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 microns or 
less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SOX = oxides of sulfur; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District; tpy = tons per year 
Source: CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM in 2017. 

 

Project construction would not result in a significant impact on air quality and would not conflict with or 

obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans, violate any air quality standard, or result in a 

cumulative net increase in any criteria pollutant. Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to substantial 

pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 

required. 

Impact 4.2-2: Project operation would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan, violate an air quality standard or contribute substantially to a violation, result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment 
under an applicable ambient air quality standard, or expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. 

Regional Operational Phase Emissions 

The operational phase of the proposed project would generate air pollutant emissions from vehicles used 

for worker commutes and maintenance/inspection trips, from portable generators, and the use of 

electricity by pumps. These emissions would affect both regional and local air quality. Air pollutant 

emissions associated with the operational phase of the proposed 2016 Plan Update were evaluated 

against the significance thresholds developed by SJVAPCD.  

The pump stations, recharge basin maintenance, and worker commute trips would generate air pollutants 

during project operation. On average, the District would undertake 20 basin cleanings and two or three 

fencing projects. Pump stations would also operate intermittently. Emissions from the proposed project’s 

pump stations and worker commute trips are detailed in the air quality technical study for the proposed 

project. Table 4.2-6 lists emissions associated with these sources. As shown, emissions associated with 

project operations would be substantially below SJVAPCD’s operational phase significance thresholds. 
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These emissions would be low because of the minimal levels of vehicle use and energy consumption 

required for the project. 

Table 4.2-6. Estimated Regional Emissions from Project Operation 

Construction Phase 
Criteria Pollutants (tpy) 

ROG NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Year 2018 Emissions 
   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Vehicle Trips 0.01 0.05 0.45 – <0.00 <0.00 
   Basin Cleaning 0.01 0.10 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Year 2018 Total 0.02 0.15 0.50 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Year 2028 Emissions 
   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Vehicle Trips <0.00 0.02 0.23 – <0.00 <0.00 
   Basin Cleaning <0.00 0.04 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Year 2028 Total 0.01 0.06 0.28 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Year 2038 Emissions 
   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Vehicle Trips <0.00 0.01 0.16 – <0.00 <0.00 
   Basin Cleaning <0.00 0.02 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Year 2038 Total 0.01 0.03 0.21 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Year 2034 Emissions 
   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 
   Vehicle Trips <0.00 0.03 0.29 – <0.00 <0.00 
   Basin Cleaning 0.01 0.04 0.20 <0.00 0.02 0.01 
   Year 2014 Total 0.02 0.07 0.49 <0.00 0.02 0.01 
SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Notes: CO = carbon monoxide; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance 
diameter of 2.5 microns or less PM10 = particulate matter with an aerodynamic resistance diameter of 10 microns or 
less; ROG = reactive organic gases; SOX = oxides of sulfur; SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District; tpy = tons per year 
Source: CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM. 
 

The proposed project’s operational emissions were found to be less than SJVAPCD’s significance 

thresholds. Thus, project operation would not result in a significant impact on regional air quality and 

would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans, violate any air quality 

standard, or result in a cumulative net increase in any criteria pollutant. Sensitive receptors would not be 
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exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation measures are required. 

Localized Emissions 

SJVAPCD requires an analysis of localized emissions. Energy consumption by pumps, worker vehicle 

trips, and basin maintenance activities would generate emissions during the operational phase of the 

proposed project. Electricity consumption for pump use would incrementally increase emissions at power 

generation facilities that already implement pollution control devices and have been evaluated for 

localized emissions. Worker vehicle trips for the 2016 Plan Update are expected to be minimal and would 

generate only minimal emissions. Likewise, basin maintenance activities would not involve extensive 

quantities of off-road equipment and would occur intermittently. 

Project operation is not anticipated to result in significant levels of localized emissions and would not 

conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans, violate any air quality standard, or 

result in a cumulative net increase in any criteria pollutant. Sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 

substantial pollutant concentrations. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 

are required. 

Impact 4.2-3: The project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of 
hazardous air pollutants or significant health risks. This impact would be less than significant. 

SJVAPCD requires analyses of potential hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) that could cause long-term 

public health risk impacts. Health risks from HAPs are typically associated with a substantial release of 

toxic pollutants near sensitive receptors over a long period of time. Construction activities for the 

proposed project would emit HAPs. The primary HAP of concern is diesel particulate matter produced by 

diesel-fueled construction equipment, which would be used primarily during the excavation phase of the 

proposed project. Because of the large geographic extent and rural locations of the stormwater basins, 

construction equipment would not be located near sensitive receptors for prolonged time periods. The 

distance between these emission sources and sensitive receptors would increase dispersion of air 

pollutant concentrations. However, exposure to project-related HAPs would be short term and the 

magnitude of emissions would be small. Therefore, project-related emissions of HAPs would not result in 

a significant health risk. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 

required. 

Impact 4.2-4: The project would not be inconsistent with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, “Indirect Source Review.” 
This impact would be less than significant.  

SJVAPCD has established Rule 9510, which addresses indirect sources of emissions by requiring 

emissions offsets or mitigation. Indirect emissions are those emissions that are not generated directly by 

a project’s infrastructure but would cause mobile-source emissions to travel to and from the project site. 
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Because development of the proposed 2016 Plan Update would result in indirect emissions during both 

the construction and operations phases, the proposed project is subject to the requirements of 

SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510. 

By complying with SJVAPCD Rule 9510, the project would be consistent with the rule’s goal of reduced 

emissions, because the project’s emissions would be either directly reduced or offset through payment of 

Rule 9510 fees. Thus, no project-related significant impact related to SJVAPCD Rule 9510 Indirect 

Source Review would occur. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 

required. 

Impact 4.2-5: The project would not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 
This impact would be less than significant.  

SJVAPCD considers a project to have a significant impact on the public when the project would create a 

new nuisance pursuant to SJVAPCD Rule 4102. The proposed project would develop stormwater basins 

and water conveyance infrastructure, which are not on the list of common odor generators provided in 

Rule 4102. Because of the nature of the proposed infrastructure and its operation, the project does not 

have the potential to generate odors that would affect a substantial number of people. This impact would 

be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

4.2.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Implementing the 2016 Plan Update would contribute to regional and local emissions that affect air 

quality. Project-related emissions were found to be below SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds and are not 

considered to be cumulatively considerable. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 

measures are required. 

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

This section evaluates the potential effects of the 2016 Plan Update on biological resources. The IS 

(Appendix A) determined that the 2016 Plan Update would not cause significant impacts on biological 

resources. The IS was circulated for agency and public review for 30 days. CDFW submitted comments in 

a letter dated December 16, 2014, which is included in Appendix A. The agency provided a list of species 

that it believes should be evaluated in the SEIR and proposed additional mitigation measures. Table 4.3-1 

presents plant and animal species CDFW identified. In addition, Table 4.3-1 includes species listed in the 

California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and Calflora. CDFW also stated that it no longer issues 

MOUs and that the MOU dated March 8, 2006, will expire in 2018. 

As stated in Section 2.2, “Subsequent EIR Review Process,” the final 2007 Master EIR is incorporated 

into this draft SEIR. The following discussion addresses the subsequent projects not included in the 2007 

Master EIR. 
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Table 4.3-1. Species Recommended by CDFW and the California Natural Diversity Database to Be Addressed in the Draft SEIR 

Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Requirements Presence* Rationale 

California tiger salamander Ambystoma californiense Occurs in vernal or seasonal pools for breeding, and in 
upland habitat with rodent burrows and/or deep surface 
cracks for dry-season refugia and foraging.  

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Western spadefoot toad Spea hammondii Occurs in grasslands with shallow temporary pools that 
remain inundated for 4 weeks or more. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Western pond turtle Actinemys marmorata Lives in streams, large rivers, and other bodies of slow-
moving water. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Swainson’s hawk Buteo swainsoni Occurs in riparian forests and other forested areas. Hawks 
roost in a variety of trees and forage widely over forests, 
grasslands, and shrublands. They are easily disturbed by 
human activities. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Bald eagle Haliaetus leucocephalus Winters throughout most of California at lakes, reservoirs, 
rivers, and some rangelands and coastal wetlands. 
Breeding habitats are mainly in mountain and foothill 
forests and woodlands near reservoirs, lakes, and rivers in 
the central and southern Sierra Nevada and foothills. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos Requires nest sites (cliffs or large trees, transmission 
towers) near foraging areas, which are open lands 
containing small- and medium-sized mammals. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site.  

White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus Occurs in open woodlands, grasslands, and riparian 
habitat. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Black-crowned heron Nycticorax nycticorax Common in wetlands across North America, including 
saltmarshes, freshwater marshes, swamps, streams, rivers, 
lakes, ponds, lagoons, tidal mudflats, canals, reservoirs, 
and wet agricultural fields. Herons require aquatic habitat 
for foraging and terrestrial vegetation for cover. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia Occurs in open, dry grassland and desert habitats. Owls 
require rodent or other burrows for roosting and nesting 
cover and forage in open plains, grasslands, and prairies. 

Possible Rodent burrows were 
observed during surveys of 
habitat within basin 
expansion areas in 
grassland/open plain. 
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Requirements Presence* Rationale 

American badger Taxidea taxus Occurs in dry, open grasslands, edges of farmlands and 
pastures. 

Possible Habitat within basin 
expansion areas in 
grassland/open plain. 
California Natural Diversity 
Database occurrence.  

Western mastiff bat Eumops perotis Found in chaparral, coastal and desert scrub, coniferous 
and deciduous forest, and woodland, but in areas 
associated with roosting sites. Day roosts are established 
in crevices in rocky canyons and cliffs where the canyon or 
cliff is vertical or nearly vertical, as well as in trees and 
tunnels. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Hoary bat Lasiurus cinereus Primarily a forest species, typically roosting beneath 
clusters of leaves during spring, summer, and fall. 
Hibernation sites may include hollow trees and abandoned 
buildings.  

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Pallid bat Antrozous pallidus Found in arid regions with rocky outcroppings, to open, 
sparsely vegetated grasslands. Water must be available 
near all sites. A day roost can be a warm, horizontal 
opening such as in attics, shutters, or crevices; the night 
roost is in the open, but with foliage nearby; and the 
hibernation roost is often in buildings, caves, or cracks in 
rocks. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

San Joaquin pocket 
mouse 

Perognathus inornatus Found in grassland and semi-desert vegetation, shrubby 
ridge tops, and hillsides.  

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Fresno kangaroo rat Dipodomys nitratoides Currently found in Alkali Sink Ecological Reserve and 
Mendota Wildlife Refuge, west of the project site. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Hartweg’s golden sunburst Pseudobahia bahiifolia Occurs on clay soils in cismontane woodland and valley 
and foothill grassland. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Colusa grass Neostapfia colusana Associated with vernal pools, depressions within 
grasslands, and moist grasslands.  

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Greene’s tuctoria Tuctoria greenei Occurs in small or shallow vernal pools or the early-drying 
sections of large, deep vernal pools in the Central Valley. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

San Joaquin Valley Orcutt 
grass 

Orcuttia inaequalis Associated with vernal pools, depressions within 
grasslands, and moist grasslands. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 
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Common Name Scientific Name Habitat Requirements Presence* Rationale 

Beaked clarkia Clarkia rostrata Occurs in woodland areas of the Sierra Nevada foothills.  Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Spiny-sepaled button-
celery 

Erygium spinosepalum Associated with vernal pools, depressions within 
grasslands, and moist grasslands. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Hoover’s calycadenia Calycadenia hooveri Occurs on rock soil in woodland areas of the Sierra Nevada 
foothills. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Mariposa cryptantha 
mariposae 

Cryptantha mariposae Occurs in the Sierra Nevada foothills of central California, 
where it grows in rocky areas in the hills. 

Absent No habitat present on the 
project site. 

Notes: 
CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
* Assessment of species presence is based on review of the biological resources report (Appendix C of this SEIR), the California Natural Diversity Database, and 
Calflora, and on site visits to the locations of proposed subsequent projects included in the 2016 District Services Plan Update. 
Sources: CNDDB 2017; Calflora 2017 
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4.3.1 Environmental Setting 

The District’s service area is located on the eastern edge of the Great Central Valley province and in the 

western slopes of the Sierra Nevada foothills. The service area contains numerous different biotic 

communities: urban, annual grassland, pasture, cropland, orchard, vineyard, eucalyptus, valley foothill 

riparian and riverine, vernal pools, and fresh emergent wetlands. 

The different habitats in the District’s service area are described in detail in the biological resources report 

(Appendix C). Habitat descriptions are adapted from the 1997 Fresno County General Plan Background 

Report (Fresno County 2000b) and describe habitat locations, dominant plant species, and dominant 

wildlife species. Figure 4-1, below, shows California Natural Diversity Database occurrences within 5 

miles of the project area. 

4.3.2 Regulatory Setting 

This section briefly describes federal and state regulations, permits, and policies pertaining to biological 

resources, as they apply or may be relevant to the project. 

Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The primary focus of the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) of 1973 is that all federal agencies 

must seek to conserve threatened and endangered species through their actions. FESA has been 

amended several times to correct perceived and real shortcomings. FESA contains four key sections:  

 • Section 4 (United States Code Title 16, Section 1533 [16 USC 1533]) outlines the procedure for 

listing endangered plants and wildlife.  

 • Section 7 (16 USC 1536) imposes limits on the actions of federal agencies that might affect listed 

species.  

 • Section 9 (16 USC 1538) prohibits the unauthorized “taking” of a listed species by anyone, including 

private individuals and state and local agencies.  

 • Section 10 (16 USC 1539) provides a process allowing for the legal take of threatened and 

endangered species by nonfederal parties. 
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Figure 4-1. California Natural Diversity Database Occurrences within 5 Miles of the Project Area 
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FESA is enforced by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries 

Service. Section 9 of FESA, as amended, prohibits the unauthorized take of any fish or wildlife species 

listed under FESA as endangered. Take of fish or wildlife species listed as threatened is prohibited to the 

extent specifically declared by federal regulations. FESA defines “take” as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, 

shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Recent court 

cases have found that “harm” includes not only the direct taking of a species itself, but the destruction or 

modification of the species’ habitat that results in actual injury of the species. As such, “harm” is further 

defined to mean “an act which actually kills or injures wildlife; such an act may include significant habitat 

modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential 

behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering” (Code of Federal Regulations Title 50, 

Section 17.3 [50 CFR 17.3]). 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703–712, July 3, 1918, as amended in 1936, 1960, 1968, 

1969, 1974, 1978, 1986, and 1989) makes it unlawful to take (e.g., kill, harm, harass, shoot) any 

migratory bird listed in 50 CFR 10.13, including their nests, eggs, or young. Migratory birds include geese, 

ducks, shorebirds, raptors, songbirds, wading birds, seabirds, and passerine birds (e.g., warblers, 

flycatchers, swallows). 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 

Pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1344), USACE regulates the discharge of 

dredged or fill material into waters of the United States (33 CFR 328–330). This program requires project 

applicants to obtain authorization from USACE before discharging dredged or fill materials into any water 

of the United States. 

In the Federal Register, “waters of the United States” are defined as “...all interstate waters including 

interstate wetlands...intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), wetlands, [and] 

natural ponds, the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate or foreign commerce...” 

(33 CFR 328.3). 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act 

The State Water Resources Control Board and the RWQCBs (in this case, the Central Valley RWQCB) 

regulate activities in “waters of the state” (which includes wetlands) through Section 401 of the Clean 

Water Act. USACE administers permitting programs that authorize impacts on waters of the United 

States, including wetlands, and on other waters, but any USACE permit authorized for a proposed project 

must obtain certification by the RWQCB to ensure the protection of beneficial uses of the waters of the 

state. 
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

In 1972, the Clean Water Act was amended to provide that the discharge of pollutants to waters of the 

United States from any point source is unlawful unless the discharge is in compliance with an NPDES 

permit. The 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act added Section 402(p), which establishes a 

framework for regulating municipal and industrial stormwater discharges under the NPDES Program.  

On November 16, 1990, EPA published final regulations that establish stormwater permit application 

requirements for specified categories of industries. The regulations effectively prohibit stormwater 

discharges from construction sites to waters of the United States when the discharge would disturb 5 or 

more acres of soil, unless the discharge is in compliance with an NPDES permit. Regulations that 

became final on December 8, 1999, expanded the NPDES program to address stormwater discharges 

from construction sites that would disturb land equal to or greater than 1 acre. 

State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

California Endangered Species Act 

In 1984, the state enacted the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), which is enforced by CDFW 

under Section 2050 of the California Fish and Game Code. The basic policy of CESA is to conserve and 

enhance endangered species and their habitats. State agencies will not approve private or public projects 

under their jurisdiction that would jeopardize threatened or endangered species if reasonable and prudent 

alternatives are available. 

If a proposed project would result in impacts on a state-listed species, take authorization originating under 

Section 2081 or 2081.1 of the California Fish and Game Code is necessary. CDFW will provide take 

authorization only if: 

 • the authorized take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, 

 • the impacts of the authorized take are minimized and fully mitigated, 

 • the measures required to minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of the authorized take: 

 – are roughly proportional in extent to the impact of the taking on the species, 

 – maintain the project applicant’s objectives to the greatest extent possible, and 

 – are capable of successful implementation, and 

 • adequate funding is provided to implement the required minimization and mitigation measures and to 

monitor compliance with, and the effectiveness of, the measures. 



 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 District Services Plan 
 4-32 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

CDFW cannot issue authorization for the take of a species for which the California Legislature has 

imposed strict prohibitions on all forms of take. These species are listed in several sections of the 

California Fish and Game Code (Sections 3505, 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515, and 5517) that identify “fully 

protected” species and “specified birds.” If a project is planned in an area where a fully protected species 

or a specified bird occurs, the applicant must design the project to avoid all take, as defined in the 

California Fish and Game Code. 

California Fish and Game Code 

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3503.5, 3511, and 3513 prohibit the “take, possession, or 

destruction of birds, their nests or eggs.” Disturbance that causes nest abandonment and/or loss of 

reproductive effort (killing or abandonment of eggs or young) is considered take. Such a take would also 

violate federal law protecting migratory birds (the Migratory Bird Treaty Act).  

The California Fish and Game Code also protects raptors (hawks, eagles, owls) and their nests, eggs, 

and young (Section 3503.5) and “fully protected” birds such as the white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus) and 

golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) (Section 3511). Fully protected birds may not be taken or possessed 

(that is, kept in captivity) at any time. 

Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations 

Under 14 CCR 40, “Protected Amphibians,” protected amphibians may be intentionally killed or injured 

only if authorized by a special permit issued by CDFW pursuant to Sections 650 and 670.7 of these 

regulations. However, these regulations do not prohibit death or injury that may occur incidental to an 

otherwise lawful activity, such as construction of a development project consistent with local land use 

regulations. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act) (Water Code Section 13260) requires 

that “any person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that could affect 

the waters of the State…file a report of discharge” with the RWQCB. The term “waters of the state” is 

defined as any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state 

(Water Code Section 13050[e]). Pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Act, the RWQCB may also regulate 

“isolated wetlands,” defined as those wetlands considered to be outside of USACE’s jurisdiction. The 

RWQCB’s litmus test for determining whether a project should be regulated pursuant to the Porter-

Cologne Act is whether the action could result in any threat to water quality. 
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Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code 

Pursuant to Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code, CDFW regulates activities that divert, 

obstruct, or alter stream flow, or substantially modify the bed, channel, or bank of a stream that CDFW 

typically considers to include its riparian vegetation. The project proponent must enter into a streambed 

alteration agreement with CDFW before conducting any proposed activity in a natural stream channel that 

would substantially adversely affect existing fish, wildlife, or vegetative resources. Before authorizing such 

permits, CDFW typically reviews an analysis of the expected biological resources impacts, any proposed 

mitigation plans that would be implemented to offset biological impacts, and engineering and erosion 

control plans. 

4.3.3 Thresholds of Significance 

PRC Section 21001(c) finds and declares that it is the policy of the state to prevent the elimination of fish 

or wildlife species due to human activities, ensure that fish and wildlife populations do not drop below self-

sustaining levels, and preserve for future generations representations of all plant and wildlife communities 

and examples of the major periods of California history. In addition, Section 15065(a) of the State CEQA 

Guidelines states that a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it has the potential to 

substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species or cause a fish or wildlife population to drop 

below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or 

restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species. 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact on 

biological resources if it would: 

 • have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in a local or regional plans, policies, or 

regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS; 

 • have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by CDFW or USFWS;  

 • have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 

filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;  

 • 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; 

 • conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance; or  
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 • conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 

plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

4.3.4 Impact Analysis 

Impact 4.3-1: The project could have a substantial adverse effect on a candidate, sensitive, or special-
status species. This impact would be potentially significant. 

As described in the biological resources report (Appendix C), the setting for the subsequent projects 

described in the 2016 Plan Update does not include habitat for candidate, special-status, or sensitive 

species and the project site does not provide habitat for sensitive species. Areas of the project site 

proposed for implementation of flood control and stormwater management facilities have been previously 

disturbed by human activities such as agriculture, rural residential development, and commercial and 

industrial development. The locations of proposed new basins have been disked for weed control or 

consist of vineyards, orchards, or row crops. Other areas are primarily vacant land in industrial and/or 

rural residential areas, or are surrounded by urban residential use.  

As described in the biological resources report, the habitats of the proposed new basins are highly 

disturbed by agricultural practices. The sites have been plowed to control weedy species or are in active 

vineyard production. Very little native vegetation is present. The lack of grass species and the 

urbanization of surrounding areas reduce the potential for presence of San Joaquin pocket mouse and 

American badger. No habitat is present that would support these special-status species. However, the 

incidental presence of burrowing owl, migratory birds, or San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) cannot be 

conclusively ruled out. There may be incidental use by these species. 

No riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, or other sensitive natural communities are present on 

the site of any subsequent project proposed by the 2016 Plan Update.  

Because the presence of burrowing owl, migratory birds, and SJKF cannot be conclusively ruled out, 

implementing the proposed 2016 Plan Update could affect these species. This impact would be 

potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Burrowing Owl 

The District shall conduct preconstruction surveys for burrows and owls no less than 14 days and no 

more than 30 days before the beginning of ground disturbance over the entire project site and in areas 

within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of the project impact zone in accordance with the California 

Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC 1993). 
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Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and Conduct 
Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds 

To protect migratory birds during proposed projects in areas where suitable habitat exists, the following 

measures shall be implemented: 

 • Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation shall be removed during the 

nonbreeding season (late September to the end of February). 

 • Before construction, but not more than 14 days before grading, demolition, or site preparation 

activities, a qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction nesting survey to determine the 

presence of nesting raptors. Activities taking place outside the breeding season (typically 

February 15–August 31) do not require a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 

feet of the construction zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be erected at a distance of 250 feet 

around the nest site. Clearing and construction operations within this area shall be postponed until 

juveniles have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt determined by the 

biologist. 

 • To avoid impacts on common and special-status migratory birds pursuant to the Migratory Bird Treaty 

Act and the California Fish and Game Code, a nesting survey shall be conducted before construction 

activities if the work is scheduled between March 15 and August 31. If migratory birds are identified 

nesting within the construction zone, a 100-foot buffer around the nest site shall be designated. No 

construction activity may occur within this buffer until a qualified biologist has determined that the 

young have fledged. A qualified biologist may modify the size of the buffer based on site conditions 

and the bird’s apparent acclimation to human activities. If the buffer is modified, the biologist shall 

monitor stress levels of the nesting birds for at least 1 week after construction commences to ensure 

that project activities would not cause nest site abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The biologist 

shall have the right to implement the full 100-foot buffer at any time if stress levels are elevated to the 

extent that nests could be abandoned and/or eggs or young could be lost.  

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c: Implement USFWS-Recommended Measures to Protect San Joaquin 
Kit Fox during Construction 

The following measures are summarized from the USFWS Standardized Recommendations for 

Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance (USFWS 2011). 

These measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts on SJKF entering the area during construction:  

 • An employee education program shall be conducted. The program shall consist of a brief 

presentation by a qualified wildlife biologist. The program shall include a description of the SJKF and 

its habitat needs; a report of SJKF occurrence in the project area; an explanation of the status of the 

species and its protection under the FESA; and a list of measures being taken to reduce impacts on 
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the species during project construction. A fact sheet conveying this information shall be prepared for 

distribution to construction personnel.  

 • A representative shall be appointed to be the contact for any employee or contractor who might 

inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The 

representative shall be identified during the employee education program and his or her name and 

telephone number shall be provided to USFWS and CDFW.  

 • Project-related vehicles shall observe a daytime speed limit of 15 mph throughout the project site, 

except on state and federal highways; after dark, the speed limit shall be reduced to 10 mph. Off-road 

traffic outside of designated areas shall be prohibited. 

 • Work at night shall not be allowed. 

 • To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals during construction, all excavated, 

steep-walled holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered with plywood or similar 

materials at the end of each work day. If the trenches cannot be closed, one or more escape ramps 

constructed of earthen fill or wooden planks shall be installed. Before such holes or trenches are 

filled, they shall be inspected for trapped animals.  

 • All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or greater that are 

stored at a construction site for one or more overnight periods shall be thoroughly inspected for kit 

foxes before the pipe is subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in any way. If a kit 

fox is discovered inside a pipe, that section of pipe shall not be moved until USFWS or CDFW has 

been consulted. If necessary, and under the direct supervision of the biologist, the pipe may be 

moved only once to remove it from the path of construction activity, until the fox has escaped.  

 • Holes or trenches more than 8 feet deep shall be covered or fenced at the end of the day.  

 • All food-related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps shall be disposed of in 

securely closed containers and removed at least once a week from the project site.  

 • Firearms shall not be allowed on the project site.  

 • To prevent harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of dens, no pets shall be permitted on the 

project site.  

 • Rodenticides and herbicides shall not be used on the project site except to control invasive plant 

species.  

 • Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary ground disturbance, including staging 

areas, temporary roads, and borrow sites, shall be recontoured if necessary and revegetated to 

promote restoration of the area to preproject conditions. 
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 • Any death, injury, or entrapment of SJKF shall be reported to USFWS and CDFW staff immediately. 

Written reports shall be submitted within 3 working days of the event. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a, 4.3-1b, and 4.3-1c are standardized survey protocol and avoidance 

measures that have been adopted by CDFW. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1a would prevent disrupting nesting 

behaviors and ensure the nesting success of burrowing owls that may nest in and adjacent to the project 

site. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b would prevent disrupting nesting behaviors and ensure nesting success of 

raptors and migratory birds that may nest in and adjacent to project sites. Mitigation Measure 4.3-1c 

would avoid disturbance to SJKF that may incidentally occur on or near the project site. Thus, 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1c would reduce this impact on candidate, 

sensitive, or special-status species to less than significant. 

Impact 4.3-2: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on a riparian habitat or other 
identified sensitive natural community. This impact would be less than significant. 

As described in the biological resources report (Appendix C), the locations of subsequent projects 

proposed by the 2016 Plan Update include no riparian, wetland, or sensitive natural communities. This 

impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required.  

Impact 4.3-3: The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. This impact would be less than 
significant.  

As described in the biological resources report (Appendix C), the locations of subsequent projects 

proposed by the 2016 Plan Update include no federally protected wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, or 

coastal habitat. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.3-4: The project could interfere substantially with the movement of a 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. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Designated migratory corridors for native wildlife species do not occur within the District’s service area. 

Wildlife nursery sites are areas where animals concentrate for hatching and/or raising young, such as 

rookeries and breeding areas. There are no rookeries or breeding areas in the District’s service area. 

However, construction activity may disturb individual nesting, feeding, rearing, and foraging behaviors of 

migratory birds if active nests are within or near construction areas. Therefore, this impact would be 

potentially significant. 
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Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b, “Remove Trees during Nonbreeding 
Season and Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds” 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1b, listed above, is a standardized survey protocol and avoidance measure that 

has been adopted by CDFW. Implementing this mitigation measure would prevent disruption of nesting 

behaviors and ensure the nesting success of raptors and migratory birds that may nest on and adjacent 

to the project site, and thus, would reduce the project impact to less than significant. 

Impact 4.3-5: The project would not conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, or with the provisions of an adopted habitat 
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. No impact would occur. 

There are no habitat conservation plans, natural conservation plans or local, regional or state habitat 

conservation plans. As described in the biological resources report (Appendix C), implementation of the 

2016 Plan Update would not conflict with the general plans of the City of Fresno and Fresno County. No 
impact would occur. 

4.3.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Based on the performance standards described in Section 3.6 of this draft SEIR, and with implementation 

of Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a through 4.3-1c, implementing the 2016 Plan Update with previous flood 

control and drainage projects in the District’s service area would not contribute to the cumulative loss and 

or effects on sensitive habitats supporting native plant and animal species, including migratory birds. The 

cumulative impact would be less than significant. 

Moreover, the following mitigation measures from the 2007 Master EIR are hereby incorporated by 

reference.  

Mitigation Measure 4.2-2: Vernal Pools, Seasonal Wetlands, and Other Waters of the U.S.  

(a) The District shall conduct preliminary investigations on undeveloped lands outside of highly urbanized 

areas. These investigations shall examine wetland hydrology, vegetation and soil types. These 

preliminary investigations shall be the basis for making a determination on whether or not more in-

depth wetland studies shall be necessary. If the proposed project site does not exhibit wetland 

hydrology, support a prevalence of wetland vegetation and wetland soil types then no further action is 

required. 

If it is determined by the preliminary investigation that the proposed project site supports wetland habitat, 

implement the following mitigation measures: 
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(b) Where proposed activities could have an impact on areas verified by the Corps [USACE] as 

jurisdictional wetlands or waters of the U.S. (urban and rural streams, seasonal wetlands, and vernal 

pools), District shall obtain the necessary Clean Water Act, Section 404 permits for activities where fill 

material shall be placed in a wetland, obstruct the flow or circulation of waters of the United States, 

impair or reduce the reach of such waters (as part of the District’s CDFG [CDFW] MOU, Section 404 

and 401 permits would be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Regional Water 

Quality Control Board for any activity involving filling of jurisdictional waters). At a minimum, to meet 

“no net policy”, the permits shall require replacement of wetland habitat at a 1:1 ratio. 

(c) Where proposed activities could have an impact on areas verified by the Corps as jurisdictional 

wetlands or waters of the U.S. (urban and rural streams, seasonal wetlands, and vernal pools), 

District shall submit and implement a wetland mitigation plan based on the wetland acreage verified 

by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The wetland mitigation plan shall be prepared by a qualified 

biologist or wetland scientist experienced in wetland creation, and shall include the following or 

equally effective elements: 

i. Specific location, size, and existing hydrology and soils within the wetland creation area.  

ii. Wetland mitigation techniques, seed source, planting specifications, and required buffer 

setbacks. In addition, the mitigation plan shall ensure adequate water supply is provided to 

the created wetlands in order to maintain the proper hydrologic regimes required by the 

different types of wetlands created. Provisions to ensure the wetland water supply is 

maintained in perpetuity shall be included in the plan. 

iii. A monitoring program for restored, enhanced, created, and preserved wetlands on the project 

site. A monitoring program is required to meet three objectives; 1) establish a wetland 

creation success criteria to be met, 2) specify monitoring methodology, [and] 3) identify as far 

as is possible, specific remedial actions that will be required by Fresno Metropolitan Flood 

Control District in order to achieve the success criteria; and 4) to document the degree of 

success achieved in establishing wetland vegetation. 

(d) A monitoring plan shall be developed and implemented by a qualified biologist to monitor results of 

any on-site wetland restoration and creation for five years. The monitoring plan shall include specific 

success criteria, frequency and timing of monitoring, and assessment of whether or not maintenance 

activities are being carried out and how these shall be adjusted if necessary. If monitoring reveals that 

success criteria are not being met, remedial habitat creation or restoration should be designed and 

implemented by a qualified biologist and subject to five years of monitoring as described above. 

Or 

(e) In lieu of developing a mitigation plan that outlines the avoidance, purchase, or creation of wetlands, 

the District could purchase mitigation credits through a Corps approved Mitigation Bank. 
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Mitigation Measure 4.2-3. Special-Status Plant Species 

(a) During facility design and prior to initiation of ground disturbing activities in areas that support 

seasonal wetlands or vernal pools, the District shall conduct a preliminary rare plant assessment. The 

assessment will determine the likelihood on whether or not the project site could support rare plants. 

If it is determined that the project site would not support rare plants, then no further action is required. 

However, if the project site has the potential to support rare plants, then a rare plant survey shall be 

conducted. Rare plant surveys shall be conducted by qualified biologists in accordance with the most 

current CDFG [CDFW]/USFWS guidelines or protocols and shall be conducted at the time of year 

when the plants in question are identifiable. 

(b) Based on the results of the survey, prior to design approval the District shall coordinate with CDFG 

[CDFW] and/or implement a Section 7 consultation with USFWS, shall determine whether the project 

facility would result in a significant impact to any special-status plant species. Evaluation of project 

impacts shall consider the following: 

i. The status of the species in question (e.g., officially listed by the State or Federal 

Endangered Species Acts). 

ii. The relative density and distribution of the on-site occurrence versus typical occurrences of 

the species in question. 

iii. The habitat quality of the on-site occurrence relative to historic, current or potential 

distribution of the population. 

If these surveys reveal no occurrences of any species, or if the District in consultation with CDFG [CDFW] 

or USFWS determines that no significant impacts on any special-status plant species would result from 

project implementation, then no further mitigation would be required. 

Should one or more of special-status plant species occur on the project site, and a determination of 

significant impact be made, the following mitigation measure shall be required. 

(c) Prior to design approval, the District in consultation with the CDFG [CDFW] and/or the USFWS, shall 

prepare and implement a mitigation plan, in accordance with any applicable State and/or Federal 

statutes or laws, that reduces impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-4. Vernal Pool Crustaceans 

(a) During facility design and prior to initiation of ground disturbing activities in areas that support 

seasonal wetlands or vernal pools, the District shall conduct a preliminary survey to determine the 

presence of listed vernal pool crustaceans. 

(b) If potential habitat (vernal pools, seasonal inundated areas) or fairy shrimp exist within areas 

proposed to be disturbed, District shall complete the first and second phase of fairy shrimp presence 

or absence surveys. If an absence finding is determined and accepted by the USFWS, then no further 

mitigation shall be required for fairy shrimp. 
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(c) If fairy shrimp are found to be present within vernal pools or other areas of inundation to be impacted 

by the implementation of storm drainage facilities, District shall mitigate impacts on fairy shrimp 

habitat in accordance with the USFWS requirements of the Programmatic Biological Opinion. This 

shall include on-site or off-site creation and/ or preservation of fairy shrimp habitat at ratios ranging 

from 2:1 to 5:1 depending on the habitat impacted and the choice of on-site or off site mitigation. Or 

mitigation shall be the purchase of mitigation credit through an accredited mitigation bank. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-5. Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

(a) During facility design and prior to initiation of construction activities, the District shall conduct a 

project-specific survey for all potential VELB habitats (elderberry shrubs). 

(b) The District shall avoid and protect all potential identified VELB habitat where feasible. 

(c) Where avoidance is infeasible, develop and implement a VELB mitigation plan in accordance with the 

most current USFWS mitigation guidelines for unavoidable take of VELB habitat pursuant to either 

Section 7 or Section 10(a) of the Federal Endangered Species Act. The mitigation plan shall include, 

but might not be limited to, an assessment of historic or current VELB habitat, relocation of elderberry 

shrubs, planting of elderberry shrubs, and monitoring of relocated and planted elderberry shrubs. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-6. Raptors and Migratory Birds 

Prior to ground disturbing activities during nesting season for a project that supports raptor nesting 

habitat, the District shall conduct a raptor survey for fairly large trees (greater than 25 feet in height) 

during the nesting season (March through July). If raptors are found during the survey, a qualified 

biologist shall assess the nesting activity on the project site. If active nests are located, no construction 

activities shall be allowed within 250 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. If construction activities 

are planned during the non-breeding period (August through February), a raptor nest survey is not 

necessary. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-7. Burrowing Owls 

(a) District shall conduct a pre-construction breeding-season survey (approximately February 1 through 

August 31) of proposed project sites in suitable habitat (levee and canal berms, open grasslands with 

suitable burrows) during the same calendar year that construction is planned to begin. 

If phased construction procedures are planned for the proposed project, the results of the above 

survey shall be valid only for the season when it is conducted. If the above survey does not identify 

any nesting burrowing owls on the project site, then no further mitigation would be required. 

However, should any burrowing owls be found nesting on the project site, then the following 

mitigation measure shall be implemented. 
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(b) During the construction stage, District shall avoid all burrowing owl nest sites potentially disturbed by 

project construction during the breeding season while the nest is occupied with adults and/or young. 

The occupied nest site shall be monitored by a qualified biologist to determine when the nest is no 

longer used Avoidance shall include the establishment of a 300-foot diameter non-disturbance buffer 

zone around the nest site. Disturbance of any nest sites shall only occur outside of the breeding 

season and when the nests are unoccupied based on monitoring by a qualified biologist. The buffer 

zone shall be delineated by highly visible temporary construction fencing.  

Based on approval by CDFG [CDFW], pre-construction and pre-breeding season exclusion measures 

may be implemented to preclude burrowing owl occupation of the project site prior to project-related 

disturbance. Burrowing owls can be passively excluded from potential nest sites in the construction 

area, either by closing the burrows or placing one-way doors in the burrows according to current 

CDFG [CDFW] protocol. Burrows shall be examined not more than 30 days before construction to 

ensure that no owls have recolonized the area of construction. For each burrow destroyed, a new 

burrow shall be created (by installing artificial burrows at a ratio of 2:1 on protected lands nearby. 

Mitigation Measure 4.2-8. Migratory Salmonids  

(a) District shall not conduct instream activities in the San Joaquin River between October 15 and April 

15. If this is not feasible, District shall consult with the National Marine Fisheries Service and CDFG 

[CDFW] on the appropriate measures to be implemented in order to protect listed salmonids in the 

San Joaquin River. 

(b) Riparian vegetation on the levee shading the main channel that is removed or damaged as a result of 

levee raising shall be replaced at a ratio and quantity sufficient to maintain the existing shading of the 

channel. The location of replacement trees on or within the levees, detention ponds or channels shall 

be approved by the District and State Reclamation Board [Central Valley Flood Protection Board]. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 

Implementing the mitigation measures described in the 2007 Master EIR and Mitigation Measures 4.3-1a 

through 4.3-1c described above would further reduce the less-than-significant cumulative impacts on 

plant and wildlife species and their habitats. 

4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section describes the existing cultural resources setting for the 2016 Plan Update. It also discusses 

the regulatory context for the proposed project and analyzes any potential impacts of the proposed 

project on cultural resources. Appendix D provides details of the cultural resources records search and 

correspondence related to the cultural resources analysis. 
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4.4.1 Environmental Setting 

Cultural resources are defined as prehistoric and historic archaeological sites, architectural properties 

(e.g., buildings, bridges, and structures), and traditional properties with significance to Native Americans. 

This definition includes historic properties as defined by the National Historic Preservation Act. 

Previous Studies 

A cultural records search was conducted by the Center for Archaeological Research at California State 

University, Bakersfield, for the District’s service area (see the cultural resources records search letter in 

Appendix D). The search included the following resources: the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Points of Interest, California 

Inventory of Historic Resources, and California State Historic Landmarks. 

The results of the records search indicated that six cultural resources studies have been conducted in the 

project area and 24 studies have been conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the proposed subsequent 

projects. There are no recorded cultural resources in the project area; three resources have been 

recorded within the 0.5-mile radius. No cultural resources in the project area or within the 0.5-mile radius 

are listed in the NRHP, CRHR, California Points of Historical Interest, California Inventory of Historic 

Resources, or California State Historic Landmarks. 

Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources include fossil remains, fossil localities, and formations that have produced 

fossil material in other nearby areas. These resources are limited, nonrenewable, sensitive scientific and 

educational resources protected by federal environmental laws and regulations. As recognized here, 

paleontological resources include fossils preserved either as impressions of soft (fleshy) or hard (skeletal) 

parts, mineralized remains of skeletons, tracks, or burrows; other trace fossils; coprolites (fossilized 

excrement); seeds or pollen; and other microfossils from terrestrial, aquatic, or aerial organisms. 

A paleontological study was not conducted for the 2016 Plan Update because the project area is not a 

known fossil-bearing area. Fossils are typically found in sedimentary rock, almost all of which were 

originally deposited as sediments by moving water. There is no sedimentary rock in the locations of the 

subsequent projects proposed by the 2016 Plan Update. 

4.4.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

No federal laws, regulations, or policies related to cultural resources apply to the proposed project. 
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State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

In accordance with state law (PRC Section 5020.4), the primary responsibility of the State Historical 

Resources Commission is to review applications for listing historic and archaeological resources in the 

NRHP, the CRHR, and the California Historical Landmarks and California Points of Historical Interest 

registration programs. 

The Office of Historic Preservation is the governmental agency primarily responsible for statewide 

administration of California’s historic preservation program. The chief administrative officer for the Office 

of Historic Preservation is the State Historic Preservation Officer, who is also the executive secretary of 

the State Historical Resources Commission. The mission of the Office of Historic Preservation and State 

Historical Resources Commission, in partnership with the people of California and governmental 

agencies, is to preserve and enhance California’s irreplaceable historic heritage as a matter of public 

interest so that its vital legacy of cultural, educational, and recreational resources can be preserved. 

CEQA Section 15064.5 requires lead agencies to determine whether projects may have a significant 

effect on archaeological and historical resources. This determination applies to those resources that meet 

significance criteria to qualify as “unique” or “important” as listed in the CRHR. If the lead agency 

determines that a project may have a significant effect on a significant resource, the project is determined 

to have a significant effect on the environment, and these effects must be addressed. If a cultural 

resource is found not to be significant under the qualifying criteria, it need not be considered further in the 

planning process. 

CEQA emphasizes avoidance of archaeological and historical resources as the preferred means of 

reducing potential significant effects. If avoidance is not feasible, an excavation program or some other 

form of mitigation must be developed to mitigate the impacts. 

Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

Fresno County 

The following policies of the Fresno County General Plan (Open Space and Conservation) are applicable 

to the proposed project with regard to cultural (and geological) resources. Many of these policies require 

action by the Fresno County government and cannot be required as conditions of approval for any future 

development unless a clear nexus can be established. 

 • Policy OS-J.1: The County shall require that discretionary development projects, as part of any 

required CEQA review, identify and protect important historical, archeological, paleontological, and 

cultural sites and their contributing environment from damage, destruction, and abuse to the 

maximum extent feasible. Project-level mitigation shall include accurate site surveys, consideration of 
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project alternatives to preserve archeological and historic resources, and provision for resource 

recovery and preservation when displacement is unavoidable. 

 • Policy OS-J.2: The County shall, within the limits of its authority and responsibility, maintain 

confidentiality regarding the locations of archeological sites in order to preserve and protect these 

resources from vandalism and the unauthorized removal of artifacts. 

 • Policy OS-J.3: The County shall solicit the views of the local Native American community in cases 

where development may result in disturbance to sites containing evidence of Native American activity 

and/or sites of cultural importance.  

 • Policy OS-J.4: The County shall maintain an inventory of all sites and structures in the County 

determined to be of historical significance (index of Historic Properties in Fresno County). 

 • Policy OS-J.5: The County shall support the registration by property owners and others of cultural 

resources in appropriate landmark designations (i.e., National Register of Historic Places, California 

Historical Landmarks, Points of Historical Interest, or Local Landmark). 

 • Policy OS-J.6: The County shall provide for the placement of historical markers or signs on adjacent 

County roadways and major thoroughfares to attract and inform visitors of important historic resource 

sites. If such sites are open to the public, the County shall ensure that access is controlled to prevent 

damage or vandalism. 

 • Policy OS-J.7: The County shall use the State Historic Building Code and existing legislation and 

ordinances to encourage preservation of cultural resources and their contributing environment. 

4.4.3 Thresholds of Significance 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact on cultural 

resources if it would: 

 • cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource as defined in Section 

15064.5; 

 • cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 

Section 15064.5; 

 • directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature of 

paleontological or cultural value; 

 • disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries; or 

 • disturb unique architectural features or the character of surrounding buildings. 
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Potential effects on cultural resources were considered with respect to local, state, and federal 

regulations as outlined in PRC Section 21083.2. In general, this code seeks to identify “significant” sites 

and/or properties, determine the possible effects on the resource, and provide ways to avoid or reduce 

potential impacts. Archaeological importance is generally (although not exclusively) a measure of the 

archaeological research value of a site that meets one or more of the following criteria (as listed in PRC 

Section 21083.2): 

 • is associated with an event or person of recognized significance in California or American history or of 

recognized scientific importance in prehistory; 

 • can provide information which is both of demonstrable public interest and useful in addressing 

scientifically consequential and reasonable archaeological research questions; 

 • has a special or particular quality such as oldest, best example, largest, or last surviving example of 

its kind; 

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

undisturbed and intact); and/or 

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

archaeological methods. 

Virtually any physical evidence of past human activity can be considered a cultural resource, although not 

all such resources are considered to be significant. Past human activity often provides the only means of 

reconstructing the human history of a given site or region, particularly where there is no written history of 

that area or that period. Consequently, its significance is judged largely in terms of their historical or 

archaeological interpretive values. Along with research values, cultural resources can be significant, in 

part, for their aesthetic, educational, cultural, and religious values. 

Section 15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines provides guidance for determining the significance of 

impacts on archaeological and historical resources. This section of the State CEQA Guidelines defines 

“historic resources,” discusses significant effects on historical resources and effects on archaeological 

sites, and identifies procedures to be followed in the event that Native American or other human remains 

are discovered on a project site. 

4.4.4 Impact Analysis 

Impact 4.4-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in CEQA Section 15064.5. This impact would be less than significant. 

According to the records search, six previous cultural resources studies have been conducted in the 

project area, and 24 additional studies have been conducted within a 0.5-mile radius. There are no 

recorded cultural resources in the project area. There are three recorded resources within the 0.5-mile 
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radius: a transmission tower, the Central Canal, and the Atchison Topeka and Santa Fe Railroad. No 

cultural resources in the project area or within a 0.5-mile radius are listed in the NRHP, the CRHR, the 

California Points of Historical Interest, California Inventory of Historic Resources, or the California State 

Historic Landmarks. 

Recent evidence of farming was noted, consisting of an abandoned grader, a wooden livestock chute, 

and an irrigation system pipeline. These resources are not historic (Appendix D). 

Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.4-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5. This impact would be potentially 
significant. 

As stated above, there are no recorded cultural resources in the project area. Construction activities such 

as vegetation removal, grading, and excavation could potentially uncover and disturb cultural resources 

or other buried and unrecorded archaeological deposits. Should this occur, the project would cause a 

substantial adverse change to an archaeological resource. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2: Perform Cultural Resources Survey and Move Alignment If Necessary to 
Avoid Effects on Resources Eligible for the CRHR 

Before ground disturbance activities, a qualified professional archaeologist retained by the District shall 

perform a cultural resources survey of the area to determine whether cultural resources are present. The 

testing shall be performed before the start of any construction. 

The District shall ensure that all cultural resources identified are evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in the 

CRHR. All additional testing shall be performed by individuals who meet the United States Secretary of 

the Interior’s professional standards in archaeological history. If archaeological resources are determined 

to be eligible for the CRHR, and if the impacts of project construction and visitor use of the alignment 

render these resources as ineligible for the CRHR, the alignment shall be moved a minimum of 100 feet.  

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Implementing Mitigation Measure 4.4-2 would reduce the potential impact on archaeological resources to 

less than significant because the preconstruction survey for archaeological deposits would identify and 

avoid impacts before the start of surface-disturbing activities. 

Impact 4.4-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site 
or unique geologic feature. This impact would be less than significant. 

The project site is composed of soils dominated by level to gently sloped (≤3 percent slope) alluvial sandy 

loams, loams, and loamy sands. These soils are generally derived from granitic parent materials. A 
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search of known paleontological resource sites in California did not identify any known sites in the study 

area. Paleontological resources are highly unlikely to exist in the project area. The impact would be less 
than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

Impact 4.4-4: The project has the potential to disturb human remains, including those interred outside 
formal cemeteries. This impact would be potentially significant. 

Human remains are not known to exist within the project site; however, buried human remains may be 

present. Development and expansion of the basins could disturb human remains. The impact would be 

potentially significant. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Stop Work and Implement Required Measures If Human Remains Are 
Found during Construction 

If human remains or bones of unknown origin are found during any future project construction, all work 

shall stop in the vicinity of the find and the Fresno County coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the 

remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner shall notify the NAHC. The NAHC shall notify 

the person considered to be the most likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall work with the 

District to develop a program for the reinterment of the human remains and any associated artifacts. No 

additional work shall take place within the immediate vicinity of the find until the identified appropriate 

actions have been completed. 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 would reduce the potential impact related to disturbance of 

human remains to less than significant. The Fresno County Coroner is the proper government official 

who would oversee the investigation and certification of death of human remains within the jurisdiction of 

Fresno County. 

4.4.5 Cumulative Impacts 

The cumulative context for cultural resources is related projects within the District’s service area that 

include ground-disturbing activities. Previously identified or undiscovered cultural resources may underlie 

the sites of one or more of the other related projects, and because plans for those projects have not yet 

been adopted, it is unknown whether the related projects would implement appropriate BMPs and 

mitigation. Furthermore, even after mitigation is implemented, it may be impossible to avoid the cultural 

resource, and a substantial adverse change in the significance of the resource (such as damaging or 

destroying the qualities that make it significant) could result. Therefore, the related projects could result in 

potentially significant cumulative impacts on known and as-yet-undiscovered cultural resources. 
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Mitigation Measure: Implement Mitigation Measures from the 2007 Master EIR and Mitigation 
Measures 4.4-2 and 4.4-4 

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Implementing the mitigation measures described in the 2007 Master EIR and Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 

and 4.4-4 described above would reduce cumulative impacts on cultural and historic resources to less 
than significant. 

4.5 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

This section evaluates the potential effects of the 2016 Plan Update on GHG emissions. A summary of 

existing environmental and regulatory conditions is also presented, including applicable federal, state, 

and local regulations related to GHG emissions. The remainder of the section discusses significance 

thresholds, environmental impacts, and mitigation measures. 

4.5.1 Environmental Setting 

Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining the earth’s 

surface temperature. A portion of the solar radiation that enters the earth’s atmosphere is absorbed by 

the earth’s surface, and a smaller portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space. Infrared 

radiation is absorbed by GHGs; as a result, infrared radiation released from the earth that otherwise 

would have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This 

phenomenon, known as the “greenhouse effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on 

Earth. GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural and anthropogenic 

sources, and are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere.  

Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat 

in the atmosphere relative to carbon dioxide (CO2). The GWP of a GHG is based on several factors, 

including the relative effectiveness of a gas in absorbing infrared radiation and the length of time that the 

gas remains in the atmosphere (i.e., the “atmospheric lifetime” of the gas).  

The reference gas for GWP is CO2; therefore, CO2 has a GWP of 1. The other main GHGs that have 

been attributed to human activity include methane (CH4), which has a GWP of 28, and nitrous oxide 

(N2O), which has a GWP of 265 (IPCC 2013). For example, 1 ton of CH4 makes the same contribution to 

the greenhouse effect as approximately 28 tons of CO2. GHGs with lower emissions rates than CO2 may 

still contribute to climate change, because they are more effective at absorbing outgoing infrared radiation 

than CO2 (i.e., high GWP). The concept of CO2 equivalents (CO2e) is used to account for the different 

GWP potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation. GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of 

pounds or tons of CO2e, and are often expressed in metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e). 
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The following are the principal GHG pollutants that contribute to climate change and their emission 

sources: 

 • Carbon Dioxide: CO2 enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and 

coal), solid waste, trees, and wood products, and as a result of other chemical reactions. 

 • Methane: CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane 

emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and by the decay of organic 

waste in municipal solid waste landfills. 

 • Nitrous Oxide: N2O is produced by both natural and human-related sources. Primary human-related 

sources of N2O are agricultural soil management, sewage treatment, mobile and stationary 

combustion of fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and nitric acid production. N2O is also produced 

naturally from a wide variety of biological sources in soil and water, particularly microbial action in wet 

tropical forests.  

 • Fluorinated gases: These gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because they are 

potent GHGs, they are sometimes called high–global warming potential gases. These gases include: 

 – Chlorofluorocarbons: These GHGs are used for refrigeration, air conditioning, packaging, 

insulation, solvents, or aerosol propellants.  

 – Perfluorocarbons: These are emitted as byproducts of industrial processes and are used in 

manufacturing.  

 – Sulfur hexafluoride: This is a strong GHG used primarily as an insulator in electrical transmission 

and distribution systems.  

 – Hydrochlorofluorocarbons: These have been introduced as temporary replacements for 

chlorofluorocarbons and are also GHGs. 

 – Hydrofluorocarbons: These were introduced as alternatives to ozone-depleting substances in 

serving many industrial, commercial, and personal needs. Hydrofluorocarbons are GHGs emitted 

as byproducts of industrial processes and are also used in manufacturing. 

These GHGs are not monitored at local air pollution monitoring stations and do not result in direct impacts 

on human health. Rather, GHGs generated at local levels contribute to global concentrations of GHGs, 

which are considered by scientists to result in changes to the climate and environment. 

4.5.2 Regulatory Setting 

Federal Laws, Regulation, and Policies 

Climate change and reduction of GHG emissions is a concern at the federal level. In December 2009, the 

EPA Administrator signed a final action under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act that identifies six GHGs 
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that constitute a threat to public health and welfare. In light of this final action, EPA has developed 

standards and regulations to limit the emissions of GHGs from new motor vehicles and specific stationary 

sources and has established a renewable fuel standard program.  

The Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force published the National Action Plan—Priorities 

for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate on October 2011. The National Action Plan 

discusses the effects of climate change on freshwater resources and the adaptation measures that 

address water supplies, protection of human life, health, and property as well as protection of water 

quality and aquatic ecosystems.  

State Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

California has launched major initiatives for reducing GHG emissions. ARB is the agency responsible for 

coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution control programs in California and for 

implementing the California Clean Air Act. These initiatives are outlined in Assembly Bill (AB) 32, 

Executive Order S-3-05, and a regulation to reduce passenger-car GHG emissions (AB 1493). The goal 

of AB 32 is to reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020—a reduction of approximately 30 percent—

and then to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. The Climate Change Scoping Plan provides the 

framework for the roles of state and local government as well as GHG emissions reduction measures. 

The plan involves a range of GHG reduction actions that include direct regulations, alternative compliance 

mechanisms, monetary and nonmonetary incentives, voluntary actions, market-based mechanisms such 

as a cap-and-trade system, and a program implementation fee to fund the AB 32 program. 

The State of California published the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, which summarizes 

climate change impacts and recommends strategies to adapt to its effects. The strategies cover seven 

sectors: public health, biodiversity and habitat, oceans and coastal resources, water, agriculture, forestry, 

and transportation and energy. In 2014, the California Natural Resources Agency published an update to 

this plan called Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk. This document provides policy guidance 

on the preparation, prevention, and response to the effects of climate change in California. 

Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies 

The District’s mission is to prevent property damage and personal injury and to manage waters for long-

term beneficial use. Although these are the core directives, the District’s objectives also include 

environmental sensitivity and maximized public benefit through multiple uses of District facilities. The 

District’s activities related to environmental sensitivity result in benefits to air quality and climate change 

by creating efficiencies in operation and planning facilities and infrastructure to adapt to the environment. 

This adaptation to the environment is essential to the District’s very purpose, which is to protect persons 

and property from flood damage. The District activities that would benefit air quality and climate change 

are discussed below. 
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Demand-Oriented Basin Development—This activity reduces construction-related emissions by 

coordinating and timing the District’s flood control basin development with property developers’ demand 

for soils. This coordination meets both the District’s and developers’ construction needs with one action, 

thereby reducing fuel usage and GHG emissions. 

Storm Drain Gravity Flow—The storm drainage system pipelines were designed to operate by gravity 

flow. Runoff flows enter the pipeline system at drainage inlets and are transmitted by gravity to the 

downstream terminus. Gravity flows are intentionally used for storm drains, to minimize energy 

consumption and its associated air pollutant emissions. 

Interties and Canal System—These interties and canals act to balance drainage capacity throughout the 

system and to coordinate water flows from other flood control districts’ basins. Developing interties helps 

the District to handle flood events that may result as climate change increases flood risks. Reducing flood 

damage by developing flood control infrastructure is a preventative measure to protect lives and public 

property. These preventative measures produce fewer GHG emissions than would be generated by the 

potential extensive reconstruction of flood-damaged areas. 

Telemetry—With telemetry systems, remote pump stations can be monitored and controlled from the 

office base station. Using a telemetry station provides real-time monitoring of facilities and instantaneous 

control of flood control facilities. In this way, it reduces emissions generated by rural field technicians’ 

vehicle trips, reduces emissions from more polluting portable pumps, and reduces the potential for 

flooding exacerbated by climate change. 

Groundwater Recharge Basins—The District’s retention and detention basins are designed and operated 

to retain as much stormwater as possible, minimizing discharges to receiving waters and maximizing 

percolation to groundwater. The District usually discharges into the Fresno Irrigation District system so 

that the water can be used for agricultural purposes. The storage capacity provided by stormwater basins 

is critically important, not only to stormwater management and flood prevention, but also to the local 

groundwater recharge program. The District’s contribution to community-wide, multiagency groundwater 

recharge efforts is roughly 54,000 acre-feet per year of stormwater and surface water delivered by the 

Fresno Irrigation District’s canal system. 

Fresno relies on wells that draw from the groundwater aquifer for roughly 85 percent of its water 

deliveries. Thus, groundwater management and replenishment are important functions of local 

government. The stormwater basin design allows for efficient capture and retention of any water that falls 

on Fresno streets, both stormwater and landscape irrigation overflows. Many other cities in California 

release their stormwater into rivers and the Pacific Ocean, rather than developing infrastructure to provide 

groundwater recharge and make the water available for public use. Cities in Southern California, in 

particular, are looking at stormwater as a new water resource management tool. 
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Capturing stormwater reduces the need to import water. Pumping and transporting water for import into 

the region consumes energy and leads to greater emissions of GHGs. In addition, climate change is 

expected to locally increase temperatures and decrease water availability by reducing the water stored in 

the snowpack and glaciers of the Sierra Nevada. Losses to the surface area of Sierra Nevada glaciers 

have ranged from 20 to 70 percent. Measures such as operating groundwater recharge basins act to 

conserve water by capturing water and making it available for use locally for agriculture and potable 

consumption. As mentioned previously, Fresno relies on wells for 85 percent of its water deliveries. 

Recharge of groundwater flows is essential to maintaining the availability of well water and precluding the 

need for extensive pumping. Developing groundwater recharge infrastructure would help to maintain the 

capacity to access local water sources, thereby minimizing the GHG emissions generated when water is 

pumped and transported from other regions. 

Flood Control Infrastructure—The District is committed to preventing personal injury and property damage 

related to floods. Climate change has the potential to exacerbate the potential for flood damage as 

warmer temperatures cause precipitation to fall as rain rather than snow in the winter. California receives 

its largest and most intense storms in the wintertime, which coincides with the season of the most 

damaging floods. 

These impacts will translate into real costs for California, including flood damage and flood control costs 

that could amount to several billion dollars in many regions such as the Central Valley, where 

urbanization and limited river channel capacity already exacerbate existing flood risks (CEC 2006). 

By about April 1, when most winter storms stop reaching California, flood risks generally decline 

considerably. At this time, reservoir managers change strategies, capturing streamflow to the extent 

feasible to fill flood-control spaces so that as much water as possible will be in the reservoirs by summer 

when water demands are highest. This strategy works primarily because the state’s snowpack holds 

copious amounts of precipitation in mountain watersheds during winter, releasing most of it to manmade 

reservoirs only after about April 1 (OEHHA 2013). 

Increasing temperatures associated with climate change are anticipated to reduce the state’s snowpack, 

which will disrupt this flood- and water-management strategy. Expansion of the District’s flood control 

basins and infrastructure is necessary to adapt to the effects of climate change. Expanding the flood 

control infrastructure would improve the capacity to handle increasingly severe winter storms and would 

increase the amount of infrastructure available for groundwater recharge. Increasing the capacity to 

prevent flood damage by constructing flood control infrastructure is a preventative measure that would 

generate fewer GHG emissions than rebuilding widespread areas that have been damaged by floods. 
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4.5.3 Thresholds of Significance 

The analysis of the proposed project’s GHG emissions impacts follows the guidance and methodologies 

recommended in SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. Under CEQA, the 

significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 

can be used to assess a project’s impacts on air quality. SJVAPCD has established thresholds of 

significance for GHG emissions. 

According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the project would have a significant impact 

related to GHG emissions if it would: 

 • generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 

environment; or 

 • conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 

emissions of GHGs. 

Lead agencies can also defer the establishment of significance thresholds to responsible agencies that 

publish their recommended guidelines for the resources they regulate. To assist in addressing the 

questions in Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the District uses the CEQA impact assessment 

methodologies and significance thresholds detailed in SJVAPCD’s Revised Guide for Assessing and 

Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015).  

SJVAPCD has adopted emissions thresholds to determine a project’s cumulative impact on global climate 

change. According to SJVAPCD, if a project complies with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or 

mitigation program that avoids or substantially reduces GHG emissions in the project’s geographic area, 

that project would have less-than-significant individual and cumulative impacts related to GHG emissions. 

4.5.4 Impact Analysis 

This document provides assessment methodologies for projects occurring within SJVAPCD jurisdiction. 

Emissions were calculated for the construction and operational phases of the project and evaluated 

based on the CEQA significance thresholds established by SJVAPCD. The results and findings in this 

section are based on a more detailed discussion in the air quality technical study (Appendix B of this 

report). 

Impact 4.5-1: Project construction would not generate GHG emissions that may have a significant impact 
on the environment, or that would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact would be less than significant. 

Construction of the components of the 2016 Plan Update would require fossil fuel combustion, which 

would generate GHG emissions. These emissions would contribute toward the cumulative global GHG 
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inventory. Table 4.5-1 shows GHG emissions associated with the project, based on modeling using the 

CalEEMod emissions inventory.  

Table 4.5-1. Construction Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Activity GHG Emissions (MTCO2e/year) 
Grading 

Minimum Excavation 298 

Maximum Excavation 611 

Average Excavation 460 

Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; MTCO2e = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
Source: CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM. 

SJVAPCD has published Guidance for Valley Land Use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts 

for New Projects under CEQA (SJVAPCD 2009), which provides the following principle and assessment 

methodology. 

Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program that 

avoids, or substantially reduces, GHG emissions within the geographic area of the proposed project, 

would be determined to have a less-than-significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. 

Such plans or programs must be specified in law or approved by the lead agency with jurisdiction over the 

affected resource and supported by a CEQA-compliant environmental review document adopted by the 

lead agency. Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation 

program would not be required to implement Best Performance Standards. 

The primary source of GHG emissions from the proposed project would be on-road and off-road 

equipment used in the development of flood control infrastructure. The District’s 2016 Plan Update would 

develop additional flood control infrastructure required to address potential flooding. The proposed flood 

control infrastructure constitutes GHG emission reduction and climate change adaptation measures 

because they would mitigate the increased potential for flooding caused by climate change, would act to 

conserve water resources, and would reduce GHG emissions. The measures discussed below either 

would reduce GHG emissions or are climate change adaptation measures.  

Demand-Oriented Basin Development—The District would allow developers to excavate flood control 

basins and export the fill material for other development projects, which would meet two needs (basin 

development and provision of fill materials) with one set of construction activities and emissions. This 

coordination would eliminate the need for separate excavation activities that each would generate GHG 

emissions. 

Storm Drain Gravity Flow—The storm drainage system would operate by gravity. Designing flood control 

infrastructure to maximize gravity flow reduces the need for energy consumption and emissions from 
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pumping stations. Using this design strategy would reduce reliance on energy for pumping water and 

would reduce the associated GHG emissions. 

Telemetry—Constructing telemetry systems would allow the District office to monitor and control remote 

facilities. This system would reduce the need for rural field technicians to travel to monitor or operate 

remote facilities, thus generating vehicular GHG emissions. 

Vegetative Carbon Sequestration—The District has 25 sites that serve not only as flood control areas, but 

as open space/recreation areas for the community. These areas are vegetated and trees are planted in 

partnership with Tree Fresno at ponding basins in the Fresno/Clovis area. Trees, site grading, irrigation 

systems, and turf are installed by the District. These vegetated sites provide recreation and open space 

and serve as vegetative carbon sequestration areas to reduce the effects of climate change. The District’s 

dual-use strategy for flood control areas is consistent with the California Climate Adaptation Strategy’s 

Strategy 5 for floodplain corridors: Carbon sequestration within large, vegetated floodplain corridors may 

also assist the state in meeting GHG emissions reductions mandated by AB 32. 

Groundwater Recharge—The California Climate Adaptation Strategy (CNRA 2009) states that earlier 

melting of the Sierra Nevada snowpack and increased temperatures would lead to reduced water 

supplies. Currently, California obtains 85 percent of its water supplies from wells. The projects listed in the 

District’s proposed 2016 Plan Update would increase the capacity for groundwater recharge. The Fresno-

Clovis stormwater retention network recharges more than 70 percent of annual runoff. This expansion of 

groundwater recharge infrastructure is consistent with the California Climate Adaptation Strategy’s 

Strategy 6a: Expand water storage for surface and groundwater supplies.  

The project’s increase in basin capacity would allow for increased water storage and groundwater 

recharge. Groundwater recharge conserves the amount of water available locally, thereby minimizing the 

need for and GHG emissions associated with importing water from outside the region. As such, the 2016 

Plan Update is consistent with the goal of the California Climate Adaptation Strategy to facilitate 

groundwater recharge by capturing and storing water locally.  

The District’s groundwater recharge strategy is also consistent with EPA’s National Action Plan—Priorities 

for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate, Recommendation 2—Developing new or 

alternative sources of water. The District’s groundwater recharge program is not new, but it expands on 

the capacity of the groundwater recharge infrastructure, which is essential for adapting to warmer 

climates that result in less available water supplies. 

Flood Control Capacity—The District’s primary role is to prevent the loss of life and property damage from 

floods. The development of additional flood control capacity as detailed in the 2016 Plan Update is 

consistent with the California Climate Adaptation Strategy Strategy 4a: Flood Management 



 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 District Services Plan 
 4-57 Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

Improvements: “To reduce flood peaks, reduce sedimentation, temporarily store floodwaters, recharge 

aquifers and restore environmental flows, flood management should be integrated with watershed 

management on open space, agricultural, wildlife areas, and other low-density lands.” 

Development of additional flood control capacity is also consistent with EPA’s National Action Plan—

Priorities for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate, Recommendation 2, “Protecting 

citizens and infrastructure from the consequences of impaired water quality, extreme weather, flooding, 

and drought.” 

As such, the GHG emissions generated during development of additional flood control infrastructure 

under the proposed 2016 Master Plan would be outweighed by emissions reductions and climate change 

adaptation measures necessary to address increased risk of flooding and decreased water availability 

associated with climate change. The project’s climate change adaptation measures are also consistent 

with both state and national climate change adaptation plans. These adaptation measures would avoid 

GHG emissions that may otherwise occur from addressing flood-related damage. Consequently, the 

proposed project would be part of a GHG mitigation program that would avoid or substantially reduce 

GHG emissions in the geographic area of the proposed project. The project would actively minimize GHG 

emissions, mitigate and avoid potential GHG emissions associated with flood-related damage, and adapt 

to the effects of climate change consistent with state and federal action plans.  

Implementation of the construction phase of the 2016 Plan Update would not result in a significant impact 

on air quality and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of state and federal climate action 

plans, violate any air quality standard, or result in a cumulative net increase in any criteria pollutant. 

Development of the 2016 Plan Update infrastructure would generate GHG emissions during construction 

and a much smaller magnitude of emissions during maintenance. However, these GHG emissions would 

be offset by the benefits associated with improved operational efficiency, carbon sequestration, 

augmentation of groundwater recharge capacity, and enhanced flood protection, consistent with the goals 

of climate adaptation plans. This impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are 

required. 

Impact 4.5-2: Project operation would not generate GHG emissions that may have a significant impact on 
the environment, or that would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. This impact would be less than significant. 

During the operational phase of the project, pump operation, basin cleaning, and vehicle trips would 

consume energy, thus generating GHG emissions. Table 4.5-1 lists the proposed project’s total 

operational GHG. 
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Table 4.5-1. Operational Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Activity 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions (MTCO2e/year) 

Year 2014 Year 2024 Year 2034 
Energy Consumption 468 477 486 

Vehicle Trips 130 105 103 

Basin Cleaning 27 23 24 

Total 625 605 613 

Note: MTCO2e = metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent 
Source: CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM 

As discussed previously, the proposed project would be part of a GHG mitigation program that would 

avoid or substantially reduce GHG emissions in the geographic area of the proposed project. The 2016 

Plan Update involves project elements that are climate adaptation measures. Climate adaptation 

measures include energy efficiency (telemetry station and demand-oriented basin development), carbon 

sequestration, groundwater recharge, and augmentation of flood control capacity. These measures are 

consistent with state and federal climate change adaptation plans. As such, no significant adverse climate 

change impacts would occur as a result of the operational phase of the project. This impact would be less 
than significant. No mitigation measures are required. 

4.5.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary impacts that would be limited primarily to 

the individual basin sites. The project would not make a cumulatively considerable incremental 

contribution to any significant cumulative adverse impacts. The incremental effects of the proposed 

project would not be cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. This impact would be less than significant. No 

mitigation measures are required. 
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5.0 OTHER CEQA SECTIONS 

The chapter discusses ways in which the 2016 Plan Update could foster economic or population growth 

or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2[d]). Growth can be induced in a number of ways, including 

eliminating obstacles to growth and stimulating economic activity outside of the project. 

5.1 GROWTH EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

The 2016 Plan Update describes subsequent projects to the District’s stormwater drainage system that 

would be necessary to achieve the project’s objectives. In addition, the 2016 Plan Update describes the 

District’s service function to (1) remedy existing flood control and drainage deficiencies within the District 

service area, and (2) accommodate future growth as planned for in the Fresno, Clovis, and Fresno 

County General Plans. Because the 2016 Plan Update is intended to correct existing problems and 

accommodate growth already planned for in the Fresno, Clovis, and Fresno County General Plans, the 

2016 Plan Update itself would not directly induce growth in the District’s service area. 

A project may induce indirect population growth by: 

 • constructing new housing; 

 • generating a substantial number of new jobs; 

 • extending roads, water, sewer, stormwater, electricity, or natural gas facilities into an area where they 

do not exist; 

 • increasing the capacity of roads, water, sewer, stormwater, electricity, or natural gas facilities beyond 

what is necessary to serve the project; 

 • serving as a precedent for development in an area; or 

 • removing existing physical, social, or economic constraints to development. 

The 2016 Plan Update consists of a comprehensive, coordinated program of flood control and local 

drainage services, which were first described in the 2004 District Services Plan. The 2016 Plan Update 

continues the objectives of the Flood Control and Rural Streams programs, to reduce urban flood 

damages and to minimize rural flooding. The subsequent projects of the 2016 Plan Update would provide 

for adequate storm drainage in areas planned for urban and suburban development. 

The 2016 Plan Update would not induce growth in and of itself; however, it could remove an obstacle to 

growth by providing adequate storm drainage in areas planned for development and by minimizing 

flooding in both urban and rural portions of the District service area. Urban drainage service is necessary 

in urban infrastructure, but construction and operation of an urban drainage system in and of itself cannot 
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direct growth. Other factors are also important, such as the availability of water supply, sewer, roadway 

infrastructure, and schools. The Cities of Fresno and Clovis and Fresno County make land use planning 

decisions guided by these jurisdictions’ general plans and other public policy documents. In general, local 

stormwater drainage facilities serving areas within the cities’ SOIs would be developed incrementally in 

response to urban development, in accordance with the applicable general plans and entitlement 

determinations of the local land use authorities. Any development and associated population growth has 

been or will have been previously accounted for in the general plans of the Cities of Fresno and Clovis, 

Fresno County, and other applicable affected jurisdictions. If improved drainage and flood control 

resulting from the 2016 Plan Update could cause development not previously identified and/or approved 

to occur within the SOI of one of these jurisdictions, that potential growth would require future 

environmental documentation and evaluation before approval. 

In 2002, the Fresno County Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution 02-509, which includes additional 

language providing for county board approval of all infrastructure located outside a city’s SOI. This 

information was presented to the District’s Board of Directors in November 2002. Since then, the District 

has pursued a practice of special coordination with the Fresno County Board of Supervisors on all basin 

acquisitions outside an existing city SOI. In April 2005, District staff sent several recommendations to the 

District’s Board of Directors regarding cooperative planning with the cities and Fresno County to address 

flood control and urban drainage issues that would apply equally to property within the city SOIs and to 

areas in the District service area outside the SOIs. Those recommendations are listed below. 

1. The District should seek County Board of Supervisors support for all future drainage areas planned 

outside of an existing city Sphere of Influence line. This support is necessary to ensure sound 

planning based on community interests. 

2. The County Board of Supervisors will review, on a case-by-case basis, all purchases of land for 

existing planned urban basin sites located outside an existing city SOI line. 

3. Staff recognizes the importance of the County’s input into land use decisions. Further, staff 

recognizes the need to preserve prime farmland and to place facilities in areas that will result in the 

least amount of individual impact and provide the most benefit to the community. The County’s input 

will help to ensure that the Board of Directors is well-informed of County concerns. 

4. Maintaining a current drainage fee schedule is necessary to avoid shifting capital program costs to 

the general taxpayer. Therefore, the Board of Directors should request that the County Board of 

Supervisors adopt a current fee schedule on an annual basis. 

5. Existing County ordinance and fee collection systems that are in place are working very well. 
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Implementing the 2016 Plan Update would extend stormwater facilities into areas where they do not 

currently exist and would increase the capacity of stormwater facilities. However, these actions would not 

result in indirect growth-inducing impacts because they would respond to growth planned for in the 

Fresno, Clovis, and Fresno County General Plans. If the improved drainage and flood control facilities 

that would result from the 2016 Plan Update could cause development to occur in areas not previously 

identified and/or approved for development in those general plans, that growth would be subject to future 

environmental documentation and evaluated before approval. 

For the reasons stated above, implementation of the 2016 Plan Update would not be considered growth 

inducing. 

5.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 

The State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15130) require a discussion of cumulative impacts that could result 

from a proposed project in conjunction with other projects in the vicinity. Cumulative impacts occur when 

two or more individual effects together create a related environmental impact or compound or increase 

other significant impacts. 

An SEIR must contain a discussion of cumulative impacts, meaning that the impacts of the project should 

be viewed in the context of environmental impacts caused or expected to be caused by past, present, and 

probable future projects. The possible future projects considered generally consist of: 

 • anticipated subsequent projects;  

 • a list of specific projects that either have been approved or are under consideration for approval; and  

 • a summary of projections included in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or in a 

prior environmental document that has been adopted or certified, that described or evaluated regional 

or areawide conditions contributing to the cumulative impact. 

For the purposes of the cumulative impact analysis for this draft SEIR, the “cumulative context” for the 

proposed project is defined as the development of the projects proposed under the District Services Plan 

in combination with development of other flood control and local storm drainage facilities outside of the 

District’s service area, within the unincorporated portions of Fresno County that would contribute to 

identified cumulative impacts. The cumulative impacts and mitigation measures for each environmental 

issue area evaluated in this draft SEIR are presented in each relevant section of Chapter 4.0. 

5.3 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Sections 15126.2(c) and 15127 of the State CEQA Guidelines require that this SEIR consider significant 

irreversible environmental changes that would be involved in the implementation of the 2016 Plan 

Update. An impact would fall into this category if: 
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 • the 2016 Plan Update would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources during the initial 

and continued phases of the project,  

 • the primary and secondary impacts of the 2016 Plan Update would generally commit future 

generations to similar uses, or 

 • the 2016 Plan Update would involve uses in which irreversible damage could result from any potential 

environmental accidents associated with the project. 

To determine whether the 2016 Plan Update would result in significant irreversible effects, the analysis 

must determine whether key resources would be degraded or destroyed with little possibility of restoring 

them. The subsequent projects proposed in the 2016 Plan Update would be located in eastern Fresno 

County, including the cities of Fresno and Clovis. District facilities would serve developed areas and 

areas planned for future development.  

Implementing the 2016 Plan Update would permanently convert agricultural land to nonagricultural uses. 

The construction of new drainage basins and the concomitant loss of farmland would essentially be 

irreversible and irretrievable. 
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6.0 ALTERNATIVES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed 

project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, while avoiding or substantially 

lessening any significant impacts (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126[a]). 

This chapter explains the objectives of the proposed project, describes the range of alternatives 

considered, evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the alternatives considered, and compares 

the impacts and attainment of project objectives of the proposed project (the 2016 Plan Update) to the 

alternatives considered.  

6.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

As indicated above, CEQA requires that an EIR describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives 

to the proposed project that could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, while avoiding 

or substantially lessening any significant impacts. This section identifies the objectives of the proposed 

project.  

The objectives of the 2016 Plan Update presented below address the need to provide fully coordinated 

and comprehensive stormwater management and related services on a regional basis. The objectives are 

derived from the service mandates of the District Act and the District’s mission statement. The following 

objectives are consolidated and summarized from each program described in the 2016 Plan Update. 

These objectives are the same as those described in the 2016 District Services Plan and the 2007 Master 

EIR. The objectives of the 2016 Plan Update are: 

 • Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local 

stormwater drainage, water conservation, and recreation. 

 • Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage system, 

including water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife habitat uses. 

 • Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property of the 

District from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the design 

event. 

 • Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and local 

stormwater drainage system. 

 • Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure the 

system operates as designed. 
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 • Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and environmental 

regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote understanding of District 

service objectives. 

 • Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff-borne pollutants will not pose risks to public health or 

the environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s NPDES permit and relevant 

environmental statutes. Include enhancement of water quality in flood control, local stormwater 

drainage, and stream and channel design considerations. 

 • Meet the flood control and local storm drainage standards of the District while encouraging design 

and management practices that enhance and protect stream values including riparian and wetland 

habitats, and natural and historic drainage pathways. 

 • Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood-proof 

all development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such floodplains. 

 • Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be 

hydrologically and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled. Develop the 

system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions before addressing 

upstream channel constrictions. 

 • Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education in all 

District service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream restoration 

and preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and understanding 

of flood control, drainage, and environmental principles, and values. 

6.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

The discussion of alternatives in the 2007 Master EIR prepared for the 2004 District Services Plan 

focused on the No Project Alternative and the Mandated Services Only Alternative. The same alternatives 

are discussed briefly below. 

6.3.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. Planning and 

implementation of services and programs would continue as they are under the 2004 District Services 

Plan. There would be no regional, long-term review of service impacts or comprehensive mitigation 

commitments. 

6.3.2 Mandated Services Only Alternative 

Under the Mandated Services Only Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. The 

District would continue to provide flood control, local drainage, stormwater quality management, and 
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water conservation services to fulfill District Act and Clean Water Act requirements. Nonmandated 

programs (recreation and wildlife management) would not be provided. 

6.4 EVALUATION AND COMPARISON OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS  

In compliance with the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d), Table 6.4-1 provides 

information to allow a meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison of each alternative in relation to 

the proposed project.  

Table 6.4-1. Comparison of the Impacts of the Proposed Project with Alternatives 

Impact 
Proposed 

Project 
No Project 
Alternative 

Mandated 
Services 

Only 

Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Impact 4.1-1. Conversion of Classified Farmland to Nonagricultural Use LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.1-2. Conflict with Existing Zoning LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.1-3. Conflict with Forest or Timberland Zoning LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.1-4. Loss of or Conversion of Forest Land LTS LTS LTS 

Air Quality 

Impact 4.2-1. Regional Construction Emissions LTS SU SU 

Impact 4.2-2. Operational Phase Emissions LTS SU SU 

Impact 4.2-3. Localized Emissions LTS SU SU 

Impact 4.2-4. Hazardous Air Pollutants LTS SU SU 

Impact 4.2-5. Indirect Source Review LTS SU SU 

Impact 4.2-6. Odor Impacts LTS SU SU 

Biology 

Impact 4.3-1. Candidate, Special-Status Species LTS/MM LTS LTS 

Impact 4.3-2. Riparian or Sensitive Natural Communities LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.3-3. Federally Protected Wetlands LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.3-4. Interference with Movement of Wildlife LTS/MM LTS LTS 

Impact 4.3-5. Conflict with Local Policies LTS SU SU 

Cultural Resources 

Impact 4.4-1. Cultural or Historic Resources LTS/MM LTS/MM LTS 

Climate Change 

Impact 4.5-1. Construction Emissions LTS LTS LTS 

Impact 4.5-2. Operational Phase Emissions LTS LTS LTS 

LTS = All impacts would be less than significant; no mitigation measures are required. 
LTS/MM = All impacts would be less than significant after mitigation. 
SU = One or more impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after mitigation. 
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6.4.1 No Project Alternative 

Under the No Project Alternative, the District would continue to plan and implement services consistent 

with the existing 2004 District Services Plan. However, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update 

and would not provide for a regional long-term review of service impacts and/or for comprehensive 

mitigation commitments. 

Agriculture. Approximately 36.7 acres of Prime Farmland within the SOI of the Cities of Clovis and 

Fresno would remain in agricultural land use. Outside of the cities’ SOI, 10 acres of Farmland of 

Statewide Importance and 8.8 acres of Unique Farmland would remain in agricultural use. 

Air Quality. Impacts of the No Project Alternative on air quality would be the same as described in the 

2007 Master EIR. Construction and operation would not exceed the SJVAPCD threshold of significance 

for PM10 and would not conflict with the SJVAPCD 2003 PM10 Plan. However, construction and 

operations would exceed the SJVAPCD annual threshold for NOX. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 

4.6-2 as described in the 2007 Master EIR is required. This mitigation measure would reduce annual NOX 

emissions, but not to less than 10 tons per year. The impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Construction in combination with simultaneous construction for other projects would add to the cumulative 

levels of ozone precursors in the Central Valley. This would be a significant cumulative impact. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 would reduce annual cumulative NOX emissions, but not to 

less than 10 tons per year. The impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Biological Resources. Impacts of the No Project Alternative on biological resources would be the same 

as described in the 2007 Master EIR. There would be impacts on special-status species; loss of sensitive 

habitat supporting special-status species; removal of native vegetation; and loss or alteration of vernal 

pools, riparian habitat, and wetland habitat. However, the District is required to continue to implement 

Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 described in the 2007 Master EIR. These mitigation measures 

would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

Cultural/Historical Resources. Impacts of the No Project Alternative on cultural resources would be the 

same as described in this SEIR. The 2007 Master EIR would be implemented and proposed basins 

described in the 2004 District Services Plan would be constructed. Although there is no recorded 

evidence of archaeological sites in the 2004 District Services Plan area, the potential exists for the 

discovery of cultural and paleontological resources during project-related excavation and construction, 

leading to a potentially significant impact on cultural resources.  

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. SJVAPCD has published Guidance for Valley Land Use Agencies in 

Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA (SJVAPCD 2009), which provides the 

following principle and assessment methodology. 
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Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program that 

avoids or substantially reduces GHG emissions within the geographic area of the proposed project would 

be determined to have a less-than-significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. Such 

plans or programs must be specified in law or approved by the lead agency with jurisdiction over the 

affected resource and supported by a CEQA-compliant environmental review document adopted by the 

lead agency. Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation 

program would not be required to implement Best Performance Standards. 

The District’s mission is to prevent property damage and personal injury, and to manage water for long-

term beneficial use. Although these are the core directives, the District’s objectives also include 

environmental sensitivity and maximized public benefit through multiple uses of District facilities. District 

activities related to environmental sensitivity benefit air quality and climate change because of efficiencies 

in operation and planning facilities and infrastructure to adapt to the environment. Under the No Project 

Alternative, the District would still comply with federal and state regulations. The impacts would be the 

same as those described in Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of this draft SEIR. District 

operations would be part of a GHG mitigation program. The impact would be less than significant. 

6.4.2 Mandated Services Only Alternative 

Under the Mandated Services Only Alternative, the District would continue to provide flood control, urban 

drainage, stormwater quality management, and water conservation services, as under the existing 2004 

District Services Plan. However, the District would not provide for nonmandated programs such as 

recreation and wildlife management. 

Agriculture. Similar to the No Project Alternative, approximately 36.7 acres of Prime Farmland within the 

SOI of the Cities of Clovis and Fresno would remain in agricultural land use. Outside of the cities’ SOI, 10 

acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance and 8.8 acres of Unique Farmland would remain in 

agricultural use. 

Air Quality. Impacts of the Mandated Services Only Alternative on air quality would also be the same as 

described in the 2007 Master EIR. In summary, construction and operations would not exceed the 

SJVAPCD threshold of significance for PM10 and would not conflict with the SJVAPCD 2003 PM10 Plan. 

However, construction and operations would exceed the SJVAPCD annual threshold for NOX. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 as described in the 2007 Master EIR is required. This 

mitigation measure would reduce annual NOX emissions, but not to less than 10 tons per year. The 

impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Construction in combination with simultaneous construction for other projects would add to the cumulative 

levels of ozone precursors in the Central Valley. This would be a significant cumulative impact. 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.6-2 would reduce annual cumulative NOX emissions, but not to 

less than 10 tons per year. The impact would be significant and unavoidable. 

Biological Resources. Impacts of the Mandated Services Only Alternative on biological resources would 

also be the same as described in the 2007 Master EIR. There would be impacts on special-status 

species; loss of sensitive habitat supporting special-status species; removal of native vegetation; and loss 

or alteration of vernal pools, riparian habitat, and wetland habitat. However, the District is required to 

continue to implement Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 through 4.2-8 described in the 2007 Master EIR. These 

mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to less than significant.  

Cultural/Historical Resources. No impacts on cultural or paleontological resources would occur under 

the Mandated Services Only Alternative. The 2007 Master EIR would be implemented, but only mandated 

services to fulfill the District Act would be implemented. Although there is no recorded evidence of 

archaeological sites in the 2004 District Services Plan area, the potential exists for the discovery of 

cultural and paleontological resources during project-related excavation and construction, leading to a 

potentially significant impact on cultural resources. However, there would be no project-related excavation 

during construction. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Impacts of the Mandated Services Only Alternative would be the same as 

those described in Section 4.5, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions,” of this draft SEIR. District operations would 

be part of a GHG mitigation program. The impact would be less than significant. 

6.4.3 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

An EIR must identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the range of reasonable 

alternatives being evaluated. Section 15126.6(e)(2) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that an 

environmentally superior alternative be designated and states, “if the environmentally superior alternative 

is the ‘no project’ alternative, the Master EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 

among the other alternatives.” 

When comparing potential impacts of the No Project Alternative against the Mandated Services Only 

Alternative with the proposed project, both would result in similar impacts because each has similar 

elements that are necessary to achieve flood control, urban drainage, stormwater quality management, 

and water conservation services as required by the District Act and the Clean Water Act. Specifically, 

both alternatives would have identical impacts when compared to each other. The No Project Alternative 

would not provide for regional long-term review or for the implementation of comprehensive mitigation 

commitments. The Mandated Services Only Alternative would not operate and maintain facilities in a 

manner that recognizes the protection and enhancement of wildlife resources. However, both would 

continue to implement existing District programs.  
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Surface water and groundwater quality would continue to be protected under both alternatives and the 

impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. Furthermore, groundwater 

recharge benefits would occur and would be identical to those with the proposed project. However, the 

magnitude of water quality impacts likely would be slightly greater because no long-term regional 

planning would be undertaken under either alternative. 

Restoration of year-round channel flows would not be implemented under either alternative, although the 

District would continue routine maintenance to keep channels clear of debris. Therefore, the potentially 

significant hydrology impact identified for the proposed project, which requires mitigation, would not occur 

under either the No Project Alternative or the Mandated Services Only Alternative. The MOU would still 

be implemented and stream restoration would occur on a project-by-project basis. Therefore, these 

alternatives would result in identical impacts on biological resources when compared to the project, but 

the impacts would be greater in magnitude because the MOU would not be implemented in a long-term 

regional manner. On the other hand, the potential benefits to increasing riparian habitats and aquatic 

vegetation along the margins and banks of channels through restoration of year-round flows might not 

occur as identified for the proposed project. 

Impacts associated with exposure to basin sediments would be identical under both alternatives as 

compared to the proposed project because the District would still implement its existing policy to protect 

health and the environment, and would continue to test and remove basin sediments. Impacts associated 

with displacement and/or disruption of existing or planned trails would be identical under either 

alternative. However, impacts would be slightly greater in magnitude because no long-term regional 

planning would be undertaken under either alternative. 

Construction-generated air pollutant emissions would occur with either the No Project Alternative or the 

Mandated Services Only Alternative, resulting in impacts identical to those of the proposed project. The 

No Project Alternative would achieve most of the objectives of the proposed project, but it would not 

achieve the objectives with a goal of coordinated planning, construction, operation, and maintenance 

efforts. The Mandated Services Only Alternative would also achieve most of the objectives of the 

proposed project, but it would not achieve the objectives with a goal of encouraging and implementing 

recreational and wildlife programs. Because the impacts of either alternative would be similar to the 

impacts of the proposed project, although greater in magnitude, and because neither alternative would 

fully achieve the objectives of the proposed project, the proposed project is the environmentally superior 

alternative.  
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 INTRODUCTION 1.0

1.1 Project Title 

2013 District Services Plan Update 

1.2 Lead Agency: 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, California 93727 

1.3 Contact Person: 

Kristine Johnson, Staff Analyst IV 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, California 93727 
Ph. (559) 456-3292 Fax. (559) 456-3194 

Kristinej@fresnofloodcontrol.org 

1.4 Purpose and Authority: 

This Initial Study has been prepared under the authority of the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control 
District (District) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The purpose of this 
Initial Study is to inform the District and/or government decision makers and the public about the 
potential, significant environmental effects of a proposed project and to describe mitigation measures 
that would substantially lessen or avoid significant effects.  

The District is the public agency which has the principal discretionary authority for carrying out or 
approving this project. As defined in Section 15367 of the Guidelines for the Implementation of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (Guidelines), the District is the Lead Agency and will decide 
whether an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or Negative Declaration will be required for this 
project. 

Pursuant to Section 15073(a) of the Guidelines, the District will provide a public review period of 
this Initial Study of not less than 30 days. Also, this Initial Study will be sent to the State 
Clearinghouse for review by state agencies. The public review period and the state agency review 
period will be scheduled to begin and end on the same date. 

1.5 Organization of the Initial Study 

This Initial Study is organized into the following sections. 

Section 1.0: Introduction: This section identifies the Lead Agency, and contact person and provides 
information on the purpose and authority under CEQA and the organization of this document.  
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Section 2.0: Project Description: This section describes the proposed project, location, background, 
environmental setting and purpose and objectives uses of the Initial Study. The section also describes 
agency policies that avoid impacts. 

Section 3.0: Environmental Checklist: This section summarizes the environmental factors that may 
be potentially affected by the project, presents the determination of the Lead Agency, and evaluates 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project.  

Section 4.0 Mitigation Measures and Environmental Permits: This section recapitulates the 
mandatory mitigation measures if any that will avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or compensate the 
impacts of a project to a less-than-significant level. 

Section 5.0: Persons and Sources Consulted: This section lists the names of individuals or agencies 
consulted and documents evaluated for the analysis. 

Section 6.0: List of Preparers: This section lists the individuals who assisted in preparing this 
Initial Study. 

Appendices: The appendices contain various technical reports that were reviewed during the 
preparation of this Initial Study. 

1.6 Determination 

This section recommends whether a Subsequent EIR or a Mitigated Negative Declaration be 
prepared for the proposed 2013 District Service Plan Update.  
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 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 2.0

This section provides a detailed description of the 2013 District Service Plan Update (Plan Update), 
the proposed project, including its location, background information, and project objectives. In 
addition, best management practices (BMPs) are described and incorporated into the project 
description. Lastly, a list of responsible and trustee agencies that might use this Initial Study during 
their review process is provided.  

2.1 Location 

The District encompasses the area generally located in the north-central portion of Fresno County 
between the San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The District service area consists of approximately 400 
square miles and extends from the agricultural lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the 
Sierra Nevada to an elevation of approximately 4,500 feet above sea level. The District service area 
includes most of the Clovis - Fresno metropolitan area, and unincorporated lands to the east and 
northeast. Figure 1 is a regional location map that illustrates the District service area in relation to the 
cities of Clovis and Fresno and Fresno County. 
 
2.2 Background 

The District is a “Special Act” district, created by the electorate in 1956 to provide fully coordinated 
and comprehensive stormwater management and related services on a regional basis through a quasi-
joint powers relationship among the cities of Fresno and Clovis and the County of Fresno. The 
District’s goal is to control and manage stormwater, prevent damage, injury, and inconvenience, and 
to conserve such waters to replenish domestic and agricultural groundwater supplies within the 
Fresno County Stream Group watershed.  

In response to a requirement by the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), 
the District adopted its initial District Service Plan in 1984 and prepared and certified a Final 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in 1985. Since the initial District Service Plan was adopted in 
1984, a number of plan updates have been adopted by the District. Table 2.2-1 lists the various 
District Services Plans adopted by the District, the accompanying environmental document, and a 
brief discussion.  

Table 2.2-1 
District Services Plan and Environmental Document 

Adoption History 

Plan 
Document 

Environmental 
document adopted or 

certified 
Discussion 

1984 District 
Services Plan 

1985 Program EIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 

1984091707) 

The first District Services Plan adopted by the District.  
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Table 2.2-1 
District Services Plan and Environmental Document 

Adoption History 

Plan 
Document 

Environmental 
document adopted or 

certified 
Discussion 

1999 District 
Services Plan 

An environmental 
document was not 
adopted or certified  

A Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (1999 NOP/IS) was 
prepared and published in 1999 in anticipation of a Master 
Environmental Impact Report (MEIR). Based on the analysis 
presented in the 1999 NOP/IS, it was determined that the 
MEIR would focus on hydrology and water quality, 
biological resources, human health, and recreation/trails. 
However, due to shifting priorities and staffing changes 
within the District, publication of the Draft MEIR was 
delayed and ultimately was not completed for the 1999 
District Services Plan.  

2004 District 
Services Plan 

2007 Master EIR 
(State Clearinghouse No. 

1999111132)  

A revised NOP was released for public review in 2005, 
however, a new Initial Study was not prepared as it was 
determined that the changes between the 1999 and 2004 
District Service Plans did not substantially affect the 
conclusions presented in the 1999 NOP/IS. However, in 
response to comments received in the 2005 NOP and 
changes in the regulatory framework since publication of the 
1999 NOP/IS, the District determined that agricultural 
resources and construction air quality impacts would be 
analyzed in the 2007 MEIR.  

2013 District 
Services Plan 

Update 

Current project in 
process 

The 2013 District Service Plan Update (Plan) is the proposed 
project to be analyzed in this Initial Study. The evaluation is 
being conducted to determine if the environmental impacts of 
the Plan update are within the scope of the 2007 MEIR.  

 
 

2.3 Purpose of Project 

The purpose of this Initial Study is to analyze and determine: 

• If the proposed Plan Update may cause any additional significant effect on the environment not 
examined in the 2007 MEIR (including a determination of the significance of project impacts 
from greenhouse gas emissions1); and 

• If the proposed Plan Update is within the scope of the 2007 MEIR.  

 

                                                 
1 The 2007 MEIR did not contain an analysis of the 2004 District Services Plan’s impacts to greenhouse gas emissions as this 
was not a requirement at the time the MEIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to SB97, the Natural Resources Agency adopted 
amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of 
Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of 
Regulations. The Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010.  
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The Plan Update will be considered “within the scope” of the 2007 MEIR if it is described within 
that document and will:  
• Have no additional significant effect on the environment that was not identified in the 2007 

MEIR; and 

• Require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives.  
 
A Subsequent EIR will be required if it is determined that the Plan Update is not within the scope of 
the 2007 MEIR. The Plan Update and subsequent project list shown on Table 2.4-1 below will serve 
as the proposed project description. 

2.4 Project Description 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, a distinction is 
made between flood control and local drainage services. The flood control program relates to the 
control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor from the 
eastern streams. The local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of stormwater 
runoff generated within the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. Collectively, these facilities 
comprise the District Services Plan.  

The District’s major programs and service responsibilities are described in the Plan Update and the 
2007 MEIR; both documents are incorporated herein by reference. The major programs and service 
responsibilities remain unchanged with adoption of the Plan Update. Under the Plan Update, and in 
conformance with the programs and service responsibilities of the District, the construction of 
several new projects or improvements and ongoing operation and maintenance of existing and future 
projects is proposed. The subsequent projects primarily consist of basin expansions, new basin 
locations, and new and expanded drainage areas (see Table 2.4-1).  
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Table 2.4-1 

2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 
Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

New Proposed Basin 
within Drainage Area 
CJ 

Western portion 
of District 
Service Area 
west of State 
Route 99 

882 acres 

Partially 
within the 
City of 
Fresno 
Sphere of 
Influence 
(SOI) 

Rural 
residences and 
small tract of 
agricultural 
land 

Area within Fresno SOI 
is planned for single 
family residential, 
school facility and open 
space uses (2025 
Fresno General Plan). 
Area south of Belmont 
Avenue is within 
unincorporated Fresno 
County, outside of 
Fresno SOI and 
designated for 
agricultural use (Fresno 
County General Plan 
Update 2000) 

The District’s 2004 District Services 
Plan shows a proposed basin for 
Drainage Area CJ at the southeast 
corner of Grantland and Belmont 
Avenues. Under the Plan Update, 
the proposed location for basin CJ is 
changed to a site located 
immediately east of its previously 
planned location. The planned basin 
would be enlarged from 
approximately 13 acres to 28.4 
acres. The proposed basin site is 
comprised of one parcel consisting 
of vacant land and one residential 
structure and portions of two parcels 
containing vineyards. The project 
would consist of land acquisition, 
and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin. 

                                                 
2 The term “drainage area” refers to the land area served by a single drainage basin. All storm water flows collected within the drainage area are conveyed to the 
drainage basin serving the drainage area. The District identifies its urban system basins with the same two-letter designation as the drainage area it serves (i.e. 
Basin AQ serves Drainage Area AQ).  
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Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Change location of 
proposed Basin AV 

Southern 
portion of 
District Service 
Area on west 
and east sides of 
State Route 41 

852 acres 
Within the 
City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residences, 
industrial uses, 
and small 
tracts of 
agricultural 
land. 

Industrial, school 
facility and single 
family residential (2025 
Fresno General Plan) 

Current location for Basin AV is 
located immediately west of State 
Route 41 between North and Central 
Avenues. The basin is 
approximately 22.25 acres in area. 
Under the Plan Update, the basin 
would be relocated to a new site 
located north of Central Avenue 
between Fig and Walnut Avenues. 
The District is studying three 
options to location of basin. The 
proposed basin site contains a fruit 
orchard and the site is currently 
under Williamson Act contract 
(owner filed notice of non-renewal). 
The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and 
operation of the proposed basin. 

Expansion of Basin 
CH 

Western portion 
of the District 
service area 
west of State 
Route 99 

881 acres 
City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residences and 
small tracts of 
agricultural 
land 

Single-family 
residential, office, and 
open space (2025 
Fresno General Plan) 

Storm runoff within the drainage 
area is conveyed to basin CH which 
is located at the southwest corner of 
the drainage area CH, south of the 
intersection of McKinley and Bryan 
Avenues. The basin is 
approximately 15.17 acres in area. 
Under the 2013 District Services 
Plan Update, basin CH will be 
enlarged by 2.87 acres for a total 
basin area of 18.04 acres. The 
planned expansion area is located 
immediately south of the existing 



2013 District Services Plan Update Initial Study 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District   November 2013 

 
 3 

 

Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

basin and is comprised of two 
parcels containing agricultural land 
(row crops) and vacant land. The 
project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and 
operation of the proposed basin. 

Expansion of Basin 
CK 

Western portion 
of the District 
service area 
west of State 
Route 99 

725 acres 
Partially 
within Fresno 
SOI 

Residential 
tract homes, 
rural 
residences, 
and small 
tracts of 
agricultural 
land 

The portion of the 
drainage area north of 
Belmont Avenue is 
within the City of 
Fresno Sphere of 
Influence and planned 
for residential, office, 
and open space use 
(2025 Fresno General 
Plan). The area south of 
Belmont Avenue 
(where Basin “CK” is 
located) is in 
unincorporated Fresno 
County and designated 
for agricultural use 
(Fresno County General 
Plan) 

Basin CK is located south of 
Belmont Avenue between Hayes 
and Cornelia Avenues. The basin is 
approximately 13.35 acres in area. 
Under the 2013 District Services 
Plan Update, basin CK will be 
enlarged by 2.8 acres for a total 
basin area of 16.15 acres. The 
planned expansion area is located 
immediately north of the existing 
basin and consists of a portion of 
one parcel containing vacant 
agricultural land. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and 
construction and operation of the 
proposed basin.  
 

New Basin CP 

Southwestern 
portion of the 
District service 
area west of 
State Route 99 

311 acres Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residences, 
single family 
residences, 
industrial uses, 
open space, 
agricultural 

Single-family 
residences and 
commercial/business 
park use (2025 Fresno 
General Plan) 

There is currently no proposed basin 
facility located within drainage area 
CP. Under the 2013 District 
Services Plan Update, a proposed 
basin would be located on the south 
side of Jensen Avenue just east of 
the intersection of Jensen and Marks 
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Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

land, and a 
church 

Avenues. The proposed basin is 
approximately 10.3 acres and 
consists of a portion of a larger 
parcel containing vineyards. The 
project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and 
operation of the proposed basin.  

Expansion of Basin 
DL 

Northern 
portion of the 
District service 
area north of 
Shepherd 
Avenue between 
Willow Avenue 
and the Big Dry 
Creek Reservoir 

558 acres Clovis SOI 

Rural 
residences and 
small tracts of 
agricultural 
land 

Mixed use, single and 
multi-family 
residential, public and 
open space use (City of 
Clovis General Plan) 

Drainage area DL is currently served 
by basin DL which is located 
southwest of the intersection of 
International and Minnewawa 
Avenues. The basin is 
approximately 13.22 acres in area. 
Under the Plan Update, Basin DL 
will be enlarged by 7.5 acres making 
the total size of the basin 
approximately 20 acres. The basin 
expansion area options consists of a 
7.5 acre area to the north and 5.9 
acre area to the east of the existing 
basin, both areas of which are part of 
one existing parcel. The project 
would consist of land acquisition, 
and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin on the project 
site. The size of the new drainage 
area would be 571 acres 

Basin NN 

Southwestern 
portion of the 
District service 
area between 

788.1 acres 
Partially 
within Fresno 
SOI 

Rural 
residences, 
single family 
residences, 

Mixed Use single  and 
multiple family 
residential, open space, 
office commercial 

Basin NN is currently a part of the 
District Service Plan area.  This 
proposal is to divide the Drainage 
Area boundary to serve a separate 
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Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Church and 
Whites Bridge 
Avenues and 
between 
Valentine and 
West Avenues. 

open space, 
agricultural 
land, and a 
Veterans 
Retirement 
facility. 

(proposed 2035 Fresno 
General Plan) 

Drainage Area QQ downstream.  
Division of this drainage boundary 
provides for a recharge facility for 
proposed Basin QQ utilizing the 
existing FID facility upstream.  
Future Basin NN will remain in the 
same location along the eastside of 
Dry Creek Canal, west of Marks 
Avenue and north of Church.  This 
basin consists of 17.2 acres. 

Basin QQ 

Southwestern 
portion of the 
District service 
are between 
Marks and West 
Avenues and 
between 
California and 
Madison 
Avenues 

244 acres 
City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residences, 
single family 
residences, 
school, and 
agricultural 
land. 

Mixed Use single and 
multiple family 
residential, open space, 
commercial (proposed 
2035 Fresno General 
Plan) 

This area is currently a part of 
Drainage Area NN.  The proposed 
Basin QQ provides a recharge 
facility for proposed Drainage Area 
QQ utilizing the existing FID 
facility upstream of Drainage Area 
NN.  The proposed location for 
Basin QQ is located along the 
eastside of Dry Creek Canal, west of 
Hughes Avenue and north of 
California Avenue.  The proposed 
basin consists of 12.7 acres. 

Expansion AX 

Southeastern 
portion of the 
District service 
area between 
Central and 
North Avenues 
and between 
East and Orange 
Avenues. 

351.6 acres 
City of 
Fresno SOI 

Industrial Use Industrial Use 

Basin AX is located north of Central 
Avenue between East and Orange 
Avenues. The basin is 
approximately 11.38 acres in area. 
Under the 2013 District Services 
Plan Update, Basin AX will be 
enlarged by 8.74 acres for a total 
basin area of 20.12 acres. The 
planned expansion area is located 
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Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

immediately west of the existing 
basin and consists of a portion of 
one parcel containing undeveloped 
agricultural land. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and 
construction and operation of the 
proposed basin.  
 

New Drainage Area 
DS 

Easterly portion 
of District 
Service Area 
generally 
bounded by the 
Gould Canal to 
the north, 
McCall Avenue 
to the east, Mill 
Ditch and 
McKinley 
Avenue to the 
south and Locan 
Avenue to the 
west. 

1962.4 acres 
Within City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural 
residential and 
agricultural. 

Corridor/Center, mixed 
use, commercial, open 
space, public facilities, 
urban neighborhood, 
single family 
residential. (proposed 
2035 Fresno General 
Plan) 

New planned Drainage Area DS will 
serve the northerly portion of the 
City of Fresno’s Southeast Growth 
Area. The basin will be located east 
of the existing Redbank Detention 
Basin and the two basins (Basin DS 
and Redbank Detention Basin) will 
be interconnected. All urban 
drainage will be directed to this 
basin via a network of storm drain 
pipelines. The 116 acre Basin DS 
property is currently owned by the 
District and was used as a spoils site 
for Redbank Detention Basin. 

Installation of new 
and ongoing 
maintenance of 
existing and future 
stormwater 
infrastructure 

Throughout the 
District service 
area 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

In addition to the acquisition, 
construction and operation of new 
basins and expansion of existing 
basins, the installation of new 
stormwater infrastructure and 
ongoing operation and maintenance 
of existing and future facilities is 
proposed under the 2013 District 
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Table 2.4-1 
2013 Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Services Plan Update 

Subsequent Projects 

Project 
General 

Location of 
Drainage Area2 

Size of 
Drainage 

Area 

Sphere of 
Influence 

Existing Land 
Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Services Plan Update. New 
infrastructure consists of pipelines, 
surface conveyance structures, 
stormwater inlets, pumps and related 
system appurtenances. New pipeline 
construction and other 
improvements would occur as 
development occurs within areas 
planned for urban and suburban 
development by the cities of Fresno 
and Clovis and Fresno County. 
Approximately 260 miles of 
proposed pipelines would be 
constructed.   
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2.5 Project Objectives 

The Plan Update presents specific objectives for each of seven operational programs. The programs 
consist of: 1) Flood Control; 2) Rural Streams; 3) Local Stormwater Drainage; 4) Stormwater Quality 
Management; 5) Water Conservation; 6) Recreation; and 7) Wildlife Management. The objectives 
are derived from the service mandates of the District Act and the District’s mission statement. The 
following objectives are consolidated and summarized from each program described in the Plan 
Update. 
 
• Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local 

stormwater drainage, water conservation and recreation. 

• Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage 
system, including water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife 
habitat uses. 

• Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property of the 
District from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the 
design event. 

• Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and 
local stormwater drainage system. 

• Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure 
the system operates as designed. 

• Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and 
environmental regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote 
understanding of District service objectives. 

• Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff-borne pollutants will not pose risks to public 
health or the environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit and relevant environmental statutes. Include 
enhancement of water quality in flood control, local stormwater drainage, and stream and channel 
design considerations.  

• Meet the flood control and local stormwater drainage standards of the District while encouraging 
design and management practices which enhance and protect stream values including riparian 
and wetland habitats, and natural and historic drainage pathways. 

• Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood-
proof all development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such 
floodplains. 

• Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be 
hydrologically and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled. Develop 
the system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions prior to 
addressing upstream channel constrictions. 
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• Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education 
in all District service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream 
restoration and preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and 
understanding of flood control, drainage and environmental principles and values.  

• Appropriate traffic control measures, including flagged controls, designated construction traffic 
routes, and signage would be utilized during construction activities to provide a safe and smooth flow 
of traffic. Traffic obstructions would be minimized, and free passage of traffic would be maintained 
whenever possible. Closure of any intersecting streets or roads would only occur with the approval of 
the traffic authority of the governmental unit having jurisdiction. District contractors would notify the 
appropriate police and fire departments of the location of the work in advance of any road closing. 

2.6 Policies that Avoid Impacts 

The Plan Update describes policies, programs, performance standards, and Best Management 
Policies that guide the performance of District responsibilities. The following measures are in effect 
and have been determined to reduce, avoid, or mitigate environmental impacts within the District 
Service Area (2007 Master EIR).  
 
 

 Design and Construction Activities 2.6.1

Grading and Erosion Control 

• The District will ensure that construction projects are controlled through standard specifications 
(Fresno Metropolitan Control District 1975 Standard Plans and Specifications). In addition, all 
construction activities would also be subject to grading permits issued from either the Cites of 
Clovis or Fresno or Fresno County. 

• A Removal of Borrow Material Permit will be issued by the District and signed by a contractor or 
agent desiring to remove soil (Permit No. 2013-41). Applicable provisions of the contract and 
permit would ensure the contractor or agent excavate according to approved design and 
quantities. Basin slopes would be graded and maintained to minimize erosion. If soil erosion 
occurs, the erosion material would be kept on-site, within the excavation area, and used to repair 
eroded areas.  

• Once construction activities are complete, the slopes will be seeded and vegetation established.  

• Erosion control measures (planting, seeding, and mulching) will be established where channel 
restoration activities have disturbed soils and which slope toward a channel, before the onset of 
the next rainy season. If suitable vegetation does not become established within a reasonable 
amount of time, non-erodible materials would be used.  

• The District will repair existing erosion controls (sloping, rocks, and gabions) from the toe of 
slope in the channel to the top of the bank, to stabilize eroded areas.  

• Except when flood flows may cause immediate damage, erosion control repairs will be limited to 
periods when there is no or low stream flow.  
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• The District will select and implement the most appropriate erosion control BMPs identified in 
the District’s Urban Stormwater Quality Management and Discharge Control Ordinance (Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District 1996 Ordinance Code 96-1). 

Air Quality 
 
• Contractors and or agents removing soil  (see Grading and Erosion Control, above) are required 

to provide dust control and cleanup of loose soils both within and outside of construction sites in 
accordance with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Regulation VIII 
– Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions for the control of fine particulate matter. This regulation requires 
that a site-specific Dust Control Plan be prepared prior to construction of District facilities where 
the planned construction activity disturbs five or more acres of land surface area or involves 
moving, depositing, or relocating of more than 2,500 cubic yards per day of bulk materials on at 
least three days of the project. The District prepares a comprehensive Dust Control Master Plan 
each year that establishes appropriate fugitive dust control measures for District maintenance 
staff and contractors working inside District basins. The Dust Control Plan includes plot plans for 
facility locations that could be sources of dust emissions, identifies the relative locations of actual 
and potential sources of fugitive dust emissions, locations of sensitive receptors, disturbed 
surface area, dust-generating activity dates, and specific dust control methods that would be used. 
Water application would be used to control visible dust emissions and stabilizing surface areas. 
No chemical dust suppressants would be used. Other dust control methods would include limiting 
truck speeds to 15 mph, managing dust track out by truck speed control and manual sweeping. 
Blower devices or dry rotary brushers or brooms for removal of carryout and track out from 
paved public roads would not be used, however. The plan also specifies the frequency of cleanup. 
District staff performing dust-generating activities and District contractors or dirt removal 
permittees would be required to comply with the requirements of the Dust Control Plan, as 
stipulated in any construction or maintenance contract for District facilities. Where construction 
activity (capital projects and facility maintenance) occurs outside of District basins, contractors 
are required to either: 1) implement effective dust control measures for construction sites where 
the scale of operations does not meet the threshold requiring a Regulation VIII dust control plan; 
or 2) develop and implement a project-specific dust control plan. 

• The District will require its contractors or agents to properly maintain internal combustion 
engines used during construction activities. The District will properly maintain all District-owned 
and operated internal combustion engine machinery.  

Traffic and Circulation 
 
• Appropriate traffic control measures, including flagged controls, designated construction traffic 

routes, and signage would be utilized during construction activities to provide a safe and smooth 
flow of traffic. Traffic obstructions would be minimized, and free passage of traffic will be 
maintained whenever possible. Closure of any intersecting streets or roads would only occur with 
the approval of the traffic authority of the governmental unit having jurisdiction. District 
contractors will notify the appropriate police and fire departments of the location of the work in 
advance of any road closing. 

• As necessary, construction-related truck movement would be limited to between 7:00AM and 
7:00 PM, Monday through Saturday. 
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• Vehicle access would be provided and maintained in good condition for residences and 
businesses affected by construction activities. Pedestrian access to all properties along the line of 
work would be provided whenever possible and necessary, with construction fencing placed as 
necessary to provide pedestrian safety. 

• The District will perform pre- and post-construction visual inspections along haul routes of major 
projects to determine road conditions. 

Health and Safety 
 
• The District will conduct a Phase I Preliminary Site Assessment to determine the presence of any 

hazardous materials prior to land acquisition. 

• Contractors will be required to notify the District of certain specified conditions relating to 
hazardous waste, unexpected subsurface or latent conditions, or unknown physical conditions. 
The District will promptly investigate any such conditions reported to it and take appropriate 
action to protect public and contractor health and safety. 

• The District will immediately begin the cleanup of spills or hazardous materials releases that may 
occur during construction. The District will notify all applicable responsible agencies as required 
by law. 

• Contractors would comply with the provisions of the Construction Safety Orders, Tunnel Safety 
Orders, confined and enclosed spaces and other dangerous atmospheres, and General Safety 
Orders adopted by the State Division of Industrial Safety, as set forth in Title 8 of the California 
Code of Regulations (CCR), and applicable worker safety portions of the District or contractor 
standard specifications. 

• Low-flow areas of basins will be designed to maintain ponded water depths that provide habitat 
for mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis). Mosquito fish prey upon mosquito populations.  

Water Quality Protection 
 
• The District will file a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the NPDES State General 

Construction Activity Stormwater Permit, as required.  

• District requires its contractors to comply with the requirements of the NPDES State General 
Permit, including implementing a stormwater pollution prevention plan.  

• The District will implement the stormwater quality control program as defined in the Storm 
Water Quality Management Plan and summarized in Table 5-1 Program Best Management 
Practices of the Plan Update. 

• The District will design urban stormwater retention basin with a maximum depth that would 
provide a minimum 10 feet of vertical separation between the lowest floor of the basin and 
highest anticipated level of groundwater. 
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Cultural Resources 
 
• Prior to the start of construction, all contractors and subcontractors for the project will be 

informed in writing of the potential for discovery of important cultural or paleontological 
resources below the ground surface on the project site and legal consequences for damaging or 
destroying such resources. If any cultural or paleontological resources were found, the District 
will stop work within the area in question and a qualified consultant would be retained by the 
District to evaluate the find and make recommendations for further action. 

• If human remains are found during the project activities, the Fresno County Coroner would be 
notified immediately. The Coroner has two working days to examine the remains and 24 hours to 
recommend proper treatment or disposition of the remains, following the Native American 
Heritage Commission guidelines where appropriate. 

Biological Resources 
 
The following describes provisions of the 2006 Memorandum of Understanding with California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife3 (CDFW MOU). Specific provisions of the CDFW MOU will be 
used to determine authorized activities and compliance requirements for specific projects. 
 
• Channel flow capacity restoration activities that involve removal of all vegetation from the total 

bank profile to reestablish and restore a channel and its flow capacity are subject to all of the 
following: 

o Native oaks and sycamores greater than 16 inches diameter at breast height (dbh) and less 
than 30 inches dbh may be removed provided they are replaced at a ratio of 5:1. 

o The removal of greater than 1,320 feet of a contiguous stand of such trees is not 
authorized. 

o The removal of individual trees of any native species 30 inches dbh or greater 
(approximately 50 years old or older) is not authorized without specific consultation with 
the CDFW. 

o Removal of native willow, cottonwood, and other mature and submature native 
vegetation greater than 4 inches dbh within any one contiguous stand, would be limited to 
removal of less than 1,320 feet linear reach, or removal of no greater than 50 percent of 
the aerial cover existing prior to the project. 

o Channel restoration activities would include the installation of culverts, channel 
widening, reconfiguration, and relocation. Designs provide for re-contouring the banks to 
a more natural state with flatter side slopes as necessary to pass the design flow and 
maximize channel stability. 

                                                 
3 

On January 1, 2013, California Department of Fish and Game was officially changed to the California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife (CDFW). The new name was mandated by AB 2402. 
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o Flow diversions will be done in a manner that will prevent pollution and siltation, and 
provide flows to downstream reaches. Flows will be at a sufficient quality and quantity to 
support aquatic life. 

• Section 404 and 401 permits would be obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) 
and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in accordance with Section 4.2, Biological 
Resources, in the 2007 MEIR. 

• As set forth in the CDFW MOU, the District has compensated temporary adverse effects of 
channel restoration activities on stream habitats through the preservation of 50 acres of riparian 
habitat at Fancher Creek Reservoir. 

• During channel restoration work, contractors will endeavor to protect existing trees, shrubs, and 
other vegetative growth along the work site from damage unless they are specifically designated 
on plans to be removed. All planted vegetation and trees will be monitored and maintained to 
ensure a 75 percent survival rate for at least five years. 

• The District will implement the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) hazing program 

Aesthetics 
 
• As necessary and possible, hours of operation for light-generating construction equipment would 

be restricted to between the hours of 7:00 AM to 7:00 PM. 

Noise 
 
• As necessary, construction operations shall be limited to between 7:00 AM and 7:00 PM. 

• All construction equipment will be properly maintained. 

• All gas or diesel-powered construction equipment will be equipped with required control 
technology. 

• Routine maintenance and repair of construction equipment will not be allowed within 300 feet of 
a residence (except emergency repairs). 

• Construction site access will be located away from residences to the extent consistent with traffic 
safety and efficient site circulation. 

 

 Operation and Maintenance Activities 2.6.2

Air Quality 

• Any maintenance activities that would cause or have the potential to cause fugitive emissions 
will be required to implement dust control measures in accordance with the District’s 
comprehensive Dust Control Plan (see Air Quality, above). 

• If objectionable odors originate at a District facility, District staff will investigate the cause of the 
odor immediately. When the source of the odor is identified, it will be neutralized or removed 
and properly disposed of in accordance with local, State, and federal requirements. 
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Health and Safety 

• The District will work cooperatively with the Consolidated and Fresno Mosquito and Vector 
Control Districts to maintain flood control facilities in a manner that discourages mosquito and 
midge habitat. 

• The District will periodically inspect basin facilities to identify District features in need of repair 
(e.g., fences and pumping stations) and to ensure compliance with District ordinances prohibiting 
certain activities (e.g., swimming, fishing, and golfing). 

• The District will implement the Standard Operating Procedures for Monitoring, Maintenance and 
Disposal of Stormwater Basin Sediment (see Water Quality Protection). 

Water Quality Protection 

• The District will periodically test and remove soils as generally described in the District Services 
Plan and specified in the District’s Standard Operating Procedures for Monitoring, Maintenance 
and Disposal of Stormwater Basin Sediment. The District will remove soils from accumulation 
areas as necessary to maintain less than District prescribed threshold concentrations of indicator 
contaminants and to ensure contaminant levels do not exceed hazardous waste levels, as defined 
in California Code Regulations (CCR) Title 22. The District will adjust the frequency of testing 
and cleaning as increased data provide improved knowledge of constituent accumulation 
concentrations and rates. 

Biological Resources 

• Channel maintenance activities will include the removal and control of vegetation and 
obstructions subject to the specific restrictions and authorizations of the CDFG MOU. Removing 
non-native species and human-caused debris, and pruning flow-restricting branches are 
authorized. Removal and control of native vegetation less than 4 inches diameter at breast height 
(dbh) by mechanical devices, chemical, and hand labor from the bottom half of channel banks 
and the stream bed from toe-to-toe are authorized. Channel maintenance requiring the removal of 
native vegetation greater than 4" dbh, would be limited to all of the restrictions for channel 
restoration projects identified previously. In any one year, vegetation removal for maintenance 
purposes would be limited to either the bottom half of one channel bank in the affected project 
reach, or the bottom half of both banks not to exceed a 1,320 linear foot reach. 
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2.7 Intended Uses Of the IS/MND 

Public agencies other than the District, including responsible and trustee agencies (as defined under 
CEQA), may use this Initial Study during their review of various permit and other discretionary 
approval requests. Potential agencies that might use this Initial Study for such purposes include: 
 
• California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
• Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
• City of Clovis 
• City of Fresno 
• Fresno County 
• Fresno Irrigation District 
• Fresno Mosquito and Vector Control District 
• Kings River Conservation District 
• Local Agency Formation Commission 
• Native America Heritage Commission 
• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District 
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 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 3.0

3.1 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 

Environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by the project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or is “Less Than Significant with Mitigation 
Incorporated” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.  
 

 Aesthetics x 
Agricultural and Forestry 
Resources  x Air Quality  

 Biological Resources  x Cultural Resources   Geology/Soils  

x 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions  

Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials   Hydrology/Water Quality  

 Land Use/Planning   Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population/Housing  Public Services   Recreation  

 Transportation/Traffic   Utilities / Service Systems  
Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 
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3.2 Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 
  I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 

and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 
  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

there will not be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described on 
an attached sheet have been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
  I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 
X  I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 

significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect (1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) 
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze 
only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 

because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including 
revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further 
is required. 

 
 
___________________________________________   November 15, 2013 
 Daniel Rourke, Environmental Resources Manager    Date 
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3.3 Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

 Aesthetics 3.3.1

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to aesthetics not 
previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

  x  

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

   x 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings? 

  x  

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

  x  

 
Environmental Setting: The District encompasses the urban areas comprised of the cities of Clovis 
and Fresno and the unincorporated rural/agricultural areas located to the east and northeast of the 
urban area. The District provides flood control facilities within the urban area consisting of 
stormwater drains, detention and retention basins, recharge basins, and pump stations. The rural flood 
control system consists of facilities and operations which control the flows from several low-
elevation streams that drain a part of the west slope of the Sierra Nevada between the San Joaquin 
and Kings rivers. The system is currently composed of nine major flood control facilities and many 
related streams and channels.  

The topography of the valley floor portion of the District service area is relatively flat, sloping gently 
from the northeast to the southwest. East of the valley floor, the terrain becomes undulating with the 
alternating valleys and ridges of the Sierra foothills followed by the peaks of western Sierra Nevada 
Mountains. Typical views within the District service area consist of the flat agricultural landscape 
characteristic of the San Joaquin Valley, the urban landscape of Clovis and Fresno, and the oak and 
conifer forests of the eastern Sierra foothills and mountains.  

Responses a) and c): The Plan Update would result in the modification and construction of flood 
control and stormwater management facilities within the under- and undeveloped portions of the 
Cities of Clovis and Fresno. Existing basin facilities are found throughout the metropolitan area and 
are designed to be located at or below grade and are landscaped above the water line (in the case of 
recharge basins) or throughout the entire site (in the case of residential basin). Such design features 
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would be incorporated in the new and expanded portions of existing basins proposed in the Plan 
Update. Therefore, the facilities proposed in the Plan Update would not have a substantial adverse 
effect on the existing visual character or alter a scenic vista within the District service area nor would 
they substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
Visual impacts due to construction of pipelines and related facilities would be temporary in nature 
and would not permanently affect the visual character of the project area. Accordingly, this impact is 
considered less than significant. 

Response b): The District service area is not adjacent to or visible from any officially designated 
State Scenic Highway. A stretch of State Route 168 beginning approximately ½ mile east of the 
intersection of Shepherd Avenue and State Route 168 and ending in the Sierra Nevada mountains is 
classified as eligible but not designated a State Scenic Highway (Caltrans, 2013). Therefore, the 
proposed project would not affect scenic resources along a scenic highway. Accordingly, there is no 
impact. 

Response d): On occasion, on-site lighting may be required during the construction of proposed 
facilities. However, in accordance with the District Performance Standards, construction activities 
will be restricted to between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. On-site field lighting is not 
proposed as the proposed facilities are not occupied by the public after dark. Safety and security 
lighting may be used for on-site facilities and structures, however such lighting is generally designed 
and located to prevent substantial light from spilling on adjoining properties and to prevent direct 
glare on adjoining properties. Accordingly, impacts related to substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area are considered less than significant. 

Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related aesthetics would have a less than significant impact on the 
environment. As a result, aesthetics impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the 
analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would 
have either no impact or a less than significant impact on aesthetics. Therefore, it is determined that: 
1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to aesthetics will not cause any 
additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new 
additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) no further analysis of this issue is 
required in a Subsequent EIR.  

  



2013 District Services Plan Update Initial Study 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District   November 2013 

 
 13 

 

 Agriculture and Forest Land 3.3.2

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to agriculture and forest land 
not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to 
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR. 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) 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? 

x    

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

x    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of forest land (as defined in public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland 
(as defined by Government Code section 
511104(g))? 

   x 

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

   x 

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

  x  

 
Response a): According to the California Department of Conservation’s (DOC) Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program (FMMP) the District Service area includes a significant amount of 
classified farmland. This is substantially the same setting as described in the 2007 MEIR which 
concluded that impacts to designated farmland as a result of the 2004 District Services Plan would be 
significant and unavoidable.  Implementation of the Plan Update would result in an additional 
conversion of farmland not described in the 2007 Master EIR. Approximately 37 acres of Prime 
Farmland, 10 acres of farmland of Statewide Importance would be removed from agriculture use. 
This is considered a potentially significant impact which will be evaluated further in a Subsequent 
EIR.  
 
Response b): The sites for proposed Basins “AV”, and “CP” and the expansion area for Basin “CH” 
are located on parcels currently enrolled in the Williamson Act. A notice of non-renewal was 
recorded for the parcel encompassing the Basin “CH” expansion and the contract will expire at the 
end of 2015. Implementation of the Plan Update would be a conflict with about 24 acres of farmland 
now under Williamson Act contract. Prior to acquiring the parcel for proposed Basins “AV” and 
“CP”, it will be necessary for the District to abide by the requirements of Government Code sections 
51290 – 51295, and 51296.6 which deal with the acquisition of Williamson Act contracted lands by 
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public agencies. According to the California Department of Conservation (DOC), any public agency 
acquiring lands for public use is allowed to void a Williamson Act contract if it can demonstrate to 
the DOC that no other (non-preserve, non-Williamson Act, or non-prime agricultural land) land is 
available. Since the District would be required to follow adopted procedures for the removal of lands 
from contract, premature cancellations would not be necessary. This is considered a potentially 
significant impact which will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
  
Responses c) and d): Implementation of the Plan Update will not conflict with forest lands or 
timberlands or result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. Forest lands are 
located in the far eastern portion of the District service area within the Sierra Nevada foothills and 
mountains. There will be no impacts.  

Response e): Other than the acquisition, construction, and operation of new and expanded basins 
within the District service area, the Plan Update would not involve other changes in the existing 
environment which would result in the conversion of adjacent farmland to non-agricultural use. The 
facilities planned in the Plan Update would only serve the flood control needs for development 
occurring within the basin’s respective drainage area. For the portion of drainage area located within 
the Sphere of Influence (SOI) of Fresno or Clovis, the land is planned for urban development as part 
of the respective jurisdiction’s general plan. The portions of the land outside the SOI typically remain 
in agricultural use in accordance with the County’s general plan until such time the SOI is amended 
to include these areas. This impact is considered less than significant. 

Summary: The loss of designated farmlands as a result of the 2004 District Services Plan was 
examined in the 2007 MEIR and determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact. Based on the 
analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the loss of an additional 
acreage of designated farmlands as a result of the Plan Update is a potentially significant impact. 
Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to 
designated farmland will cause additional significant effects on the environment not examined in 
the 2007 MEIR; and 2) new additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be required; and 
3) conflicts with Williamson Act contracts and or impacts to Prime, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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 Air Quality 3.3.3

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to air quality not previously 
addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is provided at the end 
of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to those of the Plan 
Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue requires further 
evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
No 

Impact 

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

x    

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

x    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non-attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

x    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

x    

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

x    

 
Environmental Setting: The project is within the SJVAPCD jurisdictional area and within the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The SJVAB is bounded on three sides by mountain ranges: the 
Sierra Nevada to the east, the Coast Ranges to the west, and the Tehachapi Mountains to the south. 
SJVAB is open to the north to the Sacramento Valley. The San Joaquin Valley is approximately 
250 miles long and averages approximately 35 miles in width. The mountains surrounding the 
SJVAB restrict air movement through and out of the basin. Most of the surrounding mountains are 
above the height of normal summer inversion layers and vertical airflow is typically blocked by high 
barometric pressure over the San Joaquin Valley. As a result, the dispersion of pollutants from the 
basin is impeded and the region is susceptible to pollutant accumulation over time.  

Responses a though e): Implementation of the Plan Update includes the acquisition, construction, 
and operation of new storm water basins, expansion of existing basins, and installation of new 
stormwater pipelines, surface conveyance structures, stormwater inlets, pumps, and related system 
appurtenances. 
 
These actions could potentially conflict with applicable air quality plans, violate air quality standards, 
result in cumulative air quality impacts, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations, and/or create objectionable odors. This is considered a potentially significant impact 
which will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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Summary: Impacts to air quality as a result of the 2004 District Services Plan was examined in the 
2007 MEIR and determined to be a significant and unavoidable impact. Based on the analysis 
conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, impacts related to air quality could 
be potentially significant. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed 
Plan Update related to air quality could cause additional significant effects on the environment 
not examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 2) new additional mitigation measures or alternatives may 
be required; and 3) impacts to air quality will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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 Biological Resources 3.3.4

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to biological resources not 
previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  x 

 

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

  x 

 
 
 
 

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

  x 

 

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

  x 

 
 
 
 

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

  x 
 

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

   

 
 
x 

 
Environmental Setting: The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District encompasses a service area 
that includes a wide range of land uses and habitats. Areas of developed urbanization comprise the 
cities of Fresno and Clovis. On the outskirts of the cities of Fresno and Clovis much of the land is 
used for agricultural purposes. East of the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area and agricultural lands of 
the valley floor, the terrain raises in elevation with the alternating valleys and ridges of the Sierra 
Nevada foothills followed by the peaks of the western slopes of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. The 
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eastern portions of the District service area consist of intact natural habitats ranging from the mixed 
conifer forests of the Sierra Nevada Mountains, foothill oak woodlands, annual grasslands, riparian 
areas, and some scattered vernal pool complexes. Habitats on the valley floor within the District 
service area are comprised primarily of disturbed areas with little intact natural habitat such as urban 
development and agriculture. A reconnaissance level biological survey was performed in July 2013. 
The report is attached as Appendix A of this Initial Study.  

Response a): Areas proposed for implementation of flood control and stormwater management 
facilities in the Plan Update generally occur on sites previously disturbed by human activities such as 
agriculture, urbanization, commercial and industrial development. New basin locations have been 
disked for weed control, or are comprised of vineyards, orchards or row crops. Other areas are 
primarily vacant land within industrial and/or rural residential areas, or surrounded by urban 
residential use.  

Much of this vacant land is dominated by non-native grasses and weedy species. These vegetation 
types while capable of providing low quality habitat for common wildlife species, generally do not 
meet the habitat characteristics required by many of the special status species known to occur within 
the District service area. Implementing the Plan Update would not directly or through habitat 
modifications, adversely affect any candidate, sensitive, or special status species described in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service. The impact is less than significant. 

Response b): No riparian habitats exist within or adjacent to areas of proposed modification and/or 
construction of flood control and stormwater management facilities in the Plan Update. The nearest 
natural community to any of the Plan Update project locations is Northern hardpan vernal pool 
habitat, which is located 0.9 miles northeast of existing basin “DL”. This area of natural habitat will 
be completely avoided. Accordingly, the impact is considered less than significant.  

Response c): No federally protected wetlands occur on the areas of proposed modification and/or 
construction of flood control and stormwater management facilities in the Plan Update. Project 
activities are not expected to interrupt the groundwater seepage to any wetlands features adjacent to 
project areas. Areas of proposed modification and/or construction located within the SOI are within 2 
miles of known natural wetland communities, however these areas will be completely avoided during 
plan update activities. Accordingly, the impact is considered less than significant.  

Response d): There is no indication or records that the areas of proposed modification and/or 
construction of flood control and stormwater management facilities in the Plan Update are used as 
terrestrial wildlife movement corridors. Additionally, no fish-bearing streams will be affected by 
update activities. Modification and/or construction of flood control and stormwater management 
facilities would not impeded the movement of any native or resident wildlife species. The presence 
of construction personnel and equipment during daylight hours of operation could be expected to 
divert wildlife away from the activity zone, but this effect would be very localized and temporary. 
No nature wildlife nursery sites area located within or adjacent to project areas. Accordingly, the 
impact is considered less than significant.  

Response e): The areas of proposed modification and/or construction of flood control and storm 
water management facilities in the Plan Update occur within areas of agriculture, grassland, rural 
residential development, and vacant land that have been previously disturbed by human activities. 
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Current land use zoning in the project areas include residential, agricultural, industrial, and open 
space. Accordingly, the impact is considered less than significant.  

Response f): No Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community Conservation Plans, or any other 
local, regional, or statewide conservation plans pertain to the areas of proposed modification and/or 
construction of flood control and stormwater management facilities in the Plan Update. Accordingly, 
there is no impact.  

Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related to biological resources would have less than significant impacts on 
the environment with the implementation of mitigation measures. As a result, biological resource 
impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study 
and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would have either no impact or a less than 
significant impact (with and without mitigation measures) on biological resources. Therefore, it is 
determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to biological resources 
will not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 
2) no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) no further analysis of 
this issue is required in a Subsequent EIR.  
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 Cultural Resources 3.3.5

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to cultural resources not 
previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR .  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

x    

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

x    

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

x    

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

x    

 
Environmental Setting: The various sites proposed for stormwater infrastructure development in the 
Plan Update consist primarily of lands which have been disturbed over the years due to agricultural 
activities. However, there is always the possibility that unknown archaeological resources exist 
below the ground surface.  
 
Responses a) through d): Project implementation will be in accordance with Public Resources Code 
§ 5097.98 and Health and Safety Code 7050.5, in the event that human remains are discovered on the 
Project site. Additionally, as required by the CEQA Guidelines §15064.5(e), if evidence of 
prehistoric, historic resources, paleontological resource or human remains is discovered during the 
course of excavation for a development Project, all activities in the immediate vicinity of the 
discovery must cease until a qualified archaeologist has been given the opportunity to examine the 
resources or remains. This is considered a potentially significant impact which will be evaluated 
further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related cultural resources would have a less than significant impact on the 
environment. As a result, cultural resources impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on 
the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, impacts related to 
cultural resources could be potentially significant. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential 
impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to cultural resources could cause additional 
significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 2) new additional 
mitigation measures or alternatives may be required; and 3) impacts to cultural and historic 
resources will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR .  
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 Geology and Soils 3.3.6

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to geology and soils 
not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to 
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

   x 

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?    x 

iii)  Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

   x 

iv) Landslides?    x 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil? 
  x  

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? 

  x  

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

  x  

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

   x 

 
Environmental Setting: Most of Fresno County is situated within an area of relatively low seismic 
activity. 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. High 
magnitude earthquakes on these faults could cause moderate intensity groundshaking in the County 
(Fresno County, 2000). Significant faults in the region include the: 1) Ortigalita Fault in western 
Fresno County; 2) San Andreas Fault in the coastal foothills west of Fresno County; 3) the Nunez 
fault located approximately seven miles northwest of Coalinga; 4) the Clovis fault located 
approximately five to six miles east of Clovis; 5) the Foothill Fault System; and 6) the Great Valley 
Thrust Faults. Of the six fault systems listed above, only the first three are designated an Earthquake 
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Fault Zone by the California Geological Survey (CGS). Within the valley portion of Fresno County, 
liquefaction, seismic settlement risks, landslides and subsidence are not considered significant 
(Fresno County, 2000). A portion of the District service area located in the Sierra foothill region 
northwest of Pine Flat reservoir is considered to have a moderate landslide risk (Fresno County, 
2000).  
 
Responses a-i) through a-iv): As most of Fresno County is within an area of relatively low seismic 
activity, implementation of the Plan Update will not expose people or structures to the adverse 
effects of earthquakes, seismic ground shaking, or seismic ground failure. The likelihood of 
landslides is greater in the area foothill and mountainous regions of the District; however, projects 
proposed in the Plan Update would not occur in this area. No impacts will occur.  
 
Response b): Within the District service area, erosion is generally not problematic except along the 
San Joaquin River bluff, which has a severe erosion potential (Fresno County, 2000). As none of the 
project’s proposed in the Plan Update would occur on or near the bluff area, this is not a concern. 
The Plan Update will be made subject to performance standards that would apply to design and 
construction, and operation and maintenance activities associated with the Plan Update. With respect 
to erosion, the Plan Update will be made subject to grading and erosion control performance 
standards found under Section 2.6.1 of this document. Implementation of the performance standards 
has the beneficial effect of minimizing erosion and run-off of pollutants and sediment. As a result, 
this impact is considered less than significant.  
 
Responses c) and d): Geologic hazards associated with landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, and expansive soils are primarily a concern when a project proposes structures or 
buildings for human use and/or inhabitation. The projects proposed in the Plan Update would provide 
facilities for stormwater conveyance and storage only and would not provide housing or other 
structures or buildings for human use and/or inhabitation. This impact is less than significant.  

Response e): The provision of septic tanks and other wastewater disposal associated services is not 
applicable to the Plan Update. No impacts will occur. 
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related geology and soils would have either no impact or a less than 
significant impact on the environment. As a result, geology and soils impacts were not evaluated in 
the 2007 MEIR. Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided 
above, the Plan Update would have either no impact or a less than significant impact on geology and 
soils. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to 
geology and soils will not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not examined 
in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required. 
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 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 3.3.7

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any impacts with related to greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs). The evaluation of GHGs was not a statutorily required environmental topic at the 
time the 2007 MEIR was prepared and certified. This section will provide a quantitative discussion 
of GHGs. A more exhaustive and qualitative discussion and analysis of GHGs related to the Plan 
Update will be provided in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

x    

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

x    

 
Environmental Setting: Climate change results from the accumulation in the atmosphere of GHGs 
produced primarily by the burning of fossil fuels for energy. Because GHGs (CO2, methane, and 
nitrous oxide) persist and mix in the atmosphere, emissions anywhere in the world affect the climate 
everywhere. 

Anthropogenic emissions of GHG are widely accepted in the scientific community as contributing to 
global warming. According to Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis: Summary for 
Policymakers (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007), there is no doubt that the Earth’s 
climate system is warming. Global average air and ocean temperatures, as well as global average sea 
level, are rising. Of the years 1995 through 2006, 11 years ranked as among the warmest on record 
since 1850. While some of the increase is explained by natural occurrences, the 2007 report asserts 
that the increase in temperature is very likely (greater than 90 percent) due to human activity, most 
notably the burning of fossil fuels. 

For California, similar effects are described in Our Changing Climate 2012 (California Climate 
Change Portal, 2012). Based on projections using state of the art climate modeling, temperatures in 
California are expected to rise between approximately 4.1 and 8.6 °F (2.3 and 4.8 degrees Celsius) by 
the end of the century, dependent on how much California and the rest of the world’s population are 
able to reduce their GHG emissions. The report states that these temperature increases would 
negatively impact public health, water supply, agriculture, plant and animal species, and the 
coastline. 

Responses a and b): Implementation of the Plan Update includes the acquisition, construction, and 
operation of new stormwater basins, expansion of existing basins, and installation of new stormwater 
pipelines, surface conveyance structures, stormwater inlets, pumps, and related system 
appurtenances. These actions could potentially generate greenhouse gas emissions or conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gas. This is considered a potentially significant impact which will be evaluated further 
in a Subsequent EIR.  
. 
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Summary: Impacts related greenhouse gas emissions were not a required topic of environmental 
analysis when the 2007 MEIR was prepared and certified. Pursuant to SB97, the Natural Resources 
Agency adopted amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions on December 
30, 2009. On February 16, 2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the Amendments, and 
filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in the California Code of Regulations. The 
Amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential 
impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to greenhouse gas emissions could cause significant 
effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 2) mitigation measures or 
alternatives may be required; and 3) this issue will be evaluated further in the a Subsequent EIR.  
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 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 3.3.8

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation 
measures, if needed, to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a 
summary statement is provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in 
the 2007 MEIR to those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this 
environmental issue requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR .  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  x  

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? 

  x  

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

  x  

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? 

  x  

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

   x 

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

   x 

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

  x  

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

   x 

 
Response a) and b): Construction and operation of the projects proposed in the Plan Update would 
result in various hazardous materials being transported to and from the project sites, and used at the 
sites. Such materials could include, but may not be limited to, fuels, oils, and other construction 
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related fluids. In addition, should any existing buildings or structures require demolition or removal 
in order to construct the facilities proposed in Plan Update, there is the possibility of hazardous 
materials such as asbestos and lead-based paints to be released into the environment. The Plan 
Update complies with federal and State regulations, policies, and laws related to routine transport, 
use, disposal, and reasonably foreseeable accidental release of hazardous materials. 
  
Compliance with these regulations, policies, and laws and performance applicable District 
performance measures would ensure that the Plan Update would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, or 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.  
 
Response c): Facilities proposed in the Plan Update could be constructed in proximity to existing 
and future schools. However, the proposed facilities will not emit hazardous wastes and would not 
involve the use of acutely hazardous materials. This impact is less than significant. 
 
Response d): If hazardous materials sites are found within the construction footprint of the project 
sites, disturbance to these sites could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. The following environmental regulatory databases were searched for known hazardous 
materials contamination at the project sites: 
 
•••• United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation Liability Information Systems (CERCLIS) database for superfund sites;  
•••• Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Envirostor database for cleanup sites and hazardous 

waste permitted facilities;  
•••• Department of Toxic Substances Control’s Hazardous Waste and Substance List (Cortese List); 

and 
•••• California Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Geo Tracker. 
 
The impact is less than significant. 

 
Response e): None of the projects proposed in the Plan Update are located within an airport land use 
plan area or within two miles of a public airport. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project areas. No impacts would occur. 
 
Response f): None of the projects proposed in the Plan Update are located within the vicinity of a 
private airstrip. Therefore, the project would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project areas. No impacts would occur. 
 
Response g): The projects proposed in the Plan Update do not involve the construction or placement 
of barriers or structures resulting in the permanent blockage of any road or emergency response 
route. Construction activities could potentially result in temporary and localized restrictions in traffic; 
however, construction traffic obstructions will be minimized with the implementation of performance 
measures such as the provision of appropriate traffic control measures, placement of signage, 
designated construction traffic routes, and flagged controls. This impact is less than significant.  
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Response h): The projects proposed in the Plan Update are not located within wildland areas nor 
would the project result in people or structures being located within or adjacent to wildlands. No 
impacts would result.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related aesthetics would have a less than significant impact on the 
environment. As a result, aesthetics impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the 
analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would 
have either no impact or a less than significant impact on aesthetics. Therefore, it is determined that: 
1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to hazards and hazardous materials will 
not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 
2) no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required. 
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 Hydrology and Water Quality 3.3.9

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, 
to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement 
is provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

  x  

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

  x  

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

  x  

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

  x  

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

   x 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?   x  
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 

area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
flood hazard delineation map? 

   x 

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

   x 

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

  x  

j) Cause inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow? 

   x 
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Response a): Water quality impacts from short-term construction operations would consist of the 
discharge of pollutants such as sediment from grading operations, oil and grease from equipment, 
trash from worker and construction activities, nutrients from fertilizers, heavy metals, pathogens, and 
other substances. Stormwater discharge from urban runoff could deliver pollutants to recharge basin. 
The U.S. Geological Survey (1995) evaluated the potential for nonpoint source contamination of 
groundwater supply due to urban runoff in Fresno County. The study concluded that urban 
contaminants are not reaching the groundwater, nor do they affect sediment-disposal considerations 
that are based on compliance with sediment quality criteria or standards. 
 
The SWRCB has adopted General Permit No. CAS000002- Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Discharges of Storm Water Runoff Associated with Construction Activity (General Permit) for 
California that applies to most construction-related storm water discharges within California. The 
General Permit requires that projects disturbing greater than one acre develop and implement a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that specifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
prevent all construction pollutants from contacting storm water and with the intent of keeping all 
products of erosion from moving offsite into receiving waters. The projects would be subject to the 
provisions of the General Permit, and would be required to submit a SWPPP to the SWRCB, Central 
Valley Region (Regional Board); therefore, short-term construction operations would have a less 
than significant impact on water quality standards or discharge requirements. 
 
Discharge of pollutants into waters of the U.S. is regulated by the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB). Due to the nature of the proposed facilities, no short or long term operational 
impacts are anticipated. It was determined in 2007 MEIR that construction related surface water 
quality impacts would be less than significant.  
 
Response b): The proposed Plan Update is intended to be utilized as a guideline document for the 
identification of storm drainage facilities needed to serve future land development projects under the 
buildout condition for the City of Fresno’s and Clovis’ SOI. The proposed Plan Update also includes 
storm drainage facility upgrades needed to correct existing deficiencies, as well as serve as a 
reference document for existing storm drainage facilities and their functional characteristics. Several 
District facilities, working in conjunction with onsite facilities constructed with new development in 
conformance with each local jurisdiction would also facilitate a degree of groundwater recharge, 
resulting in a beneficial impact. Therefore, implementation of the Plan Update would not deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge and may have a beneficial impact on 
groundwater recharge. The impact is less than significant. 
 
Response c), and d): The purpose of the Plan Update is to provide new and improved storm drain 
facilities to adequately handle sources of storm water runoff throughout the District’s service area. 
Currently the District has 163 drainage areas providing service to approximately one to two square 
miles. The Plan Update proposes to expand four (4) existing basins, add two (2) new basins and one 
(1) drainage area. Implementation of the Plan Update would not alter an existing drainage pattern in a 
manner that would result in substantial erosion, siltation surface runoff or flooding. The impacts are 
less than significant.  
 
Response e): The purpose of the Plan Update is to provide new and improved stormwater drainage 
facilities to adequately handle sources of stormwater throughout the District’s service area. 
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Therefore, implementation of the Plan Update would have a beneficial impact with respect to 
stormwater drainage systems and services. The impact is less than significant.  
 
Response f): The purpose of the Plan Update is to provide new and improved stormwater drainage 
facilities to adequately handle sources of stormwater throughout the District’s service area. 
Implementation of the Plan update would have a beneficial impact with respect to water quality. 
Therefore the impacts are considered less than significant are less than significant. 
 
Responses g) and h): The Plan Update does not include the construction of housing or other 
structures. Therefore, no impacts would occur.  
 
Response i): Major dams located in the vicinity of the District service area include Pine Flat Dam, 
Friant Dam, and Big Dry Creek Dam. Based on dam flood inundation maps prepared by the 
Governor’s Office of Emergency Services (OES), the only local dam with the potential to cause 
flooding damage within the District service area is Big Dry Creek Dam. However, given the small 
and intermittent volume of water held behind Big Dry Creek Dam, the risk for catastrophic failure 
and flooding is considered minimal to non-existent. This impact is considered less than significant.  
 
Response j): Given the location of the projects proposed in the Plan Update, there would be no 
impacts related to seiche, tsunami, or mudflows. No impacts would occur. 
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts to surface water quality as a result of project related operational activities 
and impacts to groundwater quality and supplies could result in potentially significant impacts. As a 
result, these issues were evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Under the 2007 MEIR, these impacts were 
determined to be less than significant after implementation of appropriate mitigation measures. Based 
on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, hydrology and 
water quality impacts related to the Plan Update would be substantially the same as those presented 
in the 2007 MEIR. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan 
Update related to hydrology and water quality will not cause any additional significant effects on the 
environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional mitigation measures or 
alternatives are required; and 3) this issue will not be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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 Land Use and Planning 3.3.10

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to land use and 
planning not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if 
needed, to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary 
statement is provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 
MEIR to those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental 
issue requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?    x 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, 

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

   x 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan? 

   x 

 
Environmental Setting: The District service area encompasses the urban environs of the Cities of 
Fresno and Clovis and the rural, agricultural, and mountainous portions of the County of Fresno 
located east of Clovis. The District also includes land under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Forest 
Service. Land use policies, zoning, and other related matters for land within the District are the 
responsibility of agency where the land is located. The projects proposed under the Plan Update are 
located within the Fresno, Clovis, and unincorporated County portions of the District.  
 
Response a): The projects proposed under the Plan Update consist of basin expansions, new basin 
locations, and drainage area expansions, none of which would result in physically dividing an 
established community. Instead, they would provide needed stormwater infrastructure for the 
community and in some cases provide additional open space for use by the neighboring residents. No 
impacts will occur.  
 
Response b): The purpose of the facilities proposed under the Plan Update is to provide flood 
control facilities for developed areas and areas planned for development by the local land use 
agencies. Therefore, the plans of the District are a necessary component of the agencies general plans 
and would not conflict with them. No impacts will occur.  
 
Response c): The analysis conducted for this Initial Study did not identify any habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plans that would apply to the project. No impacts will occur.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related to land use and planning would have no impacts on the environment. 
As a result, land use and planning issues not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the analysis 
conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would have no 
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impacts with respect to land use and planning issues. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential 
impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to land use and planning will not cause any additional 
significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional 
mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) this impact will not be evaluated further in a 
Subsequent EIR.  
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 Mineral Resources 3.3.11

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to mineral resources not 
previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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? 

  x  

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? 

  x  

 
Environmental Setting: The primary mineral resources within the District service area is aggregate 
(gravel) which is located along the San Joaquin river bottom and copper resources located within the 
northeast portion of the District service area. Abundant aggregate and petroleum resources are 
located within Fresno County. Oil fields are primarily located west of State Route 99 within the 
valley and coastal foothill regions. Coal extraction operations are located in the extreme western end 
of the County within the coastal foothills. Metal extraction operations are located within the coastal 
foothills as well as within the Sierra Nevada Mountains and foothills (Fresno County, 2000).  
 
Responses a) and b): None of the projects proposed under the Plan Update are located in proximity 
to any of the mineral resource locations within the District service area. Therefore, none of the 
projects would result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources or mineral resource 
recovery sites. This impact is less than significant.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related to mineral resources would have a less than significant impact on the 
environment. As a result, mineral resource issues were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the 
analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would 
have a less than significant impact with respect to mineral resources. Therefore, it is determined that: 
1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to mineral resources will not cause any 
additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new 
additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) this issue will not be evaluated 
further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.12 Noise   

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to noise not previously 
addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is provided at the end 
of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to those of the Plan 
Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue requires further 
evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  x  

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels? 

  x  

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

  x  

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

  x  

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

   x 

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

   x 

 
Environmental Setting: Noise related impacts associated with the Plan Update are primarily 
associated with construction activities (which include such activities as site clearing, excavation, and 
grading) and construction vehicle traffic. Such noise could impact surrounding noise-sensitive land 
uses such as residences, churches, schools. However, these noises would be temporary in nature and 
would cease upon the completion of the various projects. Noise generated during the operational 
phase of the projects would include noise from pumps, mowers, tractors, and earth-moving 
equipment. These noises would be periodic in nature and would generally not result in significant 
noise issues to the surrounding area. The activities described above could also result in periodic and 
temporary ground borne vibration and noise in the project vicinity. However, vibration monitoring 
records show that these types of construction activities would produce characteristics similar to and 
not in excess of “background” conditions. In addition, the District has not typically experienced 
reports or complaints of such noise or vibration from those living in the vicinity of basin sites (2007 
MEIR).  
 



2013 District Services Plan Update Initial Study 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District   November 2013 

 
 40 

 

 
Responses a) through d): The projects proposed under the Plan Update consist of basin expansions, 
new basin locations, drainage area expansions and construction of storm water conveyance 
infrastructure (pipelines and inlets). Construction of the proposed projects (which would include 
activities such as site clearing, excavation and grading) could cause intermittent and temporary 
increases in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Noise produced by construction activities 
could impact surrounding land uses. Construction vehicle traffic would also result in intermittent and 
temporary noise increases. In order to lessen the impact of construction and operational noise, the 
following design and construction activities performance standards were incorporated into the 2007 
MEIR and implemented as required to reduce noise impacts: 
 

• Construction operations would be limited to between 7:00AM and 7:00PM;  
• Contractors would be required to properly maintain all construction equipment;  
• All gas- or diesel-powered construction equipment would be equipped with required noise 

control technology;  
• Routine maintenance and repair of construction equipment would not be allowed within 300 

feet of a residence (except emergency repairs); and 
• Construction site access would be located away from residences to the extent consistent with 

traffic safety and efficient local circulation. 
 
With implementation of the noise related performance standards, impacts related to noise and ground 
borne vibration will be less than significant.  
  
Responses e) and f): None of the projects proposed under the Plan Update are located within an 
airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public airport, or within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. Therefore, the project would not expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels. No impacts would occur. 
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related to noise would have no or less than significant impacts on the 
environment. As a result, noise issues were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on the analysis 
conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update would have no or 
less than significant impacts with respect to noise. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential 
impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to noise will not cause any additional significant effects 
on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional mitigation measures or 
alternatives are required; and 3) this issue will not be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.13 Population/Housing 

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts related to population and 
housing not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if 
needed, to reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary 
statement is provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 
MEIR to those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental 
issue requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   x 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere? 

   x 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

   x 

 
Responses a, b, and c): In April 2005, the District Board of Directors adopted the following 
recommendations regarding cooperative planning efforts with the City of Clovis and Fresno and 
Fresno County to address flood control and urban drainage issues that would apply equally to 
property within a city Sphere of Influence (SOI) as well as areas in the District service area outside 
the SOIs, as follows:  
 

1. The District should seek County Board of Supervisors support for all future drainage 
areas planned outside of an existing city Sphere of Influence line. This is necessary to 
ensure sound planning based on community interests. 

2. County Board of Supervisors will review on a case-by-case basis all purchases of land for 
existing planned urban basin sites located outside an existing city Sphere of Influence 
line.  

3. Staff recognizes the importance of the County’s input into land use decisions. Further, 
staff recognizes the need to preserve prime farmland and to place facilities in areas that 
will result in the least amount of individual impact and provide the most benefit to the 
community. The County’s input will help to ensure the Board of Directors is well 
informed of County concerns.  

4. Maintaining a current drainage fee schedule is necessary to avoid shifting capital program 
costs to the general taxpayer. Therefore, the Board of Directors should request the Board 
of Supervisors to adopt a current fee schedule on an annual basis.  

5. Existing County ordinance and fee collection systems that are in place are working very 
well. 
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For the reasons stated above, implementation of the Plan Update would not be considered growth 
inducing. 
  
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related population and housing would have a less than significant impact on 
the environment. As a result, population and housing impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. 
Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan 
Update would no impacts on population and housing. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential 
impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to population and housing will not cause any additional 
significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional 
mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) this impact will not be evaluated further in a 
Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.14 Public Services 
This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to public services not 
previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce 
potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 following 
public services: 

    

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

 
Environmental Setting: The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District encompasses the urban 
areas comprised of the cities of Fresno and Clovis and the unincorporated rural/agricultural areas 
located to the east and northeast of the urban area. Public services are such as police and fire 
protection and parks are provided by the respective city with jurisdictional authority within the 
particular area. Areas outside the incorporated limits of Fresno and Clovis are provided police, fire, 
and parks services by the County of Fresno. The provision of educational services within the District 
service area is the responsibility of the respective school district of which there are many. Major 
school districts within the District service area include: Fresno Unified, Clovis Unified, and Sanger 
Unified. Other services such as flood control, mosquito abatement, and irrigation services are 
provided by special districts located throughout the County. 

Responses a-i) through a-iv): Implementation of the Plan Update would not change the service 
demand for fire and police protection, schools, and parks. No impacts would occur.  
 
Response a-v): Implementation of the Plan Update would result in improved stormwater drainage 
services within the District service area. Proposed actions under the Plan Update include acquisition, 
construction, and operation of new storm water basins, expansion of existing basins, and installation 
of new stormwater pipelines, surface conveyance structures, stormwater inlets, pumps, and related 
system appurtenances. The environmental impacts of the aforementioned actions are discussed 
throughout this Initial Study. 
 



2013 District Services Plan Update Initial Study 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District   November 2013 

 
 44 

 

Temporary increases in construction vehicle trips on local roadways would have a negative impact 
on the roads. However in accordance with adopted Performance Standards, the District would 
perform pre- and post-construction visual inspections along haul routes of major projects to 
determine the condition of roads. Upon conclusion of each flood control and storm drainage 
improvement, the District would repair minor damage that is directly attributable to the proposed 
project, as identified during and determined by the post-construction inspection. Therefore, this 
impact would be considered less than significant.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related public services would have a less than significant impact or no 
impacts on the environment. As a result, public services impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 
MEIR. Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the 
Plan Update would result in less than significant and no impacts on public services. Therefore, it is 
determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to public services will 
not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) 
no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) this impact will not be 
evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.15 Recreation 

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to recreation not previously 
addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to reduce potentially 
significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is provided at the end 
of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to those of the Plan 
Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue requires further 
evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   x 

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? 

   x 

 
 
Response a): Implementation of the Plan Update would not result in an increase in residential 
population. Therefore, the Plan Update would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities resulting in physical deterioration of such facilities. No 
impacts would occur.  
 
Response b): Implementation of the Plan Update would include the construction of new and 
expansion of existing stormwater detention basins. These facilities could be used for open space and 
passive and active recreational activities when not in use for stormwater management purposes. No 
impacts would occur.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that impacts related to recreation would have a less than significant impact or no impacts 
on the environment. As a result, recreation impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Based on 
the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update 
would result in less than significant and no impacts on recreation. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) 
the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to recreation will not cause any additional 
significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional 
mitigation measures or alternatives are required; and 3) this impact will not be evaluated further in a 
Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.16 Transportation and Traffic 

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to transportation and traffic 
not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to 
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

  x  

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a 
level of service standard established by the county 
congestion management agency for designated 
roads or highways? 

  x  

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

   x 

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

  x  

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?   x  

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?    x 

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

   x 

 
 
Existing Conditions: Major roadways within the District service area such as Herndon, Shaw, Clovis, 
Academy, and Cedar Avenues provide motorists access between the metropolitan portions of Fresno and 
Clovis and surrounding rural agricultural lands and communities of unincorporated Fresno County. The 
rural and agricultural landscape of the unincorporated Fresno County is crisscrossed by several rural 
roadways serving rural residents and agricultural related traffic needs. State highways such as State 
Routes 41, 99, 168, and 180, provide regional access to outlying areas such as the Sierra Nevada 
mountains, southern California, the San Francisco Bay area, Sacramento, and the central coast. Major and 
minor streets and roadways within the District service area fall under the jurisdiction of either the cities of 
Fresno, Clovis, or County of Fresno. State highways are the responsibility of the State of California. The 
Fresno region is served by two airports. International and regional airline services are provided by Fresno 
Yosemite International airport which is located in the east-central part of Fresno. Chandler-Executive 
airport is a general aviation airport located on the west side of State Route 99, west of downtown Fresno. 
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Responses a) and b): As indicated in the 2007 MEIR, impacts related to increased traffic and resultant 
decreases in street system capacity or exceeding of roadway level of service standards were determined to 
be less than significant. Under the Plan Update, these impacts would continue to be less than significant 
as the same traffic-related performance standards of the 2007 MEIR would be incorporated into the Plan 
Update. In addition, during project construction, closure of any intersecting streets or roadway segments 
would only occur with the approval of the traffic authority of having jurisdiction. Long-term minor 
increases of traffic due to routine maintenance and site inspections would continue to occur under the 
Plan Update. This impact is considered less than significant.  
 
Response c): The projects proposed under the Plan Update would not change air traffic patterns. None of 
the projects proposed under the Plan Update would result in increased population which in turn could 
increase air traffic levels or change existing air traffic patterns. No impacts will occur. 
 
Response d): None of the projects proposed under the Plan Update involve the construction of roadways 
or other transportation related structures which could have sharp curves or dangerous intersections. 
However, should any road improvements be necessary to implement the projects proposed under the Plan 
Update, such as street frontage improvements and/or re-configurations adjacent to basins, bridges, and 
facility access points, they would be designed and built in accordance with the local jurisdiction’s safety 
and engineering standards. This impact is considered less than significant.  
 
Response e): The District’s BMP for construction activities assure that appropriate traffic control 
measures, including flagged controls, designated construction traffic routes, and signage would be utilized 
during construction activities to provide a safe and smooth flow of traffic. This impact is considered less 
than significant.  
 
Response f): Implementation of the Plan Update does not affect parking capacity. There is no impact. 
 
Response g): Projects proposed under the Plan Update would not increase population and would 
therefore not conflict with alternative transportation programs, policies, or plans. No impacts would 
occur. 
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was determined 
that impacts related to transportation and traffic would have no impact or less than significant impacts on 
the environment. As a result, transportation and traffic impacts were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. 
Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update 
would have either no impact or a less than significant impact on transportation and traffic. Therefore, it is 
determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to transportation and traffic 
will not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 
2) no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are required.  
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3.3.17 Utilities and Service Systems 

This section assesses if the Plan Update will result in any new impacts to utilities and service systems 
not previously addressed in the 2007 MEIR and proposes new mitigation measures, if needed, to 
reduce potentially significant impacts to a less than significant level. Lastly, a summary statement is 
provided at the end of the section which: 1) compares the impacts discussed in the 2007 MEIR to 
those of the Plan Update; and 2) makes the determination of whether this environmental issue 
requires further evaluation in a Subsequent EIR.  

 
Would the project: 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   x 

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

   x 

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

  x  

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

   x 

e) 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? 

   x 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the projects solid waste 
disposal needs? 

  x  

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

 
Environmental Setting: Within the District service area, residents of the cities of Fresno and Clovis 
are provided water, wastewater, and solid waste disposal services by their respective municipalities. 
Residential and commercial properties within unincorporated Fresno County are primarily serviced 
by individual water wells and septic systems located on their properties. Residential subdivisions 
within the County have their own private water and wastewater treatment systems. Solid waste 
services within the County are provided by private solid waste providers under contract with the 
County of Fresno. Stormwater drainage service is provided by the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District.  
 
Responses a), b), d), and e): The projects proposed under the Plan Update consist of basin 
expansions, new basin locations, and drainage area expansions, none of which would induce 
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population growth and result in increased need for water or wastewater services. No impacts would 
occur.  
 
Response c): Implementation of the Plan Update would result in improved stormwater drainage 
services within the District service area. Proposed actions under the Plan Update include acquisition, 
construction, and operation of new stormwater basins, expansion of existing basins, and installation 
of new stormwater pipelines, surface conveyance structures, stormwater inlets, pumps, and related 
system appurtenances. However the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities would not cause significant environmental effects. 
 
Responses f) and g): Construction and operational activities proposed under the Plan Update could 
result in the need for solid waste disposal services. However, the need would not significantly 
increase the use of landfills or result in non-compliance with federal, state and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste. This impact is considered less than significant.  
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, , it was 
determined that impacts related to  the construction of new utilities and service systems (e.g. 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities) were determined to be potentially 
significant and were evaluated in the 2007 MEIR and found to be less than significant. Utilities and 
service system impacts other than those associated with construction of stormwater facilities were 
determined to be less than significant and were not evaluated in the 2007 MEIR. Similarly, based on 
the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, the Plan Update 
would have no impacts or less than significant impacts related to utilities and service systems and 
impacts related to stormwater facilities were determined to be potentially significant. Therefore, it is 
determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed Plan Update related to utilities and 
service systems will not cause any additional significant effects on the environment not 
examined in the 2007 MEIR; 2) no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives are 
required; and 3) this impact will not be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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3.3.8 Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 
Would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
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 an endangered, rare or 
threatened species; or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California 
history or prehistory? 

  x  

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

x    

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

   x 

 
Response a): Based on the information provided Sections 3.3-IV (Biological Resources) and 3.3-V 
(Cultural Resources), the Plan Update does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, 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 an endangered, rare or threatened species; or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. This impact is less than 
significant.  

Response b): As identified in the preceding sections of this Initial Study, the Plan Update has the 
potential to conflict with regional plans or result in potentially significant impacts with respect to the 
following environmental issue areas: agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, 
greenhouse gas emissions, and cumulative impacts. This is a significant impact which will be 
evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR. 
 
Response c): Based on the information provided in this Initial Study, the Plan Update does not have 
the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 
Summary: On the basis of the Initial Study evaluation prepared for the 2007 MEIR, it was 
determined that cumulative impacts would have a less than significant impact on the environment. 
Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above, cumulative 
impacts related to agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, and greenhouse gas 
emissions, could be potentially significant. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts 
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of the proposed Plan Update could cause additional significant effects on the environment not 
examined in the 2007 MEIR; and 2) new additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be 
required; and 3) this issue will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR.  
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 MITIGATION MEASURES 4.0

Based on the analysis conducted for this Initial Study and the responses provided above impacts 
related to agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, and greenhouse gas emissions, could 
be potentially significant. Therefore, it is determined that: 1) the potential impacts of the proposed 
Plan Update could cause additional significant effects on the environment not examined in the 2007 
MEIR; and 2) new additional mitigation measures or alternatives may be required. New mitigation 
measures and alternatives will be evaluated further in a Subsequent EIR. 
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FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

5469 E. OLIVE • FRESNO, CA 93727 • (559) 456-3292 • FAX (559) 456-3194 

 
 

 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
 
To:   Agencies and Interested Parties 
From:   Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
Date:   November 18, 2013 
Subject:  Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

for the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2013 District Services 
Plan (SCH# 1999111132)   

 
The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) will be the lead agency in the 
preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the FMFCD 2013 District Services Plan 
Update (Plan). The District is soliciting input from responsible and trustee agencies, and the 
public as to the scope and content of the SEIR.  
 

PURPOSE OF THE NOTICE OF PREPARATION  

The purpose of this notice is to:  
 

1. Briefly describe the proposed project and the anticipated content of the SEIR; and   
2. Solicit input from responsible and trustee agencies, interested organizations and 

individuals about the content and scope of the SEIR, including the alternatives to be 
addressed and the potentially significant environmental impacts.  

INTRODUCTION 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) specifies that a public agency must prepare 
an environmental impact report for any project that it proposes to carry out or approve that may 
have a significant direct or indirect effect (also referred to as “significant impacts”) on the 
environment (Public Resources Code Section21080[d]). FMFCD has prepared the Plan update, 
as described below, and has determined that it may have significant impacts on the environment. 
Therefore, acting as the lead agency for CEQA compliance, FMFCD will prepare a SEIR that 
evaluates these significant environmental impacts. A SEIR is being prepared because the 
FMFCD has determined that changes to the project and circumstances surrounding the project 
have occurred and new information has become available since the FMFCD certified the Final 
Master Environmental Impact Report for the 2004 District Services Plan (2007 MEIR) on 
November 14, 2007. The 2007 MEIR reviewed the existing conditions, analyzed potential 
environmental impacts, and suggested feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed project.  
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Under the Plan update, the District’s programs and service responsibilities will not change, 
however, several new projects and modifications to the District Services Plan have been 
proposed. The new projects and modifications include the following: 
 

 Changes in location of proposed stormwater basins;  
 Expansion of existing stormwater detention basins;  
 Creation of new and expansion of existing drainage areas; and  
 Construction of storm conveyance pipelines and related infrastructure. 

In addition, the SEIR will evaluate the project’s effects related to greenhouse gas emissions. The 
2007 MEIR did not analyze project related greenhouse gas emissions as this was not a 
requirement at the time the document was certified in 2007.  
 

BACKGROUND 

The District is a “special act” district, created by the electorate in 1956 to provide fully 
coordinated and comprehensive stormwater management and related services on a regional basis 
through a quasi-joint powers relationship among the cities of Fresno and Clovis and the County 
of Fresno. The District’s goal is to control and manage stormwater, prevent damage, injury, and 
inconvenience, and to conserve such waters to replenish domestic and agricultural groundwater 
supplies within the Fresno County Stream Group watershed.  

In response to a requirement by the Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO), the District adopted its initial District Service Plan in 1984 and prepared and certified 
a Program Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 1984091707) in 1985. In 1999, the District 
Services Plan was updated and an Initial Study was prepared. However, due to shifting priorities 
and staffing changes within the FMFCD, the preparation of a Master EIR was delayed and 
ultimately not completed for the 1999 District Services Plan. In 2004, the Plan was again 
updated and a Master EIR (SCH# 1999111132) was prepared and certified in 2007. The 2013 
District Service Plan (Plan update) is the project to be analyzed in this SEIR.  

LOCATION 
The District encompasses the area generally located in the north-central portion of Fresno 
County between the San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The District service area consists of 
approximately 400 square miles and extends from the agricultural lands west and south of Fresno 
eastward into the Sierra Nevada to an elevation of approximately 4,500 feet above sea level. The 
District service area includes most of the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area, and unincorporated 
lands to the east and northeast. Figure 1 illustrates the location of the District service area. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, a distinction is 
made between flood control and local drainage services. The flood control program relates to the 
control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flow onto the valley floor from the 
eastern streams. The local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of 
stormwater runoff generated within the urban drainage areas and rural watersheds. Collectively, 
these facilities comprise the District Services Plan.  
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The District’s major programs and service responsibilities are described in the Plan update and 
the 2007 MEIR; both documents which are incorporated herein by reference. The major 
programs and service responsibilities remain unchanged with adoption of the Plan update. Under 
the Plan update, and in conformance with the programs and service responsibilities of the 
District, the construction of several new projects or improvements and ongoing operation and 
maintenance of existing and future projects is proposed. The projects primarily consist of 
stormwater basin expansions, new stormwater basin locations, and new and expanded drainage 
areas.  
 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The Plan update presents specific objectives for each of the seven programs. The programs 
consist of: 1) Flood Control; 2) Rural Streams; 3) Local Stormwater Drainage; 4) Stormwater 
Quality Management; 5) Water Conservation; 6) Recreation; and 7) Wildlife Management. The 
objectives are derived from the service mandates of the District Act and the District’s mission 
statement.  
 

APPROACH TO THE EIR 

Many components of the Plan update have been evaluated in the previous 2007 MEIR and/or the 
1999 initial study (IS), both documents which are herein incorporated by reference in their 
entirety. The proposed approach to assessing impacts of the Plan update is to build on the 
previous analyses, supplemented with current site information and regulatory setting obtained 
from readily available public information; no site-specific field surveys will be performed at this 
time. The Draft SEIR will provide a program-level evaluation of the Plan update. Following 
adoption of the Plan update, FMFCD may conduct additional project-level CEQA review, as 
needed, on the specific projects it proposes to implement. 
 

PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The Draft SEIR will describe the direct and indirect significant environmental effects of the Plan 
update. In addition, the SEIR will evaluate cumulative effects and project alternatives.   
On the basis of the 2007 MEIR, and a 2013 draft initial study, it was determined that impacts 
related to aesthetics, geology/soils, hazards/hazardous materials, hydrology/water quality, land 
use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, 
transportation and traffic, and utilities and services systems would have a less than significant or 
no impact on the environment. The 2013 draft initial study evaluation includes a detailed 
discussion of effects found not to be significant and which will not be further evaluated in the 
Draft SEIR.  
 



Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report for the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District 2013 District Services Plan (SCH# 1999111132)   
 

\\fs\data\environmental\environmental analysis\district services plan\services plan\2013 services plan\seir\nop\notice of prep.doc Page 4 

On the basis of the 2007 MEIR and draft initial study, it was determined that the following 
impacts could be potentially significant and will be further evaluated in the Draft SEIR:  
 

 Agricultural Resources: The Plan update will convert Farmland to non-agricultural use. 

 Air Quality: The Plan update could conflict with air quality plans, violate air quality 
standards, expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations, create 
objectionable odors, or result in cumulatively considerable air quality impacts.  

 Cultural Resources: The Plan update could cause adverse changes to historical, 
archaeological, or paleontological resources, or could disturb human remains.  

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions: As required by SB97, the SEIR will evaluate the Plan 
update’s effects related to greenhouse gas emissions.   

The 2013 draft initial study and 2007 MEIR are available for review at the FMFCD District 
Office located at 5469 E. Olive Avenue, Fresno, CA 93727 or online at 
www.fresnofloodcontrol.org. 
 

PROVIDING COMMENTS ON THE NOP  

Interested parties may provide written comments on the content and scope of the Draft SEIR 
directly to FMFCD. Written comments must be provided to FMFCD at the earliest possible date, 
but must be received no later than 5 p.m. on December 20, 2013. Agencies that will need to use 
the Draft SEIR when considering permits or other approvals for the proposed project should 
provide the name of a contact person. Comments may be submitted by mail, fax, or e-mail.  
 
Comments provided by e-mail should include the name and address of the sender. Please send all 
comments to: 
 
Kristine Johnson, Staff Analyst IV 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 
Telephone: (559) 456-3292 
Fax: (559) 456-3194 
Email: kristinej@fresnofloodcontrol.org  
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December 19, 2013 
 
 
 
Kristine Johnson 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA 93727 
 
Project:  Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact  

Report (DSEIR) for the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD)  
2013 District Service Plan (SCH# 1999111132) 

 
District CEQA Reference No: 20130988 
 
Dear Ms. Johnson: 
 
The San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the 
Notice of Preparation of a Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report) for the Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District 2013 District Service Plan project.  A DSEIR is being 
prepared because the FMFCD has determined that changes to the project and 
circumstances surrounding the project have occurred and new information has become 
available since the FMFCD certified the Final Master Environmental Impact Report for the 
2004 District Service Plan in 2007. 
 
The proposed project consists of several new projects and modifications to the 2004 District 
Service Plan including: changes in location of the proposed stormwater basins; expansion 
of existing stormwater detention basins; creation of new and expansion of existing drainage 
areas; and construction of storm conveyance pipelines and related infrastructure. The 
District offers the following comments: 
 
Emissions Analysis 
 
1) The District is currently designated as extreme nonattainment for the 8-hour ozone 

standard, attainment for PM10 and CO, and nonattainment for PM2.5 for the federal air 
quality standards. At the state level, the District is designated as nonattainment for the 
8-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 air quality standards. The District recommends that the 
Air Quality section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) include a discussion of the 
following impacts: 

 
a) Criteria Pollutants: Project related criteria pollutant emissions should be identified 

and quantified. The discussion should include existing and post-project emissions.  
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i) Construction Emissions: Construction emissions are short-term emissions and 
should be evaluated separate from operational emissions. The District 
recommends preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if annual 
construction emissions cannot be reduced or mitigated to below the following 
levels of significance: 10 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 10 tons per 
year of reactive organic gases (ROG), or 15 tons per year particulate matter of 
10 microns or less in size (PM10). 
 

• Recommended Mitigation: To reduce impacts from construction related 
exhaust emissions, the District recommends feasible mitigation for the project 
to utilize off-road construction fleets that can achieve fleet average emissions 
equal to or cleaner than the Tier II emission standards, as set forth in §2423 
of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, and Part 89 of Title 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations. This can be achieved through any combination of 
uncontrolled engines and engines complying with Tier II and above engine 
standards. 

ii) Operational Emissions: Permitted (stationary sources) and non-permitted (mobile 
sources) sources should be analyzed separately. The District recommends 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) if the sum of annual 
permitted and non-permitted emissions cannot be reduced or mitigated to below 
the following levels of significance: 10 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), 
10 tons per year of reactive organic gases (ROG), or 15 tons per year particulate 
matter of 10 microns or less in size (PM10). 
 

iii) Recommended Model: Project related criteria pollutant emissions should be 
identified and quantified. Emissions analysis should be performed using 
CalEEMod (California Emission Estimator Model), which uses the most 
recent approved version of relevant Air Resources Board (ARB) emissions 
models and emission factors. CalEEMod is available to the public and can be 
downloaded from the CalEEMod website at: www.caleemod.com. 

 
b) Nuisance Odors: The project should be evaluated to determine the likelihood that 

the project would result in nuisance odors. Nuisance orders are subjective, thus the 
District has not established thresholds of significance for nuisance odors. Nuisance 
odors may be assessed qualitatively taking into consideration of project design 
elements and proximity to off-site receptors that potentially would be exposed 
objectionable odors. 

 
c) Health Impacts: Project related health impacts should be evaluated to determine if 

emissions of toxic air contaminants (TAC) will pose a significant health risk to nearby 
sensitive receptors. TACs are defined as air pollutants that which may cause or 
contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose a hazard 
to human health. The most common source of TACs can be attributed to diesel 
exhaust fumes that are emitted from both stationary and mobile sources. Health 
impacts may require a detailed health risk assessment (HRA). 
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Prior to conducting an HRA, an applicant may perform a prioritization on all sources 
of emissions to determine if it is necessary to conduct an HRA. A prioritization is a 
screening tool used to identify projects that may have significant health impacts. If 
the project has a prioritization score of 1.0 or more, the project has the potential to 
exceed the District’s significance threshold for health impacts of 10 in a million and 
an HRA should be performed.  
 
If an HRA is to be performed, it is recommended that the project proponent contact 
the District to review the proposed modeling approach. The project would be 
considered to have a significant health risk if the HRA demonstrates that project 
related health impacts would exceed the District’s significance threshold of 10 in a 
million. 
 
More information on TACs, prioritizations and HRAs can be obtained by: 

• E-mailing inquiries to: hramodeler@valleyair.org; or  

• Visiting the District’s website at:  

http://www.valleyair.org/busind/pto/Tox_Resources/AirQualityMonitoring.htm. 
 
2) In addition to the discussions on potential impacts identified above, the District 

recommends the EIR also include the following discussions: 
 

a) A discussion of the methodology, model assumptions, inputs and results used in 
characterizing the project’s impact on air quality. To comply with CEQA requirements 
for full disclosure, the District recommends that the modeling outputs be provided as 
appendices to the EIR. The District further recommends that the District be provided 
with an electronic copy of all input and output files for all modeling. 

 
b) A discussion of the components and phases of the project and the associated 

emission projections, including ongoing emissions from each previous phase. 
 

c) A discussion of project design elements and mitigation measures, including 
characterization of the effectiveness of each mitigation measure incorporated into 
the project. 

 
d) A discussion of whether the project would result in a cumulatively considerable net 

increase of any criteria pollutant or precursor for which the San Joaquin Valley Air 
Basin is in non-attainment. More information on the District’s attainment status can 
be found online by visiting the District's website at:  

http://valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. 
 
District Rules and Regulations 
 
3) The proposed project may be subject to District rules and regulations, including: 

Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), and Rule 4641 
(Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations). In 
the event an existing building will be renovated, partially demolished or removed, the 
project may be subject to District Rule 4002 (National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants). 
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4) Based on information provided, the proposed project would equal or exceed the relevant 
District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review) applicability threshold of 9,000 square feet. 
Therefore, the District concludes that the proposed project is subject to District Rule 
9510. 

 
Any applicant subject to District Rule 9510 is required to submit an Air Impact 
Assessment (AIA) application to the District no later than applying for final discretionary 
approval, and to pay any applicable off-site mitigation fees before issuance of the first 
building permit. If approval of the subject project constitutes the last discretionary 
approval by your agency, the District recommends that demonstration of compliance 
with District Rule 9510, including payment of all applicable fees before issuance of the 
first building permit, be made a condition of project approval. Information about how to 
comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at: 
http://www.valleyair.org/ISR/ISRHome.htm. 

 

5) The above list of rules is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. To identify other District rules 
or regulations that apply to this project or to obtain information about District permit 
requirements, the applicant is strongly encouraged to contact the District’s Small 
Business Assistance (SBA) Office at (559) 230-5888. Current District rules can be found 
online at the District’s website at:  

www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm. 
 
The District recommends that a copy of the District’s comments be provided to the project 
proponent. If you have any questions or require further information, please call Sharla Yang 
at (559) 230-5934. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
David Warner 
Director of Permit Services 
 

 
For Arnaud Marjollet 
Permit Services Manager 
 
DW: sy 
 
cc: File 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.1 Location 
The Fresno Municipal Flood Control District (District) encompasses the area generally located in 
the north-central portion of Fresno County between the San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The 
District service area consists of approximately 400 square miles and extends from the 
agricultural lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the Sierra Nevada to an elevation of 
approximately 4,500 feet above sea level. The District service area includes most of the Clovis-
Fresno metropolitan area, and unincorporated lands to the east and northeast. Figure 1-1 is a 
regional location map that illustrates the District service area in relation to the cities of Clovis 
and Fresno, and Fresno County. 

1.2 Project Description 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, a distinction is 
made between flood control and local drainage services. The flood control program relates to 
the control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor from 
the eastern streams. The local drainage program relates to the collection and safe disposal of 
stormwater runoff generated within the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. 
Collectively, these facilities comprise the 2016 District Services Plan (Plan).  

The District’s major programs and service responsibilities are described in the Plan update and 
in the 2007 Master EIR; both documents are incorporated by reference. The major programs 
and service responsibilities remain unchanged with the adoption of the Plan update. Under the 
Plan update, and in conformance with the programs and service responsibilities of the District, 
the construction of several new projects and improvements, as well as the ongoing operation 
and maintenance of the existing and future projects, is proposed. The subsequent projects 
primarily consist of basin expansions, new basin locations, and new and expanded drainage 
areas and construction of new pipeline distribution infrastructure. Appendix A provides a 
detailed listing of all the projects included within the update to the Plan. Figure 1-1 illustrates the 
location of the proposed subsequent projects proposed under the Plan update. 
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Figure 1-1. Project Area Map 
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Chapter 2 Existing Conditions 

2.1 Climate and Meteorology of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
The meteorological station that monitors the temperature nearest to the project site is the 
Fresno WSO AP station (Station 043257) (Western Regional Climate Center 2016). The 
monthly average temperatures recorded between 1948 and 2015 at this station range from 
37.6° F in January to 98.3°F in July. The annual average temperature for this station is 63.45° 
F. December, January, and February are typically the coldest months in this area. Most of the 
annual rainfall in the project area occurs between December and March, with an average of 
approximately 11 inches a year in Fresno. There is an average of 0.07 inches of snowfall during 
the winter months. 

2.2 Predominant Air Pollutants in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
and Ambient Monitoring Concentrations in the Project Vicinity 

The pollutants of greatest importance in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (Basin) are described 
in this section. This section provides a description of the physical properties of the pollutant, its 
impact on health and other effects, the sources of the pollutant, and the ambient air quality 
standards that have been developed to limit its exposure to the public.  

Ambient air quality standards have been set by both the federal and State governments to 
protect public health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. Pollutants for which 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) have been set are often referred to as criteria air pollutants. These health-based 
pollutant standards are reviewed on a legally-prescribed frequency and revised as new health 
and welfare effects data warrant. Each standard is based on a specific averaging time over 
which the concentration is measured. Different averaging times are based upon protection of 
short-term, high dosage effects or longer-term, low dosage effects. NAAQS may be exceeded 
no more than once per year; CAAQS are not to be exceeded.  

Ambient air quality in Fresno County is monitored at six permanent air monitoring stations 
operated by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). The monitoring station with the most 
extensive history of monitored data is at the Fresno – Garland monitoring station. Air quality 
measurements taken at this station are presented in Table 2-1.  

2.2.1 Ozone 
Ozone (O3) is the main component of photochemical smog and is a principal cause of lung and 
eye irritation in an urban environment. It is formed in the atmosphere through a series of 
reactions involving hydrocarbons and nitrogen oxides (NOx) in the presence of sunlight. 

Table 2-1 shows that the federal 8-hour ozone NAAQS of 0.070 parts per million (ppm) has 
been exceeded numerous times within the last five years at the Fresno - Garland monitoring 
station but has shown a decreasing trend in the number of days that exceed the ozone ambient 
air quality standard. The highest 8-hour concentration was 0.098 ppm in 2013.  The data 
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presented in the table show that the CAAQS 1-hour average exceeded the 0.09 ppm standard 
for the last three monitored years. 

2.2.2 Particulate Matter 
Particulate matter includes both aerosols and solid particles of a wide range of size and 
composition. Of particular concern are those particles 10 microns and smaller (i.e., PM10) and 
particles less than or equal to 2.5 microns (i.e., PM2.5). The size of the particulate matter is 
referenced to the aerodynamic diameter of the particulate. The principal health effect of airborne 
particulate matter is on the respiratory system.  

Particulates in the air are caused by a combination of: 

• Windblown fugitive dust or road dust;  
• Particles emitted from combustion sources (usually carbon particles); and,  
• Organic, sulfate, and nitrate aerosols formed in the air from emitted hydrocarbons, and 

oxides of sulfur (SOX), and nitrogen (NOX). 

Particulate Matter <10 Microns 
Particulate matter with a diameter size equal to or less than 10 microns is referred to as PM10. 
PM10 is the largest size particle that can typically enter the lungs without getting caught in the 
nasal passages and contributes to increased respiratory disease, lung damage, cancer, and 
premature death. PM10 can also contribute to reduced visibility. In 1987, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) adopted standards for PM10 and phased out the total suspended 
particulate standards that had been in effect until then.  

Background PM10 data for the Fresno - Garland Station are provided in Table 2-1 above. The 
PM10 data show that the 24-hour average CAAQS of 50 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3) is 
consistently exceeded at the Fresno - Garland Station (between 51-87days per year, with a 
maximum concentration of 103.2 µg/m3 in 2013). In the past three years, the federal 24-hour 
average PM10 NAAQS of 150 µg/m3 has not been exceeded at the Fresno - Garland Station.  

Fine Particulate Matter <2.5 Microns 
Fine particulates (PM2.5) come from fuel combustion in motor vehicles and industrial sources, 
residential and agricultural burning, and from the reaction of NOX, SOX, and organic compounds. 
Fine particulates are referred to as PM2.5, having a diameter equal to or less than 2.5 microns. 
The potential adverse health effects are the same as PM10, except these particles can enter 
deeper into the lungs and cause greater lung impairment, especially in at-risk individuals.   

The PM2.5 data in Table 2-1 show that the federal 24-hour average (98th percentile) NAAQS of 
35 µg/m3 was exceeded consistently within the past three years at the Fresno - Garland Station. 
The 24-hour standard is attained when 98% of the daily concentrations averaged over three 
years are equal to or less than the standard.  
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Table 2-1: Ambient Air Quality at the Fresno-Garland Air Monitoring Station 

Calendar 
Year 

CO O3  PM10
  PM2.5

  NO2
  

Max 
1-hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Numbe
r 

of 
Days 

Exceed
ed 

Max 
8-

hour 
Con

c. 
(pp
m) 

Numbe
r 

of Days 
Exceed

ed 

Max 
1-

hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Numb
er 
of 

Days 
Excee

ded 

Max 
8-

hour 
Conc. 
(ppm) 

Numb
er 
of 

Days 
Excee

ded 

Max 
24-

hour 
Conc

. 
(µg/
m3) 

Numb
er 
of 

Days 
Excee

ded 

Max 
24-

hour 
Conc. 
(µg/m

3) 

Numb
er 
of 

Days 
Excee

ded 

Max 
Annual 
Conc. 

(µg/m3) 

Max 
1-

hour 
Conc

. 
(ppb) 

Numb
er 
of 

Days 
Excee

ded 

Max 
Annual 
Conc. 
(ppb) 

Federal 
Standards 

35 ppm / 1-hour 9 ppm / 8-hour -- 
0.070 ppm / 8-

hour 
150 µg/m3 / 24-

hour 
35 µg/m3 / 24-

hour 

12 µg/m3 

/ annual 
AM 

100 ppb / 1-hour 
53 ppb / 

annual AM 

2015 ND ND ND ND 0.114 0 0.098 24 109.3 0 75.2 20 14.3 49.7 0 ND 

2014 ND ND ND ND 0.112 0 0.094 29 120.1 0 94.6 34 15.1 59.5 0 ND 

2013 ND ND ND ND 0.103 0 0.093 17 132.7 0 99.6 42 16.7 60.3 0 ND 

State Standards 20 ppm / 1-hour 9 ppm / 8-hour 
0.09 ppm / 1-

hour 
0.070 ppm / 8-

hour 
50 µg/m3 / 24-

hour 
-- 

12 µg/m3 

/ annual 
AM 

180 ppb / 1-hour 
30 ppb / 

annual AM 

2015 ND ND ND ND 0.114 12 0.098 41 105.3 51 75.2 ND 14.5 49 0 10 

2014 ND ND ND ND 0.112 16 0.094 57 127.3 87 97.7 ND 16.4 59 0 12 

2013 ND ND ND ND 0.103 6 0.093 30 136.9 60 103.2 ND 17.1 60 0 13 

 
Sources: Compiled by AECOM in 2016 
 
Notes: 
Con. – Concentration  
AM - Arithmetic Mean 
ND – No data available from CARB 
µg/m3 – micrograms per cubic meter 
ppm – parts per million 
ppb – parts per billion 

Data are from the Fresno-Garland Monitoring Station. 

 

The annual PM2.5 data are also presented in Table 2-1. The annual arithmetic mean 
concentrations are all above the PM2.5 CAAQS of 12 µg/m3. The maximum annual arithmetic 
mean concentration recorded at the Fresno - Garland Station was 17.1 µg/m3 in 2013, which is 
above the federal annual PM2.5 NAAQS of 12 µg/m3. 

2.2.3 Carbon Monoxide 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless and odorless gas, which, in the urban environment, is 
associated primarily with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. Peak CO 
levels typically occur during winter months due to a combination of higher emission rates and 
stagnant weather conditions. CO combines with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the 
amount of oxygen that can be circulated through the body. High CO concentrations can lead to 
headaches, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and impairment of central nervous system 
functions. CO concentrations can vary greatly over comparatively short distances. Relatively 
high concentrations are typically found at or near ground level at crowded intersections along 
heavily used roadways carrying slow moving traffic. Even under the most severe meteorological 
and traffic conditions, high concentrations of CO are limited to locations within a relatively short 
distance (i.e., 90 to 185 meters) of heavily traveled roadways.  
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The data in Table 2-1 present CO averages for the Fresno - Garland Station. CO 
measurements are not recorded at any of the six stations monitored by CARB within Fresno 
County.  

2.2.4 Nitrogen Oxides 
Nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions from vehicular sources are some of the precursors in the 
formation of ozone and secondary particulate matter. Ozone and aerosol particulate matter are 
formed through a series of photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Because the reactions 
are slow and occur as the pollutants are diffusing downwind, elevated ozone levels are often 
found many miles from the source of precursor emissions. NOX and the corresponding ground-
level O3 can provoke lung irritation and lung damage.  

NOX emissions are primarily generated from the combustion of fuels. Nitrogen oxides include 
nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). NO2 is listed as a criteria pollutant because NO 
converts to NO2 in the atmosphere over time and is the more toxic of the two. Background NO2 
data from the Fresno - Garland Station are provided in Table 2-1, above.   

As shown in this table, the maximum annual average NO2 levels comply with the NAAQS of 53 
ppb. This limit has not been exceeded in the project area in the last three years. The maximum 
annual concentration was 60 ppb in 2013. The data in the Table also show that maximum 1-
hour average NO2 levels comply with the CAAQS of 180 ppb. This limit also has not been 
exceeded in the project area in the last three years. 

2.3 Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin 
The criteria air pollutants within air basins are assessed relative to the attainment of both the 
California and Federal ambient air quality standards. Table 2-2, State and Federal Priority 
Pollutant Attainment Status for the SJVAPCD lists the air quality attainment status.   

There are three terms used to describe whether an air basin is exceeding or meeting Federal 
and State standards: attainment, nonattainment, and unclassified. Air basins that do not meet 
the standards shown in Table 2-2 are designated as nonattainment areas. Attainment areas are 
those with air quality that meet or are better than the standards. The determination of whether 
an area meets the State and Federal standards is based on air quality monitoring data. Some 
areas are unclassified, which means no monitoring data are available. Unclassified areas are 
typically treated as being in attainment. Because the attainment/nonattainment designation is 
pollutant-specific, an area may be designated as nonattainment for one pollutant and attainment 
for another. Similarly, because the State and Federal standards differ, an area could be 
designated as attainment for the Federal standards of a pollutant and as nonattainment for the 
State standards of the same pollutant. Federally-designated nonattainment areas are classified 
as severe, serious, or moderate as a function of deviation from standards. As seen in Table 2-2, 
the SJVAB is in a state of nonattainment federal standards for O3 and PM2.5 but in attainment 
for PM10. The area is also in nonattainment for the State standards for O3, PM10 and PM2.5. 
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Table 2-2 State and Federal Priority Pollutant Attainment Status for the SJVAB 

Conformity Federal  State 
Ozone (O3)  8-hour Nonattainment - Extreme Nonattainment 
Ozone (O3)  1-hour No Federal standard Nonattainment – Severe 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 
Particulate Matter <10 
Microns(PM10) 

Attainment Nonattainment 

Particulate Matter <2.5 
Microns (PM2.5) 

Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 
Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) No federal standard Unclassified 
Lead (Particulate) No Designation/Classification Attainment 
Vinyl Chloride No Federal standard Attainment 
Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 
Visibly Reducing Particles No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Source: SJVAPCD http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. Accessed May 2016. 

2.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as GHGs, play a critical role in determining 
the earth’s surface temperature. A portion of the solar radiation that enters the earth’s 
atmosphere is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and a smaller portion of this radiation is 
reflected back toward space. Infrared radiation is absorbed by GHGs; as a result, infrared 
radiation released from the earth that otherwise would have escaped back into space is instead 
“trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon, known as the 
“greenhouse effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable climate on Earth. GHGs are 
present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural and anthropogenic sources, and 
are formed from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere.  

Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to 
trap heat in the atmosphere relative to CO2. The GWP of a GHG is based on several factors, 
including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length of time (i.e., 
lifetime) that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The reference gas for 
GWP is CO2; therefore, CO2 has a GWP of 1. The other main GHGs that have been attributed 
to human activity include CH4, which has a GWP of 28, and N2O, which has a GWP of 265 
(IPCC 2013). For example, 1 ton of CH4 has the same contribution to the greenhouse effect as 
approximately 28 tons of CO2. GHGs with lower emissions rates than CO2 may still contribute to 
climate change, because they are more effective at absorbing outgoing infrared radiation than 
CO2 (i.e., high GWP). The concept of CO2-equivalents (CO2e) is used to account for the 
different GWP potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation. GHG emissions are typically 
measured in terms of pounds or tons of CO2 equivalents (CO2e), and are often expressed in 
metric tons of CO2 equivalents (MTCO2e). 
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The following are the principal GHG pollutants that contribute to climate change and their 
emission sources: 

• Carbon Dioxide: CO2 enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, 
natural gas, and coal), solid waste, trees, and wood products, and also as a result of 
other chemical reactions. 

• Methane: CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. 
Methane emissions also result from livestock and other agricultural practices and by the 
decay of organic waste in municipal solid waste landfills. 

• Nitrous Oxide: N2O is produced by both natural and human-related sources. Primary 
human-related sources of N2O are agricultural soil management, sewage treatment, 
mobile and stationary combustion of fossil fuel, adipic acid production, and nitric acid 
production. N2O is also produced naturally from a wide variety of biological sources in 
soil and water, particularly microbial action in wet tropical forests.  

• Fluorinated gases: These gases are typically emitted in smaller quantities, but because 
they are potent greenhouse gases, they are sometimes called High Global Warming 
Potential (HGWP) gases. These HGWP gases include: 

o CFCs: These GHGs are used for refrigeration, air conditioning, packaging, 
insulation, solvents, or aerosol propellants.  

o PFCs: PFCs are emitted as by-products of industrial processes and are also 
used in manufacturing.  

o SF6: This is a strong GHG used primarily as an insulator in electrical 
transmission and distribution systems.  

o HCFCs: These have been introduced as temporary replacements for CFCs and 
are also GHGs. 

o HFCs: These were introduced as alternatives to ozone-depleting substances in 
serving many industrial, commercial, and personal needs. HFCs are GHGs 
emitted as by-products of industrial processes and are also used in 
manufacturing. 

These GHGs are not monitored at local air pollution monitoring stations and do not represent a 
direct impact to human health. Rather, GHGs generated at local levels contribute to global 
concentrations of GHGs, which are considered by scientists to result in changes to the climate 
and environment. 
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Chapter 3 Regulatory Setting 

3.1 Criteria Pollutants 
Federal  

The primary legislation that governs Federal air quality regulations is the Clean Air Act 
Amendments of 1990. The act delegates primary responsibility for clean air to the EPA. The 
EPA develops rules and regulations to preserve and improve air quality and delegates specific 
responsibilities to State and local agencies. Under the act, the EPA has established the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for seven potential air pollutants: carbon monoxide 
(CO), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5), sulfur dioxide 
(SO2), and lead (Pb). The purpose of the NAAQS is two-tiered: primarily, to protect public 
health, and secondarily, to prevent degradation to the environment (i.e., impairment of visibility, 
damage to vegetation and property). 

State  

Certain cities in California have consistently had some of the worst levels of air pollution within 
the country and, as such, the State of California established its own California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (CAAQS). CARB, which is part of the Cal EPA regulatory agency, develops 
air quality regulations at the State level. The State regulations mirror Federal regulations by 
establishing industry-specific pollution controls for criteria, toxic, and nuisance pollutants. 
California also requires that plans and strategies for attaining State ambient air quality 
standards as set forth in the California Clean Air Act of 1988 be developed throughout the State. 
The CARB is also responsible for developing motor emissions standards for California vehicles. 

Local 

The proposed Project is located in the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District (SJVAPCD), which administers air quality regulations developed at the Federal, State, 
and local levels. The regulations that pertain to the proposed Project relate to fugitive dust and 
asphalt emissions and are included within Section 5, Mitigation Measures. 

3.2 Climate Change 
Federal 

Climate change and GHG reduction is also a concern at the federal level. In December 2009, 
EPA Administrator signed a final action under Section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act which 
identified that six GHGs constitute a threat to public health and welfare1. These included 
endangerment findings which established that the current and projected concentrations of the 
six key greenhouse gases that threaten the public health and welfare of current and future 
generations. In addition, there was also a cause or contribute finding that stated that combined 
emissions of these greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle engines 

                                                 
1 Federal Register, Volume 74, No. 239, December 15, 2009, Rules and Regulations. 
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contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and welfare. These 
findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.  However, 
this action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s greenhouse gas emission standards for light-
duty vehicles, whereby the EPA and the Department of Transportation’s National Highway 
Safety Administration issued a joint final rule on May 7, 2010.   

The EPA has issued the Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases Rule, effective December 
29, 2009.  Under the rule, suppliers of fossil fuels or industrial GHGs, manufacturers of vehicles 
and engines, and facilities that emit 25,000 metric tons or more per year of GHG emissions, are 
required to submit annual reports to EPA.  The Proposed Project does not fall under any of 
these categories required to report annual GHG emissions.   

On August 3, 2015, President Obama and the EPA published the Clean Power Plan which 
identifies steps to reduce carbon pollution and a transition to clean energy production.  
Stationary sources of GHG emissions are required to comply with the Greenhouse Gas 
Reporting Program for large emission sources for a range of industry sectors as well as defining 
when permits under the New Source Review (NSR), Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD), and Title V Operating are required2. 

The Interagency Climate Change Adaptation Task Force published the National Action Plan – 
Priorities for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate on October 2011. This 
National Action Plan discusses the effects of climate change on freshwater resources and the 
adaptation measures that address water supplies, protection of human life, health and property 
as well as protection of water quality and aquatic ecosystems.  

California  

California’s has launched major initiatives for reducing GHG emissions. California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air 
pollution control programs in California and for implementing the California Clean Air Act (CAA). 

Assembly Bill 1493 

Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 requires CARB to develop and implement regulations to reduce 
automobile and light truck GHG emissions. These stricter emissions standards were designed 
to apply to automobiles and light trucks beginning with model year 2009. In June 2009, the EPA 
Administrator granted a CAA waiver of preemption to California. This waiver allowed California 
to implement its own GHG emissions standards for motor vehicles beginning with model year 
2009. California agencies worked with federal agencies to conduct joint rulemaking to reduce 
GHG emissions for passenger car model years 2017 to 2025. 

Executive Order S-3-05 

                                                 
2 Federal Register, Standards of Performance for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from New Stationary Sources: Electric 
Utility Generating Units, January 8, 2014. https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/01/08/2013-
28668/standards-of-performance-for-greenhouse-gas-emissions-from-new-stationary-sources-electric-utility.  
Accessed on July 2, 2014. 

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/01/08/2013-28668/standards-of-performance-for-greenhouse-gas-emissions-from-new-stationary-sources-electric-utility
https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/01/08/2013-28668/standards-of-performance-for-greenhouse-gas-emissions-from-new-stationary-sources-electric-utility
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Executive Order S-3-05, signed in June 2005, proclaimed that California is vulnerable to the 
impacts of climate change. Executive Order S-3-05 declared that increased temperatures could 
reduce the Sierra Nevada’s snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and 
potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, the executive order 
established total GHG emissions targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 
level by 2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80% below the 1990 level by 2050. 

Assembly Bill 32 

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32; 
California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq.). AB 32 further details 
and puts into law the mid-term GHG reduction target established in Executive Order S-3-05: 
reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. AB 32 also identifies CARB as the state agency 
responsible for the design and implementation of emissions limits, regulations, and other 
measures to meet the target. 

In December 2008, CARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan), which 
contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve the required GHG reductions 
required by AB 32 (CARB 2008). The Scoping Plan also includes CARB-recommended GHG 
reductions for each emissions sector of California’s GHG inventory. CARB further 
acknowledges that decisions about how land is used will have large impacts on the GHG 
emissions that will result from the transportation, housing, industry, forestry, water, agriculture, 
electricity, and natural gas emissions sectors. 

CARB is required to update the Scoping Plan at least once every 5 years to evaluate progress 
and develop future inventories that may guide this process. CARB approved the first update to 
the Climate Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework in June 2014 (CARB 2014). The 
Scoping Plan update includes a status of the 2008 Scoping Plan measures and other federal, 
state, and local efforts to reduce GHG emissions in California, and potential actions to further 
reduce GHG emissions by 2020. The Scoping Plan Update determined that the State is on 
schedule to achieve the 2020 target (i.e., 1990 levels by 2020). However, an accelerated 
reduction in GHG emissions is required to achieve the S-3-05 2050 reduction target of 80 
percent below 1990 levels by 2050.  

The statewide measures adopted under the direction of AB 32, and as outlined in the Scoping 
Plan, would reduce GHG emissions associated with existing development, as well as new 
development. CARB released a Proposed Scoping Plan Update, which establishes a proposed 
framework of action for California to reduce statewide emissions by 40 percent by 2030 
compared to 1990 levels (CARB 2017).  

Senate Bill 32 

Senate Bill 32 (SB 32) extends the provisions of AB 32 from 2020 to 2030 with a new target of 
40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The companion bill, AB 197, adds two non-voting 
members to the ARB, creates the Joint Legislative Committee on Climate Change Policies 
consisting of at least three Senators and three Assembly members, requires additional annual 
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reporting of emissions, and requires Scoping Plan updates to include alternative compliance 
mechanisms for each statewide reduction measure, along with market-based compliance 
mechanisms and potential incentives.  

Executive Order S-1-07 

Executive Order S-1-07, which was signed by then California governor Arnold Schwarzenegger 
in 2007, proclaims that the transportation sector is the main source of GHG emissions in 
California. Executive Order S-1-07 establishes a goal that the carbon intensity of transportation 
fuels sold in California should be reduced by a minimum of 10% by 2020. CARB adopted the 
low carbon fuel standard (LCFS) on April 23, 2009. CARB is currently considering re-adoption of 
an updated LCFS in 2015. 

Senate Bill 97 

Senate Bill (SB) 97 required the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research to develop 
recommended amendments to the CEQA Guidelines for addressing GHG emissions. The 
amendments became effective on March 18, 2010. 

Senate Bill 375 

SB 375, signed in September 2008, aligns regional transportation planning efforts, regional 
GHG reduction targets, and land use and housing allocation. SB 375 requires Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs) to adopt a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS), which will 
prescribe land use allocation in that MPO’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). CARB adopted 
regional GHG targets for passenger vehicles and light trucks for 2020 and 2035 for the 18 
MPOs in California. If combination of measures in the SCS would not meet the regional targets, 
the MPO must prepare a separate “alternative planning strategy” to meet the targets. 

Executive Order B-30-15 

In April 2015, Governor Edmund Brown issued an executive order establishing a statewide 
GHG reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The emission reduction target 
acts as an interim goal between the AB 32 goal (i.e., achieve 1990 emission levels by 2020) and 
Governor Brown’s Executive Order S-03-05 goal of reducing statewide emissions 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050.  

2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy 

The State of California published the 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, which 
summarizes climate change impacts and provides recommendations on strategies to adapt to 
its effects. The strategies cover seven sectors which include public health, biodiversity and 
habitat, oceans and coastal resources, water, agriculture, forestry, and transportation and 
energy. In 2014, the California Natural Resources Agency published an update to this plan 
called Safeguarding California: Reducing Climate Risk. This document provides policy guidance 
on the preparation, prevention, and response to the effects of climate change. 
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Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
The overarching directive of the District is to prevent property damage, personal injury and to 
manage water for the long-term beneficial use. While these are the core directives, the District’s 
objectives also include environmental sensitivity and maximized public benefit through multiple 
use of District facilities.  The District’s activities related to environmental sensitivity result in 
benefits to air quality and climate change due to efficiencies in operation and planning facilities 
and infrastructure to adapt to the environment.  This adaptation to the environment is essential 
to the very purpose of the District which is to protect persons and property from flood damage. 
The following activities discusses those District activities that would benefit air quality and 
climate change. 

Demand Oriented Basin Development  
Flood control basins are normally excavated by private parties and agencies based on their 
demand for fill material used for offsite projects. Any individual may apply for a "Removal of 
Borrow Material Permit" provided they are adequately insured and equipped to properly 
excavate and grade a basin. The District reviews the permit application and collects a service 
charge based on the amount of material to be removed. The permittee must meet certain 
conditions in removing the material and must excavate and grade the basin to design 
specifications. The District oversees the work to ensure conformance with the permit. 

The practice of coordinating District excavation of flood control basins based on timing the 
demand for fill materials from developers acts to reduce air pollutant emissions that would have 
otherwise occurred without it.  This coordination of basin excavation materials serves two 
purposes with one step.  First, it meets the developer’s offsite demand for fill materials and 
secondly, it meets the District’s need for development of flood control basins.  Thus, the 
development of flood control basins and provision of fill materials for other projects is achieved 
with one set of excavation activities.  This coordinated activity prevents additional GHG 
emissions that may have otherwise occurred without the District’s coordination.  

Storm Drain Gravity Flow 
The storm drainage system pipelines were designed to operate by gravity flow. Runoff flows 
enter the pipeline system at drainage inlets and are transmitted by gravity to the downstream 
terminus. That terminus may be a retention basin, a pump station or the San Joaquin River.  
Use of gravity flows for storm drains is intentional to minimize energy consumption and its 
associated air pollutant emissions. 

Interties and Canal System 
The local stormwater drainage system consists of interconnected surface conveyances, storm 
drains, retention basins, pump stations, and outfalls which discharge to groundwater, irrigation 
canals, creeks, and the San Joaquin River. The system is designed to retain and infiltrate as 
much runoff as possible into the underlying groundwater aquifer. At present, the local drainage 
service area is subdivided into 165 relatively small drainage areas (approximately one to two 
square miles each). The vast majority of these areas drain to a retention basin. 



Fresno Municipal Flood Control Distr ict Master Plan 

3-6 | Page A i r  Q u a l i t y  I m p a c t  A n a l y s i s  
 May 2017 

The Cities of Fresno and Clovis have separate, single purpose recharge facilities in addition to 
contracted capacity in the District facilities. However, the combined facilities of these Cities, the 
Fresno Irrigation District (FID), and District basins that are currently connected to the surface 
water delivery system are insufficient to recharge all of the Cities' surface water entitlements. 
Additional facilities connecting basins to canals, called "interties," are constructed each year. In 
1984, surface water was delivered for recharge to 27 District basins. As of 2016, 79 were 
intertied to the canal system and are available to accept recharge deliveries. Staff works with a 
series of valves that control movement of water between facilities, and determines how each is 
to be positioned for different operations. There are over 350 valves scattered throughout Fresno 
and Clovis. 

These interties and canals act to balance drainage capacity throughout the system as well as 
coordinate water flows from other flood control districts.  The development of interties assists in 
handling flood events that may occur as a result of increased flood risk associated with climate 
change.  Reduction in flood damage through the development of flood control infrastructure is a 
preventative measure that results in the protection of lives and public property.  These 
preventative measures produces less GHG emissions as compared to GHG emissions that 
would be generated by the potential extensive reconstruction of flood damaged areas. 

Telemetry 
The construction of telemetry systems, permanent electrical pump stations and gravity relief 
systems considerably reduced the outside resources needed to manage the December 
2010/January 2011 storms. During the March-April 2006 storms the District utilized 25 portable 
pumps. During the 2011 storm event which produced almost a quarter-inch more rainfall in 24 
less days than the March-April 2006 storms, a total of 17 portable pumps were utilized. Thus, 
the District managed more rainfall runoff within fewer days with less need for portable pumps. 
This reduction in portable pumps results in less air pollutant emissions as compared to 
permanent electrical pump stations, the use of gravity relief systems, and telemetry. Currently 
there are 70 urban basins and eight rural facilities tied into the telemetry system. Telemetry 
systems allow for monitoring and control of remote pump stations from the office base station.  
The telemetry station also reduces energy consumption and emissions by eliminating many of 
the trips by rural field technicians to inspect and operate rural pump stations.  

New technology, major infrastructure improvement within the metropolitan area, and the 
construction of major facilities such as Fancher Creek Dam, Fancher Creek Detention Basin, 
Red Bank Detention Basin, increasing the storage capacity of Dry Creek and the 
implementation of telemetry systems within the FID and FMFCD systems that provide 
information instantaneously have substantially improved the management of storm waters. The 
benefits of the improvements are made evident by the minimal amount of flooding problems that 
have occurred in this area during the most recent wet years. Continued use of telemetry 
systems will assist with reducing emissions generated by vehicle trips by rural field technicians, 
reduced emissions from more polluting portable pumps as well as reduce the potential for 
flooding exacerbated by climate change by providing real-time monitoring of facilities and 
instantaneous control of flood control facilities. 
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Recreational Opportunities and Open Space 
The primary function of District stormwater basins is the capture and control of stormwater and 
urban runoff. However, to the maximum extent possible, basins are designed and developed for 
secondary public uses. These secondary uses are groundwater replenishment (recharge) and 
recreation uses. There are presently 25 sites used jointly for recreation. Some are simply open 
green space, others have play equipment, baseball diamonds, or soccer fields, and two are 
award-winning parks designed to be fully accessible by visitors of varying physical abilities. The 
secondary use of stormwater basins as recreation uses is beneficial for reducing climate change 
impacts due to vegetative carbon storage for open space as well as meeting recreational needs 
locally. 

Groundwater Recharge Basins 
The District’s retention and detention basins are designed and operated to retain as much 
stormwater as possible, minimizing discharges to receiving waters and maximizing percolation 
to groundwater. The system design standard provides for the retention of runoff generated by 
six inches of rainfall at a two-year intensity. Once captured in a basin, stormwater is allowed to 
percolate to groundwater, unless the flood control capacity remaining in the basin is less than 
that needed to store runoff. If additional storage capacity is needed, stormwater is discharged to 
other basins, canals, creeks, and the San Joaquin River. The District usually discharges into the 
Fresno Irrigation District system so the water can be used for agricultural purposes. 

The District estimates that on the average, approximately 26,000 acre-feet of stormwater is 
recharged in the local storm drainage system each year. This volume varies greatly depending 
on the amount of rainfall in a season and the distribution of storm events over time. Further, as 
urbanization continues and more elements of the District's system become operational, the 
volume of stormwater captured and recharged increases. Eighty-eight District basins are 
contracted for groundwater recharge. 

District flood control reservoirs and basins in the rural areas are currently operated primarily as 
detention facilities to reduce peak flows. These facilities are also authorized for use in 
recharging groundwater aquifers. This purpose can be achieved through: 1) percolation at the 
reservoir or basin site; 2) through slowly releasing water into downstream channels, allowing 
water to infiltrate along the streambeds; and 3) diverting captured waters to other recharge 
facilities. The District has a joint water rights application with the Cities of Fresno and Clovis on 
file with the State Water Resources Control Board that would secure the right to retain storm 
flows for recharge. Water rights, the integrity of the facilities' flood control function, potential 
downstream impacts, and other issues must be addressed before the District modifies its 
operations to accommodate such recharge activities. 

Described in the California Water Plan as “an extensive network of storm water retention basins 
that not only recharges more than 70 percent of the annual storm water runoff and removes 
most conventional storm water pollutants, but also recharges excess Sierra snowmelt during the 
late spring and summer (27,000 acre-feet).” The design of the District’s system is unique in that 
the 185-square mile urban area is divided into 158 drainage areas, each roughly one to two 
square-miles, with a stormwater basin to capture the stormwater runoff from within that area.  
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“LID (Low Impact Development) is a system of techniques that minimize or altogether eliminate 
the amount of runoff…” that is wasted into streams and channels3. The District’s urban drainage 
system is cited as remarkable in the Western Water Magazines story explanation of LID 
because it employs LID principles on a regional, watershed wide basis. Rather than minimizing 
stormwater runoff from individual lots, the system minimizes runoff from the entire community, 
and captures and uses the water instead of releasing it and losing it for future use. 

The storage capacity provided by stormwater basins is critically important not only to stormwater 
management and flood prevention, but also to the local groundwater recharge program. The 
District’s contribution to community-wide, multi-agency groundwater recharge efforts is roughly 
54,000 acre-feet per year of stormwater and surface water delivered by Fresno Irrigation 
District’s canal system.  

Fresno relies on wells which draw from the groundwater aquifer for roughly 85% of its water 
deliveries, and Clovis, for roughly 74%. This need for groundwater makes its management and 
replenishment important functions of local government. 

The stormwater basin design allows for efficient capture and retention of any water that falls 
upon the streets in Fresno and Clovis, whether it is stormwater or landscape irrigation 
overflows. Many other cities in California release their stormwater into rivers and the Pacific 
Ocean, rather than developing infrastructure to provide groundwater recharge and make the 
water available for public use. Cities in southern California in particular are looking at 
stormwater as a new water resource management tool.  

The capture of stormwater flows results in a reduced need to import water.  Importing water into 
the region results in energy consumption needed to pump/transport water and leads to greater 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  In addition, climate change is expected to locally increase 
temperatures and decrease water availability due to reductions in the water stored in the 
snowpack and glaciers of the Sierra Nevada Mountains. Losses to the surface area of the 
glaciers in the Sierra Nevada have ranged from 20-70 percent4. Measures, such as 
groundwater recharge basins, act to conserve water through its capture and availability for use 
locally for agriculture and potable consumption. As mentioned previously, Fresno relies on wells 
for 85% of water deliveries. Recharge of groundwater flows is essential to maintain the 
availability of well water and preclude the need for extensive pumping and the GHG emissions 
that would result from transport of water from other regions. 

Flood Control Infrastructure 
The District is committed to the prevention of personal injury and property damage related to 
floods. Climate change has the potential for exacerbating the potential for flood damage through 
precipitation falling as rain rather than snow in the winter due to warmer temperatures. 
California receives its largest and most intense storms in wintertime which coincides with the 
season of the most damaging floods. 

                                                 
3 Western Water Magazine, Sept./Oct. 2011. 
4 Indicators of Climate Change in California, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California 
Environmental Protection Agency, August 2013. 
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“These impacts will translate into real costs for California, including flood damage and flood 
control costs that could amount to several billion dollars in many regions such as the Central 
Valley, where urbanization and limited river channel capacity already exacerbate existing flood 
risks.”5 

“By about April 1, when most of the winter storms stop reaching California, flood risks generally 
decline considerably. At this time, reservoir managers change strategies and instead capture as 
much streamflow as possible to fill flood-control spaces so that as much water as possible will 
be in the reservoirs by summer when water demands are highest. This strategy works primarily 
because, during winter, the State’s snowpacks are holding copious amounts of the winter’s 
precipitation in the mountain watersheds, only releasing most of it to the manmade reservoirs 
after about April 1.”6 

Increasing temperatures associated with climate change is anticipated to reduce the State’s 
snowpacks which will disrupt this flood- and water-management strategy. As such, the 
expansion of the District’s flood control basins and infrastructure is necessary to adapt to the 
changes projected to occur from climate change.  Expansion of the flood control infrastructure 
would increase the capacity to handle the increasing severity of winter storms as well as 
increase the amount of infrastructure available for groundwater recharge.  Increasing the 
capacity to prevent flood damage is a preventative measure that would generate less GHG 
emissions from the construction of flood control infrastructure as compared to rebuilding wide-
spread areas that have been damaged by floods. In addition, development of groundwater 
recharging infrastructure would assist in maintaining the capacity to access local water sources 
thereby minimizing the GHG emissions that would occur from pumping and transport of water 
from other regions. 

  

                                                 
5 A Summary Report from: California Climate Change Center. Our Changing Climate: Assessing the Risks to 
California. Document No. CEC-500-2006-077. July 2006. http://www.energy.ca.gov/2006publications/CEC- 
500-2006-077/CEC-500-2006-077.PDF (accessed May 27, 2014) 
6 Indicators of Climate Change in California, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California 
Environmental Protection Agency, August 2013. 
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Chapter 4 Impact Assessment 

4.1 Methodology 
This air quality evaluation was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) to determine if significant air quality and or GHG impacts are 
likely to occur in conjunction with the type and scale of development associated with the 
proposed Project. SJVAPCD has published the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality 
Impacts (GAMAQI). This document provides assessment methodologies and CEQA 
significance thresholds to be used for projects occurring within the jurisdiction of the SJVAPCD. 
The analysis makes use of the most current version of California Emissions Estimator Model 
(CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.1. for determination of daily construction and operational 
emissions. 

4.2 Thresholds of Significance 
According to Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, a project would normally have a significant 
effect on the environment if the project would: 

Air Quality 

• Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 
• Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 

quality violation. 
• Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 

project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors). 

• Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 
• Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people. 

Greenhouse Gases 

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

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

4.2.1 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Thresholds 
The analysis of the proposed Project’s air quality impacts follows the guidance and 
methodologies recommended in SJVAPCD’s GAMAQI. CEQA allows for the significance criteria 
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district to be used 
to assess impacts of a project on air quality. SJVAPCD has established thresholds of 
significance for regional air quality emissions for construction activities and project operation. In 
addition to the daily thresholds listed below, projects are also subject to the NAAQS and 
CAAQS. 
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Regional Significance Thresholds 
The SJVAPCD has adopted regional construction and operational emissions thresholds to 
determine a project’s cumulative impact on air quality in the Basin. Table 4-1 lists SJVAPCD’s 
regional significance thresholds. Exceedance of these thresholds would constitute a significant 
air quality impact. 

Table 4-1: SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds 

Criteria 
Pollutant 

SJVAPCD 
Construction 

(tons/year) 
Operation 
(tons/year) 

CO 100 100 
NOX 10 10 
SOx 27 27 

PM2.5 15 15 
PM10 15 15 
ROG 10 10 

 
Source: SJVAPCD.  

CO Hotspots 
Localized CO impacts are determined based on the presence of congested intersections. The 
significance of localized project impacts depends on whether the proposed Project would cause 
substantial concentrations of CO. A project is considered to have significant impacts if project-
related mobile-source emissions result in an exceedance of the California one-hour and eight-
hour CO standards: 

• 1 hour = 20 parts per million 
• 8 hour = 9 parts per million 

 

Climate Change 
Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program 
which avoids or substantially reduces GHG emissions within the geographic area in which the 
project is located would be determined to have a less than significant individual and cumulative 
impact for GHG emissions. 

4.3 Construction Phase Impacts 
4.3.1 Excavation Volumes 
Construction activities would primarily include the excavation of soils to develop stormwater 
basins and water conveyance pipelines for stormwater control. During construction activities, 
emissions from heavy equipment exhaust and delivery trucks, and fugitive dust would be 
generated. The amount of construction emissions generated on a daily basis is dependent on 
the level of activity (e.g., quantity of construction equipment), duration of activity, and control 
measures implemented to reduce overall emissions. The District conducts grading and 
excavation activities at a rate commensurate with the market demand for fill material. As such, 
rates of excavation are dependent on market demand and are not predictable for a given year.  
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Excavation volumes from 2009-2013 are provided in Table 4-2 to show an order magnitude of 
historical excavation volumes. 

Table 4-2: Annual Excavation Volumes (cubic yards per year) 

Year Excavation Statistics 

2013 358,888  
2012 326,583  
2011 248,713 Minimum 
2010 510,555 Maximum 
2009 476,531  

Five Year Average 384,254 Average 
 Source: FMFCD provided annual excavation volumes. 

4.3.2 Regional Construction Emissions 
The proposed Project would result in additional excavation associated with the update of the 
District's Plan. The rate of excavation, as discussed previously, would be based on the market 
demand for fill material to support other non-related projects. The proposed Project would also 
involve additional pipeline construction. As such, the emissions related to the proposed Project 
would include excavation quantities associated with past demands (2009-2013) for excavated 
soils in addition to excavation volumes for projected pipeline construction. Because the volume 
of excavation would vary based on market demands, a minimum, maximum, and average 
quantity based on soil excavation from 2009 to 2013 and their associated emissions are 
provided for the evaluation of potential air-quality impacts related to construction activities. 

Short-term emissions for the proposed Project’s construction phase were modeled using the 
CalEEMod emissions inventory model. Construction related emissions were calculated on an 
annual basis for each construction phase and evaluated against the SJVAPCD's regional 
construction emissions thresholds. Emissions for the worst-case construction phase are 
compared against the SJVAPCD significance thresholds. Emissions associated with the 
proposed Project would result in emissions being below the SJVAPCD’s NOx and ROG 
thresholds for construction activities. As such, construction of components of the Plan update 
would not result in a significant air quality impact. The results of the CalEEMod modeling are 
shown in Table 4-3, and model output is included in Appendix B. 
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Table 4-3:  Regional Construction Emissions  

Construction Phase 
Criteria Pollutants (tons\year) 

ROG CO NOX SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Grading       

   Minimum Excavation 0.3 1.5 6.1 >0.1 0.4 0.1 

   Maximum Excavation 0.4 2.0 8.2 >0.1 0.5 0.2 

   Average Excavation 0.3 1.8 7.2 >0.1 0.4 0.2 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 100 10 27 15 15 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
 
Source:  CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM in 2017. 
 

4.3.3 Greenhouse Gases 
The excavation activities associated with the proposed project would result in GHG emissions 
which would contribute toward the cumulative global GHG inventory. GHG emissions 
associated with the project based on CalEEMod emissions inventory modeling are shown in 
Table 4-4. 

Table 4-4:  Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Construction 

Construction Phase GHG Emissions (MTCO2e\year) 

Grading  

   Minimum Excavation 361 

   Maximum Excavation 741 

   Average Excavation 558 
Source:  CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM in 2017. 

The SJVAPCD has published the “Guidance for Valley Land Use Agencies in Addressing GHG 
Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA”. This document provides the following 
principle and assessment methodology: 

Projects complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG 
mitigation program which avoids or substantially reduces GHG emissions within 
the geographic area in which the project is located would be determined to have a 
less than significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. Such 
plans or programs must be specified in law or approved by the lead agency with 
jurisdiction over the affected resource and supported by a CEQA compliant 
environmental review document adopted by the lead agency. Projects complying 
with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program would 
not be required to implement Best Performance Standards. 
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The primary source of GHG emissions from the proposed Project are due to on-road and off-
road equipment used in the development of flood control infrastructure. 

As discussed previously in Section 3.4, the District’s Master Plan would develop additional flood 
control infrastructure required to address potential flooding.  The proposed flood control 
infrastructure constitutes GHG emission reduction and climate change adaptation measures 
because they mitigate the increased potential for flooding that would occur due to climate 
change, act to conserve water resources and reduce GHG emissions.  The following measures 
discussed below would either reduce GHG emissions or are climate change adaptation 
measures.   

Demand Oriented Basin Development 
The District’s allowance of developers to excavate flood control basins and export the fill 
material for other development projects addresses two needs (basin development and provision 
of fill materials) with one set of construction activities and emissions. This coordination would 
eliminate the need for emissions to be generated from separate excavation activities that may 
potentially occur without the coordination. 

Storm Drain Gravity Flow 
The storm drainage system is designed to operate by gravity.  Designing flood control 
infrastructure to maximize gravity flow reduces the need for energy consumption and emissions 
from pumping stations. This design strategy reduces the reliance on energy use and the 
associated GHG emissions needed for pumping water. 

Telemetry 
The construction of telemetry systems was enacted in 2010.  These telemetry systems allow for 
the District office to monitor and control remote facilities.  This reduces the need for rural field 
technicians to travel and generate vehicular GHG emissions to monitor or operate remote 
facilities. 

Vegetative Carbon Sequestration 
The District currently has 25 sites that serve as flood control areas but also serves the 
community as open space/recreation areas. These areas are vegetated and trees are planted in 
partnership with Tree Fresno at ponding basins in the Fresno/Clovis area.  Trees, site grading, 
irrigation systems and turf are installed by the District.  These vegetated sites serve the 
community as recreation and open space but also serve as vegetative carbon sequestration 
which acts to reduce the effects of climate change.  The District’s dual use strategy for flood 
control areas is consistent with the California Climate Adaptation Strategy Strategy 5 for 
floodplain corridors. “Carbon sequestration within large, vegetated floodplain corridors may also 
assist the state in meeting GHG emissions reductions mandated by AB 32.”7 

                                                 
7 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. 
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Groundwater Recharge 
The California Climate Adaptation Strategy states that earlier melting of the Sierra Nevada 
snowpack and increased temperatures would lead to reduced water supplies.   

“As the amount of surface water supplies are reduced as a result of drought conditions, the 
amount of groundwater pumping is expected to increase to make up for the water shortfall. The 
increase in groundwater pumping has the potential to lower the water tables and cause land 
subsidence. Communities that utilize well water will be adversely effected both by drops in water 
tables or through changes in water quality.”8 

Currently, California obtains 85% of its water supplies from wells9. The projects listed within the 
District’s Master Plan would increase the capacity for groundwater recharge. The Fresno-Clovis 
stormwater retention network recharges more than 70 percent of the annual runoff10. This 
expansion of groundwater recharge infrastructure is consistent with the California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy 6a) Expand Water Storage for surface and groundwater supplies. The 
project’s increase in basin capacity would allow for increased water storage and groundwater 
recharge.  Use of groundwater recharge conserves the amount of water available locally 
thereby minimizing the need and GHG emissions associated with importing water from outside 
the region. As such, the Master Plan is consistent with the goal of the California Climate 
Adaptation Strategy to facilitate groundwater recharge by capturing and storing water locally.  

The District’s groundwater recharge strategy is also consistent with the EPA’s National Action 
Plan - Priorities for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate “Recommendation 
2 - developing new or alternative sources of water”.  While the District’s groundwater recharge 
program is not new, it expands upon the capacity of the groundwater recharge infrastructure 
which is essential for adapting to warmer climates that result in less available water supplies. 

Flood Control Capacity 
The District’s primary role is the prevention of loss of life and property damage from floods.  The 
development of additional flood control capacity as detailed in the Master Plan is consistent with 
the California Climate Adaptation Strategy 4a) Flood Management Improvements – “To reduce 
flood peaks, reduce sedimentation, temporarily store floodwaters, recharge aquifers and restore 
environmental flows, flood management should be integrated with watershed management on 
open space, agricultural, wildlife areas, and other low-density lands.”11  

Development of addition flood control capacity is also consistent with the EPA’s National Action 
Plan - Priorities for Managing Freshwater Resources in a Changing Climate Recommendation 2 
– “protecting citizens and infrastructure from the consequences of impaired water quality, 
extreme weather, flooding, and drought.” 

                                                 
8 Ibid. 
9 Flood Line, Volume 19, Number 1, Spring 2012. 
10 California Department of Water Resources 2009 California Water Plan, December 2009. 
11 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy, California Natural Resources Agency, 2009. 
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As such, the GHG emissions produced for development of additional flood control infrastructure 
under the Master Plan are outweighed by emissions reductions and climate change adaptation 
measures necessary to address increased risk of flooding and decreased water availability 
associated with climate change. The project’s climate change adaptation measures are also 
consistent with both the State of California and National climate change adaptation plans.  
These adaptation measures would avoid GHG emissions that may otherwise occur from 
addressing flood related damage. Consequently, the proposed project is part of a GHG 
mitigation program which avoids or substantially reduces GHG emissions within the geographic 
area in which the project is located due to the project actively minimizing GHG emissions, 
mitigating and avoiding potential GHG emissions associated with flood related damage as well 
as adapting for the effects of climate change consistent with State and federal action plans.  As 
such, no significant adverse impacts related to climate change would occur related to the 
proposed project.  

4.3.4 Naturally Occurring Asbestos and Asbestos Containing Materials 
Asbestos is a naturally occurring mineral distinguished from other minerals by the fact that its 
crystals form into long, thin fibers. The fibers, when airborne, may enter the lungs and alveoli 
and remain there. When the fibers reach the alveoli, white blood cells attack them to try to 
remove them from the body. However, the fibers are not easily destroyed and the eventual 
scarring of the lung tissue ensues. This scarring is called asbestosis and it leads to greatly 
diminished breathing capacity. Another result of asbestos exposure is lung cancer and 
mesothelioma. Both of these diseases are serious and frequently fatal. For these reasons, use 
of asbestos is limited and highly regulated.  

Asbestos can be found as naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) within soils with ultramafic 
outcroppings, or in asbestos containing materials (ACM) within man-made structures. 
Identification of NOA in an area where soil may be disturbed (e.g., grading/excavation activities) 
is important due its impacts on human health. NOA is not believed to be present in the 
jurisdiction of the District. The potential for the release of asbestos fibers would be eliminated 
through mandatory compliance with SJVAPCD Rule 4002, which regulates asbestos emissions 
from building demolition and renovation activities.  

4.3.5 Hazardous Air Pollutants 
The SJVAPCD requires analyses of potential hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) that have the 
potential to cause long-term public health risk impacts. Potential health risk may occur from new 
or modified sources of HAPs at locations near an existing residential area or other sensitive 
receptor. Health risk from HAPs is typically associated with a significant release of toxic 
pollutants over a long period of time proximate to sensitive receptors. 

The development of the proposed Project’s components for the update to the Plan would 
involve the emissions of HAPs from construction activities. The primary HAPs of concern is 
diesel particulate matter (DPM) produced from diesel fueled construction equipment that is used 
primarily during the excavation phases of the proposed Project. No substantial sources of HAPs 
would occur for the operations phase of the proposed Project. While excavation activities are 
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anticipated to occur for the long-term to meet flood control needs, the potential for significant 
health risk from HAPs is not anticipated due to the following: 

• Short-term Exposure - The duration of excavation activities at any one specific location 
is expected to be short and on the order of months. The general location of the 
excavation activities would also differ on an annual basis which would result in a 
reduced exposure period for HAPs. 

• Small Magnitude of Emissions - The magnitude of emissions would also be small since 
construction activities would typically involve less than 10 diesel-fueled vehicles 
operating continuously at a single location.  

• Distance from Sensitive Receptors - Due to the large geographic extent and rural nature 
of the location of storm control basins, construction equipment are not anticipated to be 
located near sensitive receptors for prolonged periods of time. The distance from which 
these emission sources would be located from sensitive receptors allow for increased 
dispersion of air pollutant concentrations. 

Because of the short-term exposure associated with project-related HAPs, the small magnitude 
of emissions and the distance between sensitive receptors and project emission sources, no 
significant health risk would occur from proposed Project’s related emissions. 

4.4 Operational Phase Impacts 
4.4.1 Regional Emissions 
During the operations phase of the proposed Project, emissions would be produced from the 
pump stations, recharge basin maintenance, and worker commute trips. On average, the District 
would undertake 20 basin cleanings and 2 or 3 fencing projects. Pump stations would also 
operate intermittently. 

• Pump Stations: Electrical-powered pump stations would result in emissions at power 
generation facilities. 

• Recharge Basin Cleaning: A water truck, blade, loader, and dump trucks are typically 
required for cleaning of the recharge basins. The typical length of the process is about 
three days, and pumping is done with a gas or diesel pump that can run for several 
days.  

• Worker Commute Trips: These vehicle trips are associated with district employees who 
are responsible for maintaining the pump stations as well as those involved in the 
recharge basin cleaning. 

Regional emissions associated with pump stations, recharge basin cleaning and worker 
commute trips that would occur as a result of the proposed project are estimated in Tables 4-5 
and 4-6. As shown in Table 4-5, emissions associated with project related operational phase 
activities are substantially below the SJVAPCD’s operational phase significance thresholds.  
This is due to the minimal levels of vehicle use and energy consumption associated with the 
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project. As such, less than significant adverse impacts related to the combination of construction 
and operations phase emissions would occur. 

4.4.2 Localized Emissions 
The SJVAPCD requires an analysis of localized emissions analysis. The operations phase of 
the proposed Project would generate emissions from energy consumption from pumps, worker 
vehicle trips and basin maintenance activities. Electricity consumption from the use of pumps 
would result in an incremental increase in emissions at power generation facilities which already 
implement pollution control devices and have been evaluated for localized emissions. The 
worker vehicle trips related to the proposed Project are expected to be minimal and would result 
in minimal amounts of emissions. The basin maintenance activities would likewise not involve 
extensive quantities of off-road equipment and would occur intermittently. As such, the 
operations phase of the proposed Project is not anticipated to result in significant levels of 
localized emissions. 

Table 4-5:  Regional Operational Phase Emissions  

Construction Phase 
Criteria Pollutants (tons\year) 

ROG NOX CO SOx PM10 PM2.5 
Year 2018 Emissions 

   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Vehicle Trips 0.01 0.05 0.45 - <0.00 <0.00 

   Basin Cleaning 0.01 0.10 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Year 2018 Total 0.02 0.15 0.50 <0.00 <0.00 <0.0 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Year 2028 Emissions 

   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Vehicle Trips <0.00 0.02 0.23 - <0.00 <0.00 

   Basin Cleaning <0.00 0.04 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Year 2028 Total 0.01 0.06 0.28 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 

Year 2038 Emissions 

   Energy Consumption <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Vehicle Trips <0.00 0.01 0.16 - <0.00 <0.00 

   Basin Cleaning <0.00 0.02 0.05 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

   Year 2038 Total 0.01 0.03 0.21 <0.00 <0.00 <0.00 

SJVAPCD Threshold 10 10 100 27 15 15 

Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No 
Source:  CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM in 2017. 
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Table 4-6 Operational Phase Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Construction Phase 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions(MTCO2e/year) 

Year 2018 Year 2028 Year 2038 

   Energy Consumption 481 495 510 

   Vehicle Trips 125 90 75 

   Basin Cleaning 14 13 14 

   Total 619 598 599 
Source: CalEEMod emissions inventory modeled by AECOM in 2017. 

 

4.4.3 Climate Change Impacts 
During the operational phase of the project, GHG emissions would be generated from energy 
consumption from pumps, basin cleaning and vehicle trips.  As discussed in Section 4.3.3 
Greenhouse Gases, the proposed project is part of a GHG mitigation program which avoids or 
substantially reduces GHG emissions within the geographic area in which the project is located. 
As such, no significant adverse climate change impacts would occur related to the operational 
phase of the project.   

4.4.4 Odor Impacts 
The SJVAPCD considers a project to have a significant impact to the public when the project 
creates a new nuisance pursuant to SJVAPCD Rule 4102. Rule 4102 states the following: 

A person shall not discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants or other materials which cause injury, detriment, nuisance or 
annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public or which 
endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of any such person or the public 
or which cause or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business 
or property. 

The SJVAPCD has also established screening levels for potential odor sources. The following 
facilities have the potential to cause a public nuisance depending on their distance to sensitive 
receptors. The following odor sources are identified in the GAMAQI are listed below: 

• Wastewater Treatment Facilities 
• Sanitary Landfill 
• Transfer Station 
• Composting Facility 
• Petroleum Refinery 
• Asphalt Batch Plant 
• Chemical Manufacturing 
• Fiberglass Manufacturing 
• Paint/Coating Operations (e.g. auto body shops) 
• Food Processing Facility 
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• Feed Lot/Dairy 
• Rendering Plant 

The proposed Project’s development of stormwater basins and water conveyance infrastructure 
are not on the above list of common odor generators, Due to the nature of the infrastructure and 
their associated operation, the project does not have the potential to generate odors that would 
cause a public nuisance. As such, the proposed Project would not result in significant air quality 
impacts relative to odor generation.  

4.4.5 Cumulative Impacts  
Cumulative impacts occur from the regional or localized effects on air quality as a result of the 
combined emissions of related projects that are developed concurrently with the proposed 
Project. In accordance with SJVAPCD methodology in the GAMAQI, any project that results in a 
significant impact for either regional or localized air pollutant emissions contributes toward a 
cumulative impact.  

Construction and Operations 
Construction and operation of cumulative projects will contribute to regional and local air quality. 
Air quality will be temporarily impacted during the construction activities that occur. As 
discussed previously, the emissions of air pollutants during the construction and operations 
phases of the project were found to be below the SJVAPCD's significance annual construction 
and operations phase thresholds. Because the SJVAPCD's project level thresholds are not 
exceeded, the SJVAPCD does not consider the project’s emissions to be cumulatively 
considerable and would consequently not result in a significant impact relative to cumulative 
emissions.   

Greenhouse gases were also found to not result in significant impacts to climate change due to 
the GHG emissions reductions and climate change adaptation measures related to the 
proposed project. 

4.4.6 Indirect Source Review  
The SJVAPCD has established Rule 9510 which addresses indirect sources of emissions by 
requiring emissions offsets or mitigation. Indirect emissions are those emissions not generated 
directly by a project’s infrastructure but would result in mobile sources of emissions traveling to 
and from the project. Because the development of the Master Plan would result in indirect 
emissions associated with both the construction and operations phases of the project, the 
project is subject to requirements of SJVAPCD’s Rule 9510.  
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Chapter 5 Emission Reduction Measures 
The following measures in Section 5.1 are adopted SJVAPCD regulations which require 
mandatory compliance.  Mitigation measures were also considered but rejected due to the lack 
of significant adverse air quality impacts.  However, voluntary emission reduction measures 
described in Section 5.2 are included consistent with the FMFCD’s goal of environmental 
sensitivity. 

5.1 SJVAPCD Regulations  
The SJVAPCD rules and regulations that apply to the proposed Project include, but are not 
limited to the following: 

SJVAPCD Rule 4102 – Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to protect the health and 
safety of the public, and applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air 
contaminants or other materials. 

SJVAPCD Rule 4641 – Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and 
Maintenance Operations. The purpose of this rule is to limit VOC emissions from asphalt 
paving and maintenance operations. If asphalt paving will be used, then the paving 
operations will be subject to Rule 4641. 

SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions. Rule 8011-8081 of Regulation 
VIII are designed to reduce PM10 emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by 
human activity, including construction and demolition activities, road construction, bulk 
materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, carryout and trackout, etc. The rules of 
Regulation VIII that are applicable to the proposed Project are as follows: 

• Rule 8011 – General Requirements 

• Rule 8021 – Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and Other 
Earthmoving Activities 

• Rule 8031 – Bulk Materials 

• Rule 8041 – Carryout and Trackout 

• Rule 8051 – Open Areas 

• Rule 8061 – Paved and Unpaved Roads 

• Rule 8071 – Unpaved Vehicle/Equipment Traffic Areas 

Regulation VIII Control Measures for PM10 Emissions- All disturbed areas, including 
storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for construction purposes, shall be 
effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water, chemical stabilizer/suppressant, 
covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover. 

1. All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively 
stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 
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2. All land-clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, 
and demolition activities shall be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions 
utilizing application of water or by presoaking. 

3. With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of the 
building shall be wetted during demolition. 

4. When materials are transported off-site, all material shall be covered, or effectively 
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least six inches of freeboard space from 
the top of the container shall be maintained. 

5. All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from 
adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. 

6. Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of 
outdoor storage piles, said piles shall be effectively stabilized of fugitive dust 
emissions utilizing sufficient water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant. 

7. Within urban areas, trackout shall be immediately removed when it extends 50 or 
more feet from the site, and at the end of each workday. 

5.2 Emissions Reduction Measures 
Mitigation measures go beyond the requirements of existing regulations and are evaluated if 
significant impacts are projected to occur. Because the proposed Project would not result in 
exceedances of the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds, mitigation measures are required. 
However, the District proposes the following emission reduction measures to minimize air 
pollutant emissions: 

• During grading and construction, the contractor shall ensure that all construction 
equipment is being properly serviced and maintained to reduce operational emissions.  

• Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 
• When necessary, provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction 

activities to improve traffic flow (e.g., flag person). 
• Minimize idling from construction equipment to no more than ten minutes, or require that 

engines be shut off when not in use.  
• Construction shall be curtailed as much as possible when the Air Quality Index (AQI) is 

above 150. AQI forecasts can be found on the SJVAPCD web site.  
• Off-road trucks should be equipped with on-road engines if possible.  
• Construction equipment should have engines that meet the current off-road engine 

emission standard (as certified by CARB), or be re-powered with an engine that meets 
this standard. 
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Chapter 6 Conclusions 
The proposed Project provides for an update to the District Services Master Plan. The proposed 
Project would continue to provide stormwater control for area and groundwater recharge 
capacity under the jurisdiction of the District. Air pollutant emissions related to the proposed 
Project would not exceed the significance thresholds established by the SJVAPCD and would 
not result in significant air quality impacts. The development of the proposed project is 
consistent with the State of California and federal climate change adaptation plans and would 
enhance the amount of groundwater recharge available for local consumption in addition to 
reducing the risk associated with increased flooding attributable to climate change. 
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Project 

General Location 
of Drainage 
Area12 

Size of 
Drainage 
Area 

Sphere of 
Influence Existing Land Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Change to location 
of proposed Basin 
AV 

Southern portion 
of district service 
area on west and 
east sides of 
SR 41 

852 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences, 
industrial uses, and 
small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Industrial, school 
facility, and single-
family residential  
Fresno General Plan 
(City of Fresno 2014) 

The current location of Basin AV is 
immediately west of SR 41 between North 
and Central avenues. The proposed basin 
would be approximately 20 acres. Under the 
2016 Plan Update, the proposed basin would 
be relocated to a new site north of Central 
Avenue, between Fig and Walnut avenues. 
The proposed basin site is planted in row 
crops. The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin. 

Expansion of Basin 
CH 

Western portion of 
the district service 
area west of SR 
99 

881 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences and 
small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Single-family 
residential, office, and 
open space Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014) 

Stormwater runoff within the drainage area is 
conveyed to Basin CH, which is at the 
southwest corner of the Drainage Area CH, 
south of the intersection of McKinley and 
Bryan avenues. The basin is approximately 
15.2 acres. Under the 2016 Plan Update, 
Basin CH would be enlarged by 2.0 acres, for 
a total basin area of 17.2 acres. The planned 
expansion area is immediately south of the 
existing basin and comprises two parcels 
containing agricultural land (row crops) and 
vacant land. The project would consist of 
land acquisition, and construction and 
operation of the proposed basin. 

                                                 
12 The term “drainage area” refers to the land area served by a single drainage basin. All stormwater flows collected in the drainage area are conveyed to the 
drainage basin serving the drainage area. The District identifies its urban system basins with the same two-letter designation as the drainage area it serves (i.e., 
Basin AQ serves Drainage Area AQ).  
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Project 

General Location 
of Drainage 
Area12 

Size of 
Drainage 
Area 

Sphere of 
Influence Existing Land Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

New Proposed 
Basin within 
Drainage Area CJ 

Western portion of 
district service 
area west of  
SR 99 

882 acres Partially within 
the City of 
Fresno SOI 

Rural residences and 
small tract of 
agricultural land 

Area within the Fresno 
SOI: Planned for single-
family residential, 
school facility, and 
open space uses 2025 
Fresno General Plan 
(City of Fresno 2014).  
 
Area south of Belmont 
Avenue: Located in 
unincorporated Fresno 
County, outside of the 
Fresno SOI and 
designated for 
agricultural use Fresno 
County General Plan 
Update, 2000 (Fresno 
County 2000a). 

The District’s 2004 District Services Plan 
shows a proposed basin for Drainage Area 
CJ at the southeast corner of Grantland and 
Belmont Avenues. Under the 2016 Plan 
Update, the proposed location for Basin CJ 
would be changed to a site immediately east 
of its previously planned location. The 
planned basin would be enlarged from 
approximately 13 acres to 28.4 acres. The 
proposed basin site comprises one parcel 
consisting of vacant land and one residential 
structure and portions of two parcels 
containing vineyards. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and construction 
and operation of the proposed basin. 



 

A-3 | Page Air Quality Impact Analysis 
 May 2017 

Project 

General Location 
of Drainage 
Area12 

Size of 
Drainage 
Area 

Sphere of 
Influence Existing Land Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Expansion of Basin 
CK 

Western portion of 
district service 
area west of  
SR 99 

725 acres Partially within 
the City of 
Fresno SOI 

Residential tract 
homes, rural 
residences, and 
small tracts of 
agricultural land 

Area north of Belmont 
Avenue:  Located within 
the City of Fresno SOI 
and planned for 
residential, office, and 
open space use Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014).  
 
Area south of Belmont 
Avenue (where Basin 
CK is located): Located 
in unincorporated 
Fresno County and 
designated for 
agricultural use Fresno 
County General Plan 
(Fresno County 2000a). 

Basin CK is south of Belmont Avenue 
between Hayes and Cornelia avenues. The 
basin is approximately 13.4 acres. Under the 
2016 Plan Update, Basin CK would be 
enlarged by 2.8 acres, for a total basin area 
of 16.2 acres. The planned expansion area is 
immediately north of the existing basin and 
consists of a portion of one parcel containing 
vacant agricultural land. The project would 
consist of land acquisition, and construction 
and operation of the proposed basin. 

New Basin CP Southwestern 
portion of district 
service area west 
of  
SR 99 

311 acres Within the City 
of Fresno SOI 

Rural residences, 
single-family 
residences, industrial 
uses, open space, 
agricultural land, and 
a church 

Single-family 
residences and 
commercial/business 
park use Fresno 
General Plan (City of 
Fresno 2014). 

There is currently no proposed basin facility 
in Drainage Area CP. Under the 2016 Plan 
Update, a proposed basin would be located 
on the south side of Jensen Avenue just east 
of the intersection of Jensen and Marks 
avenues. The proposed basin would be 
approximately 10.3 acres and would consist 
of a portion of a larger parcel containing 
vineyards. The project would consist of land 
acquisition, and construction and operation of 
the proposed basin.  
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Project 

General Location 
of Drainage 
Area12 

Size of 
Drainage 
Area 

Sphere of 
Influence Existing Land Uses Planned Land Uses Description 

Installation of new 
and ongoing 
maintenance of 
existing and future 
stormwater 
infrastructure 

Throughout district 
service area 

N/A N/A N/A N/A In addition to the acquisition, construction 
and operation of new basins and expansion 
of existing basins, the installation of new 
stormwater infrastructure and ongoing 
operation and maintenance of existing and 
future facilities is proposed under the 2016 
Plan Update. New infrastructure would 
consist of pipelines, surface conveyance 
structures, stormwater inlets, pumps, and 
related system appurtenances. New pipeline 
construction and other improvements would 
occur as development occurs in areas 
planned for urban and suburban 
development by the cities of Fresno and 
Clovis and Fresno County. Approximately 
260 miles of proposed pipelines would be 
constructed.  

Notes: N/A = not applicable; SOI = sphere of influence; SR = State Route 
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2017 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 
CalEEMod Modeling Output, GHG Calculations  

and Excavation Quantities 





Emissions for the FMFCD
180,750 cy/year annual excavation

CalEEMod Summary PM10 PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 PM2.5
ROG Nox CO SO2 Fugitive Dust Exhaust Total Fugitive Dust Exhaust Total CO2e

CalEEMod Offroad 0.441 4.706 2.421 0.006 0.265 0.177 0.442 0.029 0.166 0.194 564
Onroad 0.290 10.982 1.240 0.025 0.456 0.035 0.491 0.125 0.338 0.159 2,636

Emissions (lbs\day) Total 1 15.69 4 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 3,201
Emissions (lbs\year) 132 2,836 662 6 130 38 169 28 91 64 578,509
Emissions (tons\year) 0.07 1.42 0.33 0.00 0.07 0.02 0.08 0.01 0.05 0.03 289.25

CalEEMod (lbs/day) for 1000 cy of Excavation
Summer ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive PM10Exhaust PM10PM10 Total Fugitive PM2.5Exhaust PM2.5PM2.5 Total CO2e

Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-003 0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 564.2906
Hauling 0.2903 10.9822 1.2403 0.0250 0.4557 0.0354 0.4911 0.1250 0.0338 0.1588 2,636.3099

Total 0.7315 15.6879 3.6608 0.03084 0.7208 0.2126 0.9334 0.1536 0.1995 0.3532 3200.6005

Winter ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive PM10Exhaust PM10 PM10 Total Fugitive PM2.5Exhaust PM2.5PM2.5 Total CO2e
Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-003 0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 564.2906
Hauling 0.3060 11.0961 1.5282 0.0241 0.4557 0.0367 0.4925 0.1250 0.0352 0.1602 2,541.9574

Total 0.7472 15.8018 3.9487 0.02994 0.7208 0.2139 0.9348 0.1536 0.2009 0.3546 3106.248

Maximum 0.7 15.8 3.9 0.0 0.7 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.4 3201

Annual Grading Emissions for Basins (tons\year) Metric tonnes
Year Excavation (cy/year ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive PM10Exhaust PM10 PM10 Total Fugitive PM2.5Exhaust PM2.5PM2.5 Total CO2e
2013 358,888 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 521
2012 326,583 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 474
2011 248,713 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 361
2010 510,555 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 741
2009 476,531 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 692

Minimum 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 361
Maximum 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 741
Average 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 558

Annual Grading Emissions for Pipes (tons\year)
Annual Average 525,627 0 4 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 763

Total Excavation for Pipes and Basins (tons\year)
Minimum 0.3 6.1 1.5 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 1124.2
Maximum 0.4 8.2 2.0 0.0 0.4 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.2 1504.3
Average 0.3 7.2 1.8 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.2 1320.9
SJVAPCD Significance Thresholds 10 10 100 27 15 15



Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Project specific schedule.

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - Phase not used.

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment.

Grading - 1000 cy could be generated from 10x10x10 feet excavation. Quarter acres distributed is conservative.

Trips and VMT - Project specific trips.

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 10.00 1000sqft 0.23 10,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

3

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 45

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Statewide Average

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1001.57 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
Fresno County, Summer
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/31/2017 1/1/2018

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.19 0.25

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Dumpers/Tenders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 99.00 52.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 0.7953 15.7270 4.1401 0.0320 0.8230 0.2132 1.0362 0.1807 0.2001 0.3809 0.0000 3,297.430
1

3,297.430
1

0.5143 0.0000 3,310.286
6

Maximum 0.7953 15.7270 4.1401 0.0320 0.8230 0.2132 1.0362 0.1807 0.2001 0.3809 0.0000 3,297.430
1

3,297.430
1

0.5143 0.0000 3,310.286
6

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 0.7953 15.7270 4.1401 0.0320 0.8230 0.2132 1.0362 0.1807 0.2001 0.3809 0.0000 3,297.430
1

3,297.430
1

0.5143 0.0000 3,310.286
6

Maximum 0.7953 15.7270 4.1401 0.0320 0.8230 0.2132 1.0362 0.1807 0.2001 0.3809 0.0000 3,297.430
1

3,297.430
1

0.5143 0.0000 3,310.286
6

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3400e-
003

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2018 1/1/2018 5 1

2 Not Used Paving 1/1/2018 12/31/2017 5 0

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0.25

Acres of Paving: 0.23
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Dumpers/Tenders 1 15.00 16 0.38

Not Used Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 0.00 9 0.56

Grading Excavators 1 3.00 158 0.38

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73

Grading Graders 1 3.00 187 0.41

Not Used Pavers 0 0.00 130 0.42

Not Used Rollers 0 0.00 80 0.38

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Not Used Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 52.00 16.80 6.60 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Not Used 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2651 0.0000 0.2651 0.0286 0.0000 0.0286 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.1772 0.1772 0.1657 0.1657 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Total 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2903 10.9822 1.2403 0.0250 0.4557 0.0354 0.4911 0.1250 0.0338 0.1588 2,627.321
1

2,627.321
1

0.3596 2,636.309
9

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0639 0.0391 0.4792 1.1000e-
003

0.1022 6.5000e-
004

0.1028 0.0271 6.0000e-
004

0.0277 109.5981 109.5981 3.5200e-
003

109.6861

Total 0.3542 11.0213 1.7196 0.0261 0.5579 0.0360 0.5939 0.1521 0.0344 0.1865 2,736.919
2

2,736.919
2

0.3631 2,745.996
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/12/2017 8:19 AMPage 8 of 15

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District - Fresno County, Summer



4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2651 0.0000 0.2651 0.0286 0.0000 0.0286 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.1772 0.1772 0.1657 0.1657 0.0000 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Total 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 0.0000 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.2903 10.9822 1.2403 0.0250 0.4557 0.0354 0.4911 0.1250 0.0338 0.1588 2,627.321
1

2,627.321
1

0.3596 2,636.309
9

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0639 0.0391 0.4792 1.1000e-
003

0.1022 6.5000e-
004

0.1028 0.0271 6.0000e-
004

0.0277 109.5981 109.5981 3.5200e-
003

109.6861

Total 0.3542 11.0213 1.7196 0.0261 0.5579 0.0360 0.5939 0.1521 0.0344 0.1865 2,736.919
2

2,736.919
2

0.3631 2,745.996
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.481390 0.032808 0.168621 0.127212 0.018382 0.004997 0.032622 0.122881 0.002369 0.001675 0.005261 0.001115 0.000667
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - 

Construction Phase - Project specific schedule.

Off-road Equipment - 

Off-road Equipment - Phase not used.

Off-road Equipment - Project specific equipment.

Grading - 1000 cy could be generated from 10x10x10 feet excavation. Quarter acres distributed is conservative.

Trips and VMT - Project specific trips.

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 10.00 1000sqft 0.23 10,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Rural

3

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 45

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Statewide Average

2020Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

1001.57 0.029CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.006N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
Fresno County, Winter
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Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 2.00 1.00

tblConstructionPhase NumDays 5.00 0.00

tblConstructionPhase PhaseEndDate 12/31/2017 1/1/2018

tblGrading AcresOfGrading 0.19 0.25

tblGrading MaterialExported 0.00 1,000.00

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.38 0.38

tblOffRoadEquipment LoadFactor 0.41 0.41

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Dumpers/Tenders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Excavators

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentType Graders

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 4.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 2.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 8.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 1.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 6.00 0.00

tblOffRoadEquipment UsageHours 7.00 0.00

tblProjectCharacteristics OperationalYear 2018 2020

tblProjectCharacteristics UrbanizationLevel Urban Rural
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2.0 Emissions Summary

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripLength 20.00 10.00

tblTripsAndVMT HaulingTripNumber 99.00 52.00
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2.1 Overall Construction (Maximum Daily Emission)

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 0.8100 15.8479 4.3459 0.0309 0.8230 0.2146 1.0376 0.1807 0.2015 0.3822 0.0000 3,188.275
8

3,188.275
8

0.5614 0.0000 3,202.310
6

Maximum 0.8100 15.8479 4.3459 0.0309 0.8230 0.2146 1.0376 0.1807 0.2015 0.3822 0.0000 3,188.275
8

3,188.275
8

0.5614 0.0000 3,202.310
6

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year lb/day lb/day

2018 0.8100 15.8479 4.3459 0.0309 0.8230 0.2146 1.0376 0.1807 0.2015 0.3822 0.0000 3,188.275
8

3,188.275
8

0.5614 0.0000 3,202.310
6

Maximum 0.8100 15.8479 4.3459 0.0309 0.8230 0.2146 1.0376 0.1807 0.2015 0.3822 0.0000 3,188.275
8

3,188.275
8

0.5614 0.0000 3,202.310
6

Mitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Area 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.3400e-
003

Mitigated Operational
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3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Grading Grading 1/1/2018 1/1/2018 5 1

2 Not Used Paving 1/1/2018 12/31/2017 5 0

OffRoad Equipment

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0; Striped Parking Area: 0 (Architectural 
Coating – sqft)

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 0.25

Acres of Paving: 0.23
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3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Phase Name Offroad Equipment Type Amount Usage Hours Horse Power Load Factor

Grading Dumpers/Tenders 1 15.00 16 0.38

Not Used Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 0.00 9 0.56

Grading Excavators 1 3.00 158 0.38

Grading Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 0.00 81 0.73

Grading Graders 1 3.00 187 0.41

Not Used Pavers 0 0.00 130 0.42

Not Used Rollers 0 0.00 80 0.38

Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 0 0.00 247 0.40

Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Not Used Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 0.00 97 0.37

Trips and VMT

Phase Name Offroad Equipment 
Count

Worker Trip 
Number

Vendor Trip 
Number

Hauling Trip 
Number

Worker Trip 
Length

Vendor Trip 
Length

Hauling Trip 
Length

Worker Vehicle 
Class

Vendor 
Vehicle Class

Hauling 
Vehicle Class

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 52.00 16.80 6.60 10.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Not Used 0 0.00 0.00 0.00 16.80 6.60 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2651 0.0000 0.2651 0.0286 0.0000 0.0286 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.1772 0.1772 0.1657 0.1657 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Total 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3060 11.0961 1.5282 0.0241 0.4557 0.0367 0.4925 0.1250 0.0352 0.1602 2,531.778
7

2,531.778
7

0.4072 2,541.957
4

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0629 0.0461 0.3972 9.6000e-
004

0.1022 6.5000e-
004

0.1028 0.0271 6.0000e-
004

0.0277 95.9862 95.9862 3.0600e-
003

96.0626

Total 0.3688 11.1422 1.9253 0.0251 0.5579 0.0374 0.5953 0.1521 0.0358 0.1879 2,627.764
9

2,627.764
9

0.4102 2,638.020
0

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

3.2 Grading - 2018

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Fugitive Dust 0.2651 0.0000 0.2651 0.0286 0.0000 0.0286 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.1772 0.1772 0.1657 0.1657 0.0000 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Total 0.4412 4.7057 2.4205 5.8400e-
003

0.2651 0.1772 0.4423 0.0286 0.1657 0.1944 0.0000 560.5109 560.5109 0.1512 564.2906

Mitigated Construction On-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Hauling 0.3060 11.0961 1.5282 0.0241 0.4557 0.0367 0.4925 0.1250 0.0352 0.1602 2,531.778
7

2,531.778
7

0.4072 2,541.957
4

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0629 0.0461 0.3972 9.6000e-
004

0.1022 6.5000e-
004

0.1028 0.0271 6.0000e-
004

0.0277 95.9862 95.9862 3.0600e-
003

96.0626

Total 0.3688 11.1422 1.9253 0.0251 0.5579 0.0374 0.5953 0.1521 0.0358 0.1879 2,627.764
9

2,627.764
9

0.4102 2,638.020
0

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 14.70 6.60 6.60 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0.481390 0.032808 0.168621 0.127212 0.018382 0.004997 0.032622 0.122881 0.002369 0.001675 0.005261 0.001115 0.000667
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2016.3.1 Date: 5/12/2017 8:31 AMPage 11 of 15

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District - Fresno County, Winter



6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr lb/day lb/day

Other Non-
Asphalt Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category lb/day lb/day

Mitigated 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Unmitigated
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

8.0 Waste Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory lb/day lb/day

Architectural 
Coating

1.1400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

3.5400e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 1.0000e-
004

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Total 4.7800e-
003

1.0000e-
005

1.0300e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.1900e-
003

2.1900e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.3400e-
003

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators
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11.0 Vegetation

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

1E   Ashlan & Fowler 0.00 -166,668.00 20,000.00 $0.00

1G   Temperance & Gould Canal 0.00 -149,357.40 83,900.00 $0.00

2D   Clovis & Swift 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

3A   Helm & Shaw 0.00 -103,620.20 0.00 $0.00

3D   Sunnyside & Cole 0.00 -123,006.42 63,254.28 $0.00

3F   Shaw & Laverne 0.00 -137,984.90 27,931.00 $0.00

3G   Barstow & Locan 0.00 -154,146.40 475,496.00 $0.00

4B   Dry Creek & Helm Crossing 0.00 -199,229.20 0.00 $0.00

4C   Barstow & Villa 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

4D   Clovis & Bullard 0.00 -65,796.30 13,700.00 $0.00

4E   Stanford & Bullard 0.00 -295,416.20 125,410.00 $0.00

5B/5C Sierra & Minnewawa 4,100.00 -150,898.30 103,135.00 $1,615.00

5F   Fowler & Escalon 0.00 -83,941.50 58,451.00 $0.00

6D   Sierra & Clovis 0.00 -62,926.40 41,750.00 $0.00

7C   Alluvial & Clovis 0.00 -325,924.70 219,925.00 $0.00

7D   Alluvial & Fowler 0.00 0.00 290,370.00 $0.00

7H   Temperance & Sierra 400.00 0.00 423,700.00 $300.00

A    Florence & Maple 0.00 -151,519.53 155,643.00 $0.00

AA   Holland & Glenn 0.00 -117,403.00 64,000.00 $0.00

AB   Palo Alto & Marks 0.00 -138,575.50 158,935.00 $0.00

AC   Escalon & Bullard 0.00 -18,234.50 188,500.00 $0.00

AD   Valentine & Escalon 0.00 -73,578.70 45,250.00 $0.00

AE   Barstow & Santa Fe 0.00 -70,859.20 358,400.00 $0.00

AF   Shaw & w/o Brawley 0.00 -185,048.70 258,705.00 $0.00

AG   Valentine & Ashlan 0.00 -143,104.90 308,400.00 $0.00

AH1  Alamos & El Capitan 0.00 -14,318.20 15,800.00 $0.00

AH2  Gettysburg & Cornelia 8,300.00 -170,237.00 298,625.00 $4,980.00

AI   Gettysburg & w/o Hayes 0.00 -1,088.00 274,500.00 $0.00

AJ   Ashlan & w/o Cornelia 0.00 -105,886.30 88,920.00 $0.00

AK   Dakota & Polk 0.00 -150,078.80 332,600.00 $0.00

AL   Brawley & Clinton 0.00 -115,383.00 332,160.00 $0.00

AM   Ashlan & Dockery 0.00 -82,542.50 0.00 $0.00

AN   Cornelia & Olive 0.00 -101,039.60 154,100.00 $0.00

AO   Belmont & Blythe 0.00 -106,311.40 254,000.00 $0.00

AQ   Willow & Perrin 0.00 -88,443.50 282,590.00 $0.00

AR   W. Whitesbridge & S. Cornella 0.00 124,000.00 338,000.00 $0.00

AS   W. California & S Valentine 0.00 -21,614.80 555,000.00 $0.00

AU   S West Ave & W Annadale Ave 0.00 44,300.00 160,000.00 $0.00

AV   S. Elm & 41 Hwy 0.00 -516,280.30 166,000.00 $0.00

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
5469 E. Olive Ave
Fresno, CA 93727
Tel.: (559) 456-3292
Fax: (559) 456-1076

Excavation Summary Report
1/1/2009 to 12/31/2009

Summary

No. of Basins: 167 Average Fee: $338.41 Total Removed: 476,531.00 Total Fees: $56,515.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

AW1  Orange & North 4,000.00 20,092.50 267,900.00 $2,400.00

AW2  North & Cherry 0.00 0.00 133,725.00 $0.00

AX   E Central & S. East 0.00 -488.40 286,000.00 $0.00

AY   Central & Cedar 0.00 1,714.60 342,500.00 $0.00

AZ   Chestnut & Golden St&e 28,000.00 -166,893.40 205,500.00 $16,800.00

B/E  Gettysburg & First 0.00 -148,109.33 80,500.00 $0.00

BB   Fresno & Shields 0.00 -98,574.66 0.00 $0.00

BC   Willow & Teague 0.00 -43,822.80 543,290.00 $0.00

BD   Vine & Helm 0.00 -43,888.32 265,738.98 $0.00

BDB  Consolidated to 501 0.00 10,993.00 141,843.00 $0.00

BE   Willow & Cherry 0.00 -72,828.10 161,350.00 $0.00

BF   Chestnut & Byrd 0.00 -50,746.40 124,200.00 $0.00

BG   S. Peach & S. Clovis 0.00 -30,573.34 384,418.96 $0.00

BH   Clovis & Church 0.00 -118,077.60 254,700.00 $0.00

BJ   Central & Maple 0.00 24,569.40 184,188.00 $0.00

BK   Clovis & Kings Canyon 0.00 -67,215.80 78,000.00 $0.00

BL   Church & Armstrong 0.00 130,408.30 407,300.00 $0.00

BM   Fowler & California 0.00 -232,202.70 544,958.00 $0.00

BO   Sunnyside & Fancher Creek 0.00 -263,069.10 5,000.00 $0.00

BP   180 Hwy & N. Sunnyside 0.00 0.00 135,000.00 $0.00

BQ   Belmont & Fowler 6,700.00 -89,644.40 201,400.00 $1,920.00

BR   N. Colvis & E. Lamona 0.00 0.00 180,500.00 $0.00

BS   McKinley & Fowler 6,500.00 4,294.40 651,500.00 $3,900.00

BT   Nees & Marion 0.00 -77,550.20 331,186.00 $0.00

BU   Clovis & Clinton 0.00 -196,811.90 421,345.00 $0.00

BV   Fowler & Shields 0.00 -45,314.00 201,000.00 $0.00

BW   Clovis & Dakota 0.00 -20,293.30 178,200.00 $0.00

BX   Temperance & Teague 0.00 -907,727.62 1,268,175.00 $0.00

BY   Behymer & Sunnyside 0.00 -861,131.50 611,381.00 $0.00

BZ   Cedar & Copper 0.00 -216,926.80 63,300.00 $0.00

C    Ashlan & Barton 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CC   Clark & Floradora 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CD   Dakota & Garfield 0.00 -17,601.80 380,000.00 $0.00

CE   Maple & n/o American 0.00 -19,601.20 596,300.00 $0.00

CF   Peach & Central 3,500.00 -178,035.00 416,200.00 $2,100.00

CG   W. Mckinley & N. Garfield 0.00 -12,452.00 424,600.00 $0.00

CH   W. Mckinley & Bryan 0.00 -851.30 305,000.00 $0.00

CI   Mckinley & Polk 0.00 -50,630.90 144,600.00 $0.00

CJ   W. Belmont & N. Grantl& 0.00 277,220.10 300,000.00 $0.00

CK   W. Mckenzie & N Polk 0.00 47,832.80 406,700.00 $0.00

CL   Willow & Escalon 0.00 -112,101.80 249,180.00 $0.00

CM   Cedar & Palo Alto 0.00 -73,956.90 187,126.00 $0.00

CN   First & Herndon 0.00 -249,847.10 223,159.00 $0.00

CO2  Herndon & Maroa 0.00 -155,162.30 179,150.00 $0.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

CP   Jensen & Marks 0.00 -25,644.70 224,600.00 $0.00

CQ   W. North & S. Walnut 0.00 573.10 216,600.00 $0.00

CS   Fruit & North 0.00 -281,837.00 427,696.00 $0.00

CU   North & Willow 0.00 -68,415.00 205,000.00 $0.00

CV   Willow & Central 1,500.00 -133,353.20 117,000.00 $900.00

CW   Fresno & Nees 0.00 -82,638.50 246,144.00 $0.00

CX   Nees & Millbrook 0.00 20,926.90 40,850.00 $0.00

CY   Alluvial & Cedar 0.00 -100,394.30 118,900.00 $0.00

CZ   Nees & Chestnut 0.00 120,715.30 563,500.00 $0.00

D    Forkner & Barstow 0.00 -14,368.40 113,375.00 $0.00

DCE  Annadale & Brawley 40,000.00 -223,400.00 325,000.00 $0.00

DD1  Holandl & Thorne 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DD2  Palm & Dakota 0.00 -298,331.30 57,075.00 $0.00

DE   Copper & Maple 1,000.00 -80,715.10 468,850.00 $600.00

DG   W Boy Scout & Rivers Edge 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DH1  Maroa & Cromwell 0.00 -179,521.40 30,000.00 $0.00

DH2  Fruit & Dakota 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DI   N Ridgeview & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DJ   San Joaquin River & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DK   Hwy 41 & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DL   Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -1,725.30 262,900.00 $0.00

DM   Peach & Copper 0.00 0.00 383,200.00 $0.00

DN   Friant Rd & s/o Willow 8,500.00 -469,184.80 152,035.00 $5,100.00

DO   Locan & Dakota 0.00 -331,673.70 437,540.00 $0.00

DP   E. Dakota & N Highland 0.00 -10,517.50 700,000.00 $0.00

EE   McKinley & West 0.00 0.00 59,700.00 $0.00

EF   Cornelia & Browning 0.00 -363,662.00 386,300.00 $0.00

EG   Spruce & Hayes 0.00 106,428.10 147,000.00 $0.00

EH   Bullard & Motel Drive 7,500.00 -268,102.40 180,500.00 $4,500.00

EI   Garfield & Alluvial 0.00 -76.80 163,500.00 $0.00

EJ   Garfield & Bulllard 0.00 -111,364.00 238,700.00 $0.00

EK   San Joaquin River & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

EL   Hwy 99 & Herndon Canal 0.00 -26,712.00 16,000.00 $0.00

EM   Barstow & Grantland 8,000.00 -64,292.30 359,450.00 $4,800.00

EN   W. Gettysburg & N. Garfield 0.00 1,279.00 325,500.00 $0.00

EO   N. Bryan & W. Dakota 0.00 2,494.80 448,400.00 $0.00

F    Barstow & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

FCB  E Mckinley Ave & N McCall Ave 337,531.00 636,224.00 1,706,503.00 $0.00

FF   Kearney & West 0.00 -205,549.30 745,435.00 $0.00

G    Olive & Winery 0.00 -91,936.70 0.00 $0.00

GG   Maple & Florence 0.00 5,105.70 287,770.00 $0.00

H    Mesa & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

HH   Commece & Maple 5,000.00 -230,926.30 304,500.00 $3,000.00

I    Bullard &Teilman 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 $0.00
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II1  Grove & Fig 0.00 194,171.34 573,466.00 $0.00

II2  Church & Orange 0.00 251,762.20 511,740.00 $0.00

II3  Hazelwood & First 0.00 -114,366.20 8,610.00 $0.00

II4  Millbrook & Dudley 0.00 -94,355.10 11,971.00 $0.00

J    Bullard & Forkner 0.00 -82,910.60 210,844.00 $0.00

JJ   McKinley & N. Ninth 0.00 -142,799.60 204,405.00 $0.00

K    Shaw & Santa Fe 0.00 19,621.20 165,050.00 $0.00

KK   Elm & Annadale 0.00 -195,708.60 130,700.00 $0.00

L    Blackstone & San Jose 0.00 0.00 110,000.00 $0.00

LL   Annadale & Cherry 2,000.00 -236,664.80 260,050.00 $1,200.00

M    San Jose & First 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

MM   Ashlan & Hughes 0.00 1,800.00 121,310.00 $0.00

N    Escalon & Fresno 0.00 -129,494.30 151,659.00 $0.00

NN   W Church & S Valentine 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

O    First & Bullard 0.00 0.00 11,400.00 $0.00

OO   West & Lorena 0.00 -21,133.40 165,000.00 $0.00

P    Cedar & Bullard 0.00 -117,745.50 70,650.00 $0.00

PEB  Herndon & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 376,800.00 $0.00

PP   Willow & s/o Butler 0.00 -14,287.00 151,285.00 $0.00

Q    Winery & Ashlan 0.00 0.00 146,100.00 $0.00

R    Chestnut & Shepherd 0.00 57,480.70 434,000.00 $0.00

RCB  E McKinley Ave & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 2,532,800.00 $0.00

RR1  Nielson & Teilman 0.00 -412,343.59 39,422.00 $0.00

RR2  Belmont & G St. 0.00 -140,900.40 0.00 $0.00

RR3  Hughes Ave & Whitesbridge Ave 0.00 4,619.70 554,000.00 $0.00

S    Ashlan & Peach 0.00 -255,116.60 113,415.00 $0.00

SS   Annadale & Walnut 4,000.00 -98,908.50 533,119.00 $2,400.00

T    E Airways & N Clovis 0.00 -83,943.50 271,051.00 $0.00

TT1  Jensen & West 0.00 -381,030.30 734,255.00 $0.00

TT2  Kaviland & Harrison 0.00 0.00 105,500.00 $0.00

U    Chestnut & Dakota 0.00 -97,254.00 66,120.00 $0.00

UU2  99 Hwy & Pine 0.00 -161,047.00 12,600.00 $0.00

UU3  Marks & Dudley 0.00 -248,498.90 485,475.00 $0.00

V    Sierra Vista & Mckinley 0.00 -118,074.80 74,110.00 $0.00

W    Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -79,372.20 330,807.00 $0.00

X    Belmont & Willlow 0.00 -72,574.40 68,002.00 $0.00

XX   Hughes & McKinley 0.00 -90,817.60 201,745.00 $0.00

Y    Kings Canyon & Adler 0.00 -50,930.60 152,300.00 $0.00

Z    Kings Canyon & Maple 0.00 -547,533.06 0.00 $0.00

ZZ   Dry Creek & Crystal 0.00 -234,350.30 317,263.00 $0.00
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1E   Ashlan & Fowler 0.00 -166,668.00 20,000.00 $0.00

1G   Temperance & Gould Canal 0.00 -149,357.40 83,900.00 $0.00

2D   Clovis & Swift 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

3A   Helm & Shaw 0.00 -103,620.20 0.00 $0.00

3D   Sunnyside & Cole 0.00 -123,006.42 63,254.28 $0.00

3F   Shaw & Laverne 0.00 -137,984.90 27,931.00 $0.00

3G   Barstow & Locan 130,300.00 -154,146.40 345,196.00 $78,180.00

4B   Dry Creek & Helm Crossing 0.00 -199,229.20 0.00 $0.00

4C   Barstow & Villa 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

4D   Clovis & Bullard 0.00 -65,796.30 13,700.00 $0.00

4E   Stanford & Bullard 0.00 -295,416.20 125,410.00 $0.00

5B/5C Sierra & Minnewawa 0.00 -150,898.30 107,235.00 $0.00

5F   Fowler & Escalon 0.00 -83,941.50 58,451.00 $0.00

6D   Sierra & Clovis 0.00 -62,926.40 41,750.00 $0.00

7C   Alluvial & Clovis 0.00 -325,924.70 219,925.00 $0.00

7D   Alluvial & Fowler 0.00 0.00 290,370.00 $0.00

7H   Temperance & Sierra 4,800.00 0.00 419,300.00 $2,880.00

A    Florence & Maple 2,000.00 -151,519.53 153,643.00 $1,200.00

AA   Holland & Glenn 0.00 -117,403.00 64,000.00 $0.00

AB   Palo Alto & Marks 0.00 -138,575.50 158,935.00 $0.00

AC   Escalon & Bullard 0.00 -18,234.50 188,500.00 $0.00

AD   Valentine & Escalon 0.00 -73,578.70 45,250.00 $0.00

AE   Barstow & Santa Fe 0.00 -70,859.20 358,400.00 $0.00

AF   Shaw & w/o Brawley 8,000.00 -185,048.70 250,705.00 $4,800.00

AG   Valentine & Ashlan 0.00 -143,104.90 308,400.00 $0.00

AH1  Alamos & El Capitan 0.00 -14,318.20 15,800.00 $0.00

AH2  Gettysburg & Cornelia 30,978.00 -170,237.00 275,947.00 $18,586.80

AI   Gettysburg & w/o Hayes 17,600.00 -1,088.00 256,900.00 $5,760.00

AJ   Ashlan & w/o Cornelia 0.00 -105,886.30 88,920.00 $0.00

AK   Dakota & Polk 0.00 -150,078.80 332,600.00 $0.00

AL   Brawley & Clinton 0.00 -115,383.00 332,160.00 $0.00

AM   Ashlan & Dockery 0.00 -82,542.50 0.00 $0.00

AN   Cornelia & Olive 0.00 -101,039.60 154,100.00 $0.00

AO   Belmont & Blythe 0.00 -106,311.40 254,000.00 $0.00

AQ   Willow & Perrin 0.00 -88,443.50 282,590.00 $0.00

AR   W. Whitesbridge & S. Cornella 0.00 124,000.00 338,000.00 $0.00

AS   W. California & S Valentine 36,500.00 -21,614.80 518,500.00 $21,900.00

AU   S West Ave & W Annadale Ave 0.00 44,300.00 160,000.00 $0.00

AV   S. Elm & 41 Hwy 0.00 -516,280.30 166,000.00 $0.00

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
5469 E. Olive Ave
Fresno, CA 93727
Tel.: (559) 456-3292
Fax: (559) 456-1076

Excavation Summary Report
1/1/2010 to 12/31/2010

Summary

No. of Basins: 167 Average Fee: $1,550.80 Total Removed: 510,555.00 Total Fees: $258,983.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

AW1  Orange & North 77,400.00 20,092.50 194,500.00 $45,895.00

AW2  North & Cherry 0.00 0.00 133,725.00 $0.00

AX   E Central & S. East 0.00 -488.40 286,000.00 $0.00

AY   Central & Cedar 500.00 1,714.60 342,000.00 $300.00

AZ   Chestnut & Golden St&e 0.00 -166,893.40 233,500.00 $0.00

B/E  Gettysburg & First 0.00 -148,109.33 80,500.00 $0.00

BB   Fresno & Shields 0.00 -98,574.66 0.00 $0.00

BC   Willow & Teague 0.00 -43,822.80 543,290.00 $0.00

BD   Vine & Helm 0.00 -43,888.32 265,738.98 $0.00

BDB  Consolidated to 501 0.00 10,993.00 141,843.00 $0.00

BE   Willow & Cherry 0.00 -72,828.10 161,350.00 $0.00

BF   Chestnut & Byrd 0.00 -50,746.40 124,200.00 $0.00

BG   S. Peach & S. Clovis 0.00 -30,573.34 384,418.96 $0.00

BH   Clovis & Church 0.00 -118,077.60 254,700.00 $0.00

BJ   Central & Maple 0.00 24,569.40 184,188.00 $0.00

BK   Clovis & Kings Canyon 0.00 -67,215.80 78,000.00 $0.00

BL   Church & Armstrong 2,000.00 130,408.30 405,300.00 $1,200.00

BM   Fowler & California 0.00 -232,202.70 544,958.00 $0.00

BO   Sunnyside & Fancher Creek 0.00 -263,069.10 5,000.00 $0.00

BP   180 Hwy & N. Sunnyside 0.00 0.00 135,000.00 $0.00

BQ   Belmont & Fowler 100.00 -89,644.40 208,000.00 $115.00

BR   N. Colvis & E. Lamona 0.00 0.00 180,500.00 $0.00

BS   McKinley & Fowler 3,000.00 4,294.40 655,000.00 $1,800.00

BT   Nees & Marion 0.00 -77,550.20 331,186.00 $0.00

BU   Clovis & Clinton 0.00 -196,811.90 421,345.00 $0.00

BV   Fowler & Shields 0.00 -45,314.00 201,000.00 $0.00

BW   Clovis & Dakota 0.00 -20,293.30 178,200.00 $0.00

BX   Temperance & Teague 20,000.00 -907,727.62 1,248,175.00 $2,100.00

BY   Behymer & Sunnyside 0.00 -861,131.50 611,381.00 $0.00

BZ   Cedar & Copper 0.00 -216,926.80 63,300.00 $0.00

C    Ashlan & Barton 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CC   Clark & Floradora 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CD   Dakota & Garfield 0.00 -17,601.80 380,000.00 $0.00

CE   Maple & n/o American 0.00 -19,601.20 596,300.00 $0.00

CF   Peach & Central 0.00 -178,035.00 419,700.00 $0.00

CG   W. Mckinley & N. Garfield 0.00 -12,452.00 424,600.00 $0.00

CH   W. Mckinley & Bryan 0.00 -851.30 305,000.00 $0.00

CI   Mckinley & Polk 0.00 -50,630.90 144,600.00 $0.00

CJ   W. Belmont & N. Grantl& 0.00 277,220.10 300,000.00 $0.00

CK   W. Mckenzie & N Polk 0.00 47,832.80 406,700.00 $0.00

CL   Willow & Escalon 0.00 -112,101.80 249,180.00 $0.00

CM   Cedar & Palo Alto 0.00 -73,956.90 187,126.00 $0.00

CN   First & Herndon 0.00 -249,847.10 223,159.00 $0.00

CO2  Herndon & Maroa 0.00 -155,162.30 179,150.00 $0.00
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CP   Jensen & Marks 0.00 -25,644.70 224,600.00 $0.00

CQ   W. North & S. Walnut 0.00 573.10 216,600.00 $0.00

CS   Fruit & North 0.00 -281,837.00 427,696.00 $0.00

CU   North & Willow 0.00 -68,415.00 205,000.00 $0.00

CV   Willow & Central 1,000.00 -133,353.20 117,500.00 $600.00

CW   Fresno & Nees 0.00 -82,638.50 246,144.00 $0.00

CX   Nees & Millbrook 0.00 20,926.90 40,850.00 $0.00

CY   Alluvial & Cedar 0.00 -100,394.30 118,900.00 $0.00

CZ   Nees & Chestnut 0.00 120,715.30 563,500.00 $0.00

D    Forkner & Barstow 0.00 -14,368.40 113,375.00 $0.00

DCE  Annadale & Brawley 40,000.00 -223,400.00 325,000.00 $0.00

DD1  Holandl & Thorne 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DD2  Palm & Dakota 0.00 -298,331.30 57,075.00 $0.00

DE   Copper & Maple 0.00 -80,715.10 469,850.00 $0.00

DG   W Boy Scout & Rivers Edge 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DH1  Maroa & Cromwell 0.00 -179,521.40 30,000.00 $0.00

DH2  Fruit & Dakota 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DI   N Ridgeview & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DJ   San Joaquin River & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DK   Hwy 41 & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DL   Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -1,725.30 262,900.00 $0.00

DM   Peach & Copper 0.00 0.00 383,200.00 $0.00

DN   Friant Rd & s/o Willow 6,500.00 -469,184.80 154,035.00 $3,900.00

DO   Locan & Dakota 6,000.00 -331,673.70 431,540.00 $3,600.00

DP   E. Dakota & N Highland 0.00 -10,517.50 700,000.00 $0.00

EE   McKinley & West 0.00 0.00 59,700.00 $0.00

EF   Cornelia & Browning 0.00 -363,662.00 386,300.00 $0.00

EG   Spruce & Hayes 0.00 106,428.10 147,000.00 $0.00

EH   Bullard & Motel Drive 1,000.00 -268,102.40 187,000.00 $600.00

EI   Garfield & Alluvial 0.00 -76.80 163,500.00 $0.00

EJ   Garfield & Bulllard 0.00 -111,364.00 238,700.00 $0.00

EK   San Joaquin River & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

EL   Hwy 99 & Herndon Canal 0.00 -26,712.00 16,000.00 $0.00

EM   Barstow & Grantland 77,000.00 -64,292.30 290,450.00 $46,200.00

EN   W. Gettysburg & N. Garfield 0.00 1,279.00 325,500.00 $0.00

EO   N. Bryan & W. Dakota 28,427.00 2,494.80 419,973.00 $17,056.20

F    Barstow & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

FCB  E Mckinley Ave & N McCall Ave 13,600.00 636,224.00 2,030,434.00 $0.00

FF   Kearney & West 0.00 -205,549.30 745,435.00 $0.00

G    Olive & Winery 0.00 -91,936.70 0.00 $0.00

GG   Maple & Florence 0.00 5,105.70 287,770.00 $0.00

H    Mesa & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

HH   Commece & Maple 500.00 -230,926.30 309,000.00 $300.00

I    Bullard &Teilman 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 $0.00
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II1  Grove & Fig 0.00 194,171.34 573,466.00 $0.00

II2  Church & Orange 0.00 251,762.20 511,740.00 $0.00

II3  Hazelwood & First 0.00 -114,366.20 8,610.00 $0.00

II4  Millbrook & Dudley 0.00 -94,355.10 11,971.00 $0.00

J    Bullard & Forkner 0.00 -82,910.60 210,844.00 $0.00

JJ   McKinley & N. Ninth 0.00 -142,799.60 204,405.00 $0.00

K    Shaw & Santa Fe 0.00 19,621.20 165,050.00 $0.00

KK   Elm & Annadale 0.00 -195,708.60 130,700.00 $0.00

L    Blackstone & San Jose 0.00 0.00 110,000.00 $0.00

LL   Annadale & Cherry 0.00 -236,664.80 262,050.00 $0.00

M    San Jose & First 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

MM   Ashlan & Hughes 0.00 1,800.00 121,310.00 $0.00

N    Escalon & Fresno 0.00 -129,494.30 151,659.00 $0.00

NN   W Church & S Valentine 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

O    First & Bullard 0.00 0.00 11,400.00 $0.00

OO   West & Lorena 0.00 -21,133.40 165,000.00 $0.00

P    Cedar & Bullard 0.00 -117,745.50 70,650.00 $0.00

PEB  Herndon & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 376,800.00 $0.00

PP   Willow & s/o Butler 0.00 -14,287.00 151,285.00 $0.00

Q    Winery & Ashlan 0.00 0.00 146,100.00 $0.00

R    Chestnut & Shepherd 0.00 57,480.70 434,000.00 $0.00

RCB  E McKinley Ave & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 2,532,800.00 $0.00

RR1  Nielson & Teilman 0.00 -412,343.59 39,422.00 $0.00

RR2  Belmont & G St. 0.00 -140,900.40 0.00 $0.00

RR3  Hughes Ave & Whitesbridge Ave 0.00 4,619.70 554,000.00 $0.00

S    Ashlan & Peach 0.00 -255,116.60 113,415.00 $0.00

SS   Annadale & Walnut 0.00 -98,908.50 537,119.00 $0.00

T    E Airways & N Clovis 0.00 -83,943.50 271,051.00 $0.00

TT1  Jensen & West 0.00 -381,030.30 734,255.00 $0.00

TT2  Kaviland & Harrison 0.00 0.00 105,500.00 $0.00

U    Chestnut & Dakota 0.00 -97,254.00 66,120.00 $0.00

UU2  99 Hwy & Pine 0.00 -161,047.00 12,600.00 $0.00

UU3  Marks & Dudley 0.00 -248,498.90 485,475.00 $0.00

V    Sierra Vista & Mckinley 0.00 -118,074.80 74,110.00 $0.00

W    Minnewawa & Harvey 3,350.00 -79,372.20 327,457.00 $2,010.00

X    Belmont & Willlow 0.00 -72,574.40 68,002.00 $0.00

XX   Hughes & McKinley 0.00 -90,817.60 201,745.00 $0.00

Y    Kings Canyon & Adler 0.00 -50,930.60 152,300.00 $0.00

Z    Kings Canyon & Maple 0.00 -547,533.06 0.00 $0.00

ZZ   Dry Creek & Crystal 0.00 -234,350.30 317,263.00 $0.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

1E   Ashlan & Fowler 0.00 -166,668.00 20,000.00 $0.00

1G   Temperance & Gould Canal 0.00 -149,357.40 83,900.00 $0.00

2D   Clovis & Swift 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

3A   Helm & Shaw 0.00 -103,620.20 0.00 $0.00

3D   Sunnyside & Cole 0.00 -123,006.42 63,254.28 $0.00

3F   Shaw & Laverne 0.00 -137,984.90 27,931.00 $0.00

3G   Barstow & Locan 27,000.00 -154,146.40 448,496.00 $16,200.00

4B   Dry Creek & Helm Crossing 0.00 -199,229.20 0.00 $0.00

4C   Barstow & Villa 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

4D   Clovis & Bullard 0.00 -65,796.30 13,700.00 $0.00

4E   Stanford & Bullard 0.00 -295,416.20 125,410.00 $0.00

5B/5C Sierra & Minnewawa 0.00 -150,898.30 107,235.00 $0.00

5F   Fowler & Escalon 0.00 -83,941.50 58,451.00 $0.00

6D   Sierra & Clovis 0.00 -62,926.40 41,750.00 $0.00

7C   Alluvial & Clovis 0.00 -325,924.70 219,925.00 $0.00

7D   Alluvial & Fowler 0.00 0.00 290,370.00 $0.00

7H   Temperance & Sierra 30,000.00 0.00 394,100.00 $18,000.00

A    Florence & Maple 14,600.00 -151,519.53 141,043.00 $8,760.00

AA   Holland & Glenn 0.00 -117,403.00 64,000.00 $0.00

AB   Palo Alto & Marks 0.00 -138,575.50 158,935.00 $0.00

AC   Escalon & Bullard 0.00 -18,234.50 188,500.00 $0.00

AD   Valentine & Escalon 0.00 -73,578.70 45,250.00 $0.00

AE   Barstow & Santa Fe 12,000.00 -70,859.20 346,400.00 $7,200.00

AF   Shaw & w/o Brawley 11,280.00 -185,048.70 247,425.00 $6,768.00

AG   Valentine & Ashlan 0.00 -143,104.90 308,400.00 $0.00

AH1  Alamos & El Capitan 0.00 -14,318.20 15,800.00 $0.00

AH2  Gettysburg & Cornelia 0.00 -170,237.00 306,925.00 $0.00

AI   Gettysburg & w/o Hayes 0.00 -1,088.00 274,500.00 $0.00

AJ   Ashlan & w/o Cornelia 0.00 -105,886.30 88,920.00 $0.00

AK   Dakota & Polk 2,000.00 -150,078.80 330,600.00 $1,200.00

AL   Brawley & Clinton 0.00 -115,383.00 332,160.00 $0.00

AM   Ashlan & Dockery 0.00 -82,542.50 0.00 $0.00

AN   Cornelia & Olive 0.00 -101,039.60 154,100.00 $0.00

AO   Belmont & Blythe 0.00 -106,311.40 254,000.00 $0.00

AQ   Willow & Perrin 0.00 -88,443.50 282,590.00 $0.00

AR   W. Whitesbridge & S. Cornella 0.00 124,000.00 338,000.00 $0.00

AS   W. California & S Valentine 1,500.00 -21,614.80 553,500.00 $900.00

AU   S West Ave & W Annadale Ave 0.00 44,300.00 160,000.00 $0.00

AV   S. Elm & 41 Hwy 0.00 -516,280.30 166,000.00 $0.00

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
5469 E. Olive Ave
Fresno, CA 93727
Tel.: (559) 456-3292
Fax: (559) 456-1076

Excavation Summary Report
1/1/2011 to 12/31/2011

Summary

No. of Basins: 167 Average Fee: $882.08 Total Removed: 248,713.33 Total Fees: $147,308.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

AW1  Orange & North 500.00 20,092.50 271,400.00 $300.00

AW2  North & Cherry 0.00 0.00 133,725.00 $0.00

AX   E Central & S. East 0.00 -488.40 286,000.00 $0.00

AY   Central & Cedar 109,833.33 1,714.60 232,666.67 $65,900.00

AZ   Chestnut & Golden St&e 0.00 -166,893.40 233,500.00 $0.00

B/E  Gettysburg & First 0.00 -148,109.33 80,500.00 $0.00

BB   Fresno & Shields 0.00 -98,574.66 0.00 $0.00

BC   Willow & Teague 1,200.00 -43,822.80 542,090.00 $720.00

BD   Vine & Helm 0.00 -43,888.32 265,738.98 $0.00

BDB  Consolidated to 501 2,300.00 10,993.00 139,543.00 $1,380.00

BE   Willow & Cherry 0.00 -72,828.10 161,350.00 $0.00

BF   Chestnut & Byrd 0.00 -50,746.40 124,200.00 $0.00

BG   S. Peach & S. Clovis 0.00 -30,573.34 384,418.96 $0.00

BH   Clovis & Church 0.00 -118,077.60 254,700.00 $0.00

BJ   Central & Maple 0.00 24,569.40 184,188.00 $0.00

BK   Clovis & Kings Canyon 0.00 -67,215.80 78,000.00 $0.00

BL   Church & Armstrong 0.00 130,408.30 407,300.00 $0.00

BM   Fowler & California 0.00 -232,202.70 544,958.00 $0.00

BO   Sunnyside & Fancher Creek 0.00 -263,069.10 5,000.00 $0.00

BP   180 Hwy & N. Sunnyside 0.00 0.00 135,000.00 $0.00

BQ   Belmont & Fowler 3,000.00 -89,644.40 205,100.00 $1,800.00

BR   N. Colvis & E. Lamona 0.00 0.00 180,500.00 $0.00

BS   McKinley & Fowler 3,100.00 4,294.40 654,900.00 $1,860.00

BT   Nees & Marion 0.00 -77,550.20 331,186.00 $0.00

BU   Clovis & Clinton 0.00 -196,811.90 421,345.00 $0.00

BV   Fowler & Shields 0.00 -45,314.00 201,000.00 $0.00

BW   Clovis & Dakota 0.00 -20,293.30 178,200.00 $0.00

BX   Temperance & Teague 0.00 -907,727.62 1,268,175.00 $0.00

BY   Behymer & Sunnyside 0.00 -861,131.50 611,381.00 $0.00

BZ   Cedar & Copper 0.00 -216,926.80 63,300.00 $0.00

C    Ashlan & Barton 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CC   Clark & Floradora 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CD   Dakota & Garfield 0.00 -17,601.80 380,000.00 $0.00

CE   Maple & n/o American 0.00 -19,601.20 596,300.00 $0.00

CF   Peach & Central 2,000.00 -178,035.00 417,700.00 $1,200.00

CG   W. Mckinley & N. Garfield 0.00 -12,452.00 424,600.00 $0.00

CH   W. Mckinley & Bryan 0.00 -851.30 305,000.00 $0.00

CI   Mckinley & Polk 0.00 -50,630.90 144,600.00 $0.00

CJ   W. Belmont & N. Grantl& 0.00 277,220.10 300,000.00 $0.00

CK   W. Mckenzie & N Polk 0.00 47,832.80 406,700.00 $0.00

CL   Willow & Escalon 0.00 -112,101.80 249,180.00 $0.00

CM   Cedar & Palo Alto 0.00 -73,956.90 187,126.00 $0.00

CN   First & Herndon 0.00 -249,847.10 223,159.00 $0.00

CO2  Herndon & Maroa 0.00 -155,162.30 179,150.00 $0.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

CP   Jensen & Marks 0.00 -25,644.70 224,600.00 $0.00

CQ   W. North & S. Walnut 0.00 573.10 216,600.00 $0.00

CS   Fruit & North 0.00 -281,837.00 427,696.00 $0.00

CU   North & Willow 0.00 -68,415.00 205,000.00 $0.00

CV   Willow & Central 500.00 -133,353.20 118,000.00 $300.00

CW   Fresno & Nees 0.00 -82,638.50 246,144.00 $0.00

CX   Nees & Millbrook 0.00 20,926.90 40,850.00 $0.00

CY   Alluvial & Cedar 0.00 -100,394.30 118,900.00 $0.00

CZ   Nees & Chestnut 0.00 120,715.30 563,500.00 $0.00

D    Forkner & Barstow 0.00 -14,368.40 113,375.00 $0.00

DCE  Annadale & Brawley 0.00 -223,400.00 365,000.00 $0.00

DD1  Holandl & Thorne 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DD2  Palm & Dakota 0.00 -298,331.30 57,075.00 $0.00

DE   Copper & Maple 0.00 -80,715.10 469,850.00 $0.00

DG   W Boy Scout & Rivers Edge 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DH1  Maroa & Cromwell 0.00 -179,521.40 30,000.00 $0.00

DH2  Fruit & Dakota 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DI   N Ridgeview & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DJ   San Joaquin River & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DK   Hwy 41 & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DL   Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -1,725.30 262,900.00 $0.00

DM   Peach & Copper 0.00 0.00 383,200.00 $0.00

DN   Friant Rd & s/o Willow 1,000.00 -469,184.80 159,535.00 $600.00

DO   Locan & Dakota 10,500.00 -331,673.70 427,040.00 $6,300.00

DP   E. Dakota & N Highland 0.00 -10,517.50 700,000.00 $0.00

EE   McKinley & West 0.00 0.00 59,700.00 $0.00

EF   Cornelia & Browning 7,500.00 -363,662.00 378,800.00 $4,500.00

EG   Spruce & Hayes 0.00 106,428.10 147,000.00 $0.00

EH   Bullard & Motel Drive 2,000.00 -268,102.40 186,000.00 $1,200.00

EI   Garfield & Alluvial 0.00 -76.80 163,500.00 $0.00

EJ   Garfield & Bulllard 2,200.00 -111,364.00 236,500.00 $1,320.00

EK   San Joaquin River & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

EL   Hwy 99 & Herndon Canal 0.00 -26,712.00 16,000.00 $0.00

EM   Barstow & Grantland 0.00 -64,292.30 367,450.00 $0.00

EN   W. Gettysburg & N. Garfield 0.00 1,279.00 325,500.00 $0.00

EO   N. Bryan & W. Dakota 500.00 2,494.80 447,900.00 $300.00

F    Barstow & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

FCB  E Mckinley Ave & N McCall Ave 2,200.00 636,224.00 2,041,834.00 $0.00

FF   Kearney & West 0.00 -205,549.30 745,435.00 $0.00

G    Olive & Winery 0.00 -91,936.70 0.00 $0.00

GG   Maple & Florence 0.00 5,105.70 287,770.00 $0.00

H    Mesa & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

HH   Commece & Maple 0.00 -230,926.30 309,500.00 $0.00

I    Bullard &Teilman 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 $0.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

II1  Grove & Fig 0.00 194,171.34 573,466.00 $0.00

II2  Church & Orange 0.00 251,762.20 511,740.00 $0.00

II3  Hazelwood & First 0.00 -114,366.20 8,610.00 $0.00

II4  Millbrook & Dudley 0.00 -94,355.10 11,971.00 $0.00

J    Bullard & Forkner 0.00 -82,910.60 210,844.00 $0.00

JJ   McKinley & N. Ninth 0.00 -142,799.60 204,405.00 $0.00

K    Shaw & Santa Fe 0.00 19,621.20 165,050.00 $0.00

KK   Elm & Annadale 0.00 -195,708.60 130,700.00 $0.00

L    Blackstone & San Jose 0.00 0.00 110,000.00 $0.00

LL   Annadale & Cherry 0.00 -236,664.80 262,050.00 $0.00

M    San Jose & First 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

MM   Ashlan & Hughes 0.00 1,800.00 121,310.00 $0.00

N    Escalon & Fresno 0.00 -129,494.30 151,659.00 $0.00

NN   W Church & S Valentine 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

O    First & Bullard 0.00 0.00 11,400.00 $0.00

OO   West & Lorena 0.00 -21,133.40 165,000.00 $0.00

P    Cedar & Bullard 0.00 -117,745.50 70,650.00 $0.00

PEB  Herndon & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 376,800.00 $0.00

PP   Willow & s/o Butler 0.00 -14,287.00 151,285.00 $0.00

Q    Winery & Ashlan 0.00 0.00 146,100.00 $0.00

R    Chestnut & Shepherd 0.00 57,480.70 434,000.00 $0.00

RCB  E McKinley Ave & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 2,532,800.00 $0.00

RR1  Nielson & Teilman 0.00 -412,343.59 39,422.00 $0.00

RR2  Belmont & G St. 0.00 -140,900.40 0.00 $0.00

RR3  Hughes Ave & Whitesbridge Ave 0.00 4,619.70 554,000.00 $0.00

S    Ashlan & Peach 0.00 -255,116.60 113,415.00 $0.00

SS   Annadale & Walnut 2,000.00 -98,908.50 535,119.00 $600.00

T    E Airways & N Clovis 0.00 -83,943.50 271,051.00 $0.00

TT1  Jensen & West 0.00 -381,030.30 734,255.00 $0.00

TT2  Kaviland & Harrison 0.00 0.00 105,500.00 $0.00

U    Chestnut & Dakota 0.00 -97,254.00 66,120.00 $0.00

UU2  99 Hwy & Pine 0.00 -161,047.00 12,600.00 $0.00

UU3  Marks & Dudley 0.00 -248,498.90 485,475.00 $0.00

V    Sierra Vista & Mckinley 0.00 -118,074.80 74,110.00 $0.00

W    Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -79,372.20 330,807.00 $0.00

X    Belmont & Willlow 0.00 -72,574.40 68,002.00 $0.00

XX   Hughes & McKinley 0.00 -90,817.60 201,745.00 $0.00

Y    Kings Canyon & Adler 0.00 -50,930.60 152,300.00 $0.00

Z    Kings Canyon & Maple 0.00 -547,533.06 0.00 $0.00

ZZ   Dry Creek & Crystal 0.00 -234,350.30 317,263.00 $0.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

1E   Ashlan & Fowler 0.00 -166,668.00 20,000.00 $0.00

1G   Temperance & Gould Canal 0.00 -149,357.40 83,900.00 $0.00

2D   Clovis & Swift 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

3A   Helm & Shaw 0.00 -103,620.20 0.00 $0.00

3D   Sunnyside & Cole 0.00 -123,006.42 63,254.28 $0.00

3F   Shaw & Laverne 0.00 -137,984.90 27,931.00 $0.00

3G   Barstow & Locan 0.00 -154,146.40 475,496.00 $0.00

4B   Dry Creek & Helm Crossing 0.00 -199,229.20 0.00 $0.00

4C   Barstow & Villa 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

4D   Clovis & Bullard 0.00 -65,796.30 13,700.00 $0.00

4E   Stanford & Bullard 0.00 -295,416.20 125,410.00 $0.00

5B/5C Sierra & Minnewawa 5,300.00 -150,898.30 101,935.00 $3,180.00

5F   Fowler & Escalon 0.00 -83,941.50 58,451.00 $0.00

6D   Sierra & Clovis 0.00 -62,926.40 41,750.00 $0.00

7C   Alluvial & Clovis 0.00 -325,924.70 219,925.00 $0.00

7D   Alluvial & Fowler 0.00 0.00 290,370.00 $0.00

7H   Temperance & Sierra 0.00 0.00 424,100.00 $0.00

A    Florence & Maple 0.00 -151,519.53 155,643.00 $0.00

AA   Holland & Glenn 0.00 -117,403.00 64,000.00 $0.00

AB   Palo Alto & Marks 0.00 -138,575.50 158,935.00 $0.00

AC   Escalon & Bullard 0.00 -18,234.50 188,500.00 $0.00

AD   Valentine & Escalon 0.00 -73,578.70 45,250.00 $0.00

AE   Barstow & Santa Fe 0.00 -70,859.20 358,400.00 $0.00

AF   Shaw & w/o Brawley 0.00 -185,048.70 258,705.00 $0.00

AG   Valentine & Ashlan 0.00 -143,104.90 308,400.00 $0.00

AH1  Alamos & El Capitan 0.00 -14,318.20 15,800.00 $0.00

AH2  Gettysburg & Cornelia 1,000.00 -170,237.00 305,925.00 $600.00

AI   Gettysburg & w/o Hayes 0.00 -1,088.00 274,500.00 $0.00

AJ   Ashlan & w/o Cornelia 10,000.00 -105,886.30 78,920.00 $6,000.00

AK   Dakota & Polk 0.00 -150,078.80 332,600.00 $0.00

AL   Brawley & Clinton 0.00 -115,383.00 332,160.00 $0.00

AM   Ashlan & Dockery 0.00 -82,542.50 0.00 $0.00

AN   Cornelia & Olive 0.00 -101,039.60 154,100.00 $0.00

AO   Belmont & Blythe 0.00 -106,311.40 254,000.00 $0.00

AQ   Willow & Perrin 0.00 -88,443.50 282,590.00 $0.00

AR   W. Whitesbridge & S. Cornella 0.00 124,000.00 338,000.00 $0.00

AS   W. California & S Valentine 0.00 -21,614.80 555,000.00 $0.00

AU   S West Ave & W Annadale Ave 0.00 44,300.00 160,000.00 $0.00

AV   S. Elm & 41 Hwy 0.00 -516,280.30 166,000.00 $0.00

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
5469 E. Olive Ave
Fresno, CA 93727
Tel.: (559) 456-3292
Fax: (559) 456-1076

Excavation Summary Report
1/1/2012 to 12/31/2012

Summary

No. of Basins: 167 Average Fee: $255.39 Total Removed: 326,583.33 Total Fees: $42,650.00
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Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

AW1  Orange & North 0.00 20,092.50 271,900.00 $0.00

AW2  North & Cherry 0.00 0.00 133,725.00 $0.00

AX   E Central & S. East 0.00 -488.40 286,000.00 $0.00

AY   Central & Cedar 3,000.00 1,714.60 339,500.00 $1,800.00

AZ   Chestnut & Golden St&e 0.00 -166,893.40 233,500.00 $0.00

B/E  Gettysburg & First 0.00 -148,109.33 80,500.00 $0.00

BB   Fresno & Shields 0.00 -98,574.66 0.00 $0.00

BC   Willow & Teague 0.00 -43,822.80 543,290.00 $0.00

BD   Vine & Helm 0.00 -43,888.32 265,738.98 $0.00

BDB  Consolidated to 501 0.00 10,993.00 141,843.00 $0.00

BE   Willow & Cherry 0.00 -72,828.10 161,350.00 $0.00

BF   Chestnut & Byrd 0.00 -50,746.40 124,200.00 $0.00

BG   S. Peach & S. Clovis 0.00 -30,573.34 384,418.96 $0.00

BH   Clovis & Church 0.00 -118,077.60 254,700.00 $0.00

BJ   Central & Maple 0.00 24,569.40 184,188.00 $0.00

BK   Clovis & Kings Canyon 0.00 -67,215.80 78,000.00 $0.00

BL   Church & Armstrong 0.00 130,408.30 407,300.00 $0.00

BM   Fowler & California 0.00 -232,202.70 544,958.00 $0.00

BO   Sunnyside & Fancher Creek 0.00 -263,069.10 5,000.00 $0.00

BP   180 Hwy & N. Sunnyside 0.00 0.00 135,000.00 $0.00

BQ   Belmont & Fowler 0.00 -89,644.40 208,100.00 $0.00

BR   N. Colvis & E. Lamona 0.00 0.00 180,500.00 $0.00

BS   McKinley & Fowler 3,000.00 4,294.40 655,000.00 $1,800.00

BT   Nees & Marion 7,133.33 -77,550.20 324,052.67 $4,280.00

BU   Clovis & Clinton 0.00 -196,811.90 421,345.00 $0.00

BV   Fowler & Shields 0.00 -45,314.00 201,000.00 $0.00

BW   Clovis & Dakota 0.00 -20,293.30 178,200.00 $0.00

BX   Temperance & Teague 0.00 -907,727.62 1,268,175.00 $0.00

BY   Behymer & Sunnyside 0.00 -861,131.50 611,381.00 $0.00

BZ   Cedar & Copper 0.00 -216,926.80 63,300.00 $0.00

C    Ashlan & Barton 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CC   Clark & Floradora 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CD   Dakota & Garfield 0.00 -17,601.80 380,000.00 $0.00

CE   Maple & n/o American 0.00 -19,601.20 596,300.00 $0.00

CF   Peach & Central 500.00 -178,035.00 419,200.00 $300.00

CG   W. Mckinley & N. Garfield 0.00 -12,452.00 424,600.00 $0.00

CH   W. Mckinley & Bryan 0.00 -851.30 305,000.00 $0.00

CI   Mckinley & Polk 0.00 -50,630.90 144,600.00 $0.00

CJ   W. Belmont & N. Grantl& 0.00 277,220.10 300,000.00 $0.00

CK   W. Mckenzie & N Polk 0.00 47,832.80 406,700.00 $0.00

CL   Willow & Escalon 0.00 -112,101.80 249,180.00 $0.00

CM   Cedar & Palo Alto 0.00 -73,956.90 187,126.00 $0.00

CN   First & Herndon 0.00 -249,847.10 223,159.00 $0.00

CO2  Herndon & Maroa 0.00 -155,162.30 179,150.00 $0.00
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CP   Jensen & Marks 0.00 -25,644.70 224,600.00 $0.00

CQ   W. North & S. Walnut 0.00 573.10 216,600.00 $0.00

CS   Fruit & North 0.00 -281,837.00 427,696.00 $0.00

CU   North & Willow 0.00 -68,415.00 205,000.00 $0.00

CV   Willow & Central 0.00 -133,353.20 118,500.00 $0.00

CW   Fresno & Nees 0.00 -82,638.50 246,144.00 $0.00

CX   Nees & Millbrook 0.00 20,926.90 40,850.00 $0.00

CY   Alluvial & Cedar 0.00 -100,394.30 118,900.00 $0.00

CZ   Nees & Chestnut 0.00 120,715.30 563,500.00 $0.00

D    Forkner & Barstow 0.00 -14,368.40 113,375.00 $0.00

DCE  Annadale & Brawley 145,000.00 -223,400.00 220,000.00 $0.00

DD1  Holandl & Thorne 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DD2  Palm & Dakota 0.00 -298,331.30 57,075.00 $0.00

DE   Copper & Maple 0.00 -80,715.10 469,850.00 $0.00

DG   W Boy Scout & Rivers Edge 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DH1  Maroa & Cromwell 0.00 -179,521.40 30,000.00 $0.00

DH2  Fruit & Dakota 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DI   N Ridgeview & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DJ   San Joaquin River & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DK   Hwy 41 & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DL   Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -1,725.30 262,900.00 $0.00

DM   Peach & Copper 0.00 0.00 383,200.00 $0.00

DN   Friant Rd & s/o Willow 0.00 -469,184.80 160,535.00 $0.00

DO   Locan & Dakota 15,000.00 -331,673.70 422,540.00 $9,000.00

DP   E. Dakota & N Highland 0.00 -10,517.50 700,000.00 $0.00

EE   McKinley & West 0.00 0.00 59,700.00 $0.00

EF   Cornelia & Browning 0.00 -363,662.00 386,300.00 $0.00

EG   Spruce & Hayes 0.00 106,428.10 147,000.00 $0.00

EH   Bullard & Motel Drive 2,000.00 -268,102.40 186,000.00 $1,200.00

EI   Garfield & Alluvial 0.00 -76.80 163,500.00 $0.00

EJ   Garfield & Bulllard 22,400.00 -111,364.00 216,300.00 $13,440.00

EK   San Joaquin River & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

EL   Hwy 99 & Herndon Canal 0.00 -26,712.00 16,000.00 $0.00

EM   Barstow & Grantland 0.00 -64,292.30 367,450.00 $0.00

EN   W. Gettysburg & N. Garfield 0.00 1,279.00 325,500.00 $0.00

EO   N. Bryan & W. Dakota 0.00 2,494.80 448,400.00 $0.00

F    Barstow & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

FCB  E Mckinley Ave & N McCall Ave 21,750.00 636,224.00 2,022,284.00 $1,050.00

FF   Kearney & West 0.00 -205,549.30 745,435.00 $0.00

G    Olive & Winery 0.00 -91,936.70 0.00 $0.00

GG   Maple & Florence 0.00 5,105.70 287,770.00 $0.00

H    Mesa & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

HH   Commece & Maple 0.00 -230,926.30 309,500.00 $0.00

I    Bullard &Teilman 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 $0.00
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II1  Grove & Fig 90,000.00 194,171.34 483,466.00 $0.00

II2  Church & Orange 0.00 251,762.20 511,740.00 $0.00

II3  Hazelwood & First 0.00 -114,366.20 8,610.00 $0.00

II4  Millbrook & Dudley 0.00 -94,355.10 11,971.00 $0.00

J    Bullard & Forkner 0.00 -82,910.60 210,844.00 $0.00

JJ   McKinley & N. Ninth 0.00 -142,799.60 204,405.00 $0.00

K    Shaw & Santa Fe 0.00 19,621.20 165,050.00 $0.00

KK   Elm & Annadale 0.00 -195,708.60 130,700.00 $0.00

L    Blackstone & San Jose 0.00 0.00 110,000.00 $0.00

LL   Annadale & Cherry 0.00 -236,664.80 262,050.00 $0.00

M    San Jose & First 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

MM   Ashlan & Hughes 0.00 1,800.00 121,310.00 $0.00

N    Escalon & Fresno 0.00 -129,494.30 151,659.00 $0.00

NN   W Church & S Valentine 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

O    First & Bullard 0.00 0.00 11,400.00 $0.00

OO   West & Lorena 0.00 -21,133.40 165,000.00 $0.00

P    Cedar & Bullard 0.00 -117,745.50 70,650.00 $0.00

PEB  Herndon & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 376,800.00 $0.00

PP   Willow & s/o Butler 0.00 -14,287.00 151,285.00 $0.00

Q    Winery & Ashlan 0.00 0.00 146,100.00 $0.00

R    Chestnut & Shepherd 0.00 57,480.70 434,000.00 $0.00

RCB  E McKinley Ave & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 2,532,800.00 $0.00

RR1  Nielson & Teilman 0.00 -412,343.59 39,422.00 $0.00

RR2  Belmont & G St. 0.00 -140,900.40 0.00 $0.00

RR3  Hughes Ave & Whitesbridge Ave 0.00 4,619.70 554,000.00 $0.00

S    Ashlan & Peach 0.00 -255,116.60 113,415.00 $0.00

SS   Annadale & Walnut 500.00 -98,908.50 536,619.00 $0.00

T    E Airways & N Clovis 0.00 -83,943.50 271,051.00 $0.00

TT1  Jensen & West 0.00 -381,030.30 734,255.00 $0.00

TT2  Kaviland & Harrison 0.00 0.00 105,500.00 $0.00

U    Chestnut & Dakota 0.00 -97,254.00 66,120.00 $0.00

UU2  99 Hwy & Pine 0.00 -161,047.00 12,600.00 $0.00

UU3  Marks & Dudley 0.00 -248,498.90 485,475.00 $0.00

V    Sierra Vista & Mckinley 0.00 -118,074.80 74,110.00 $0.00

W    Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -79,372.20 330,807.00 $0.00

X    Belmont & Willlow 0.00 -72,574.40 68,002.00 $0.00

XX   Hughes & McKinley 0.00 -90,817.60 201,745.00 $0.00

Y    Kings Canyon & Adler 0.00 -50,930.60 152,300.00 $0.00

Z    Kings Canyon & Maple 0.00 -547,533.06 0.00 $0.00

ZZ   Dry Creek & Crystal 0.00 -234,350.30 317,263.00 $0.00

4 of 4© Copyright 2014 Fresno Flood Control District.  All Rights Reserved.1/2014



Basin No. Location Excavated Adjustments Remaining
"U Grade"

Fees

1E   Ashlan & Fowler 0.00 -166,668.00 20,000.00 $0.00

1G   Temperance & Gould Canal 0.00 -149,357.40 83,900.00 $0.00

2D   Clovis & Swift 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

3A   Helm & Shaw 0.00 -103,620.20 0.00 $0.00

3D   Sunnyside & Cole 0.00 -123,006.42 63,254.28 $0.00

3F   Shaw & Laverne 0.00 -137,984.90 27,931.00 $0.00

3G   Barstow & Locan 0.00 -154,146.40 475,496.00 $0.00

4B   Dry Creek & Helm Crossing 0.00 -199,229.20 0.00 $0.00

4C   Barstow & Villa 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

4D   Clovis & Bullard 0.00 -65,796.30 13,700.00 $0.00

4E   Stanford & Bullard 0.00 -295,416.20 125,410.00 $0.00

5B/5C Sierra & Minnewawa 0.00 -150,898.30 107,235.00 $0.00

5F   Fowler & Escalon 0.00 -83,941.50 58,451.00 $0.00

6D   Sierra & Clovis 0.00 -62,926.40 41,750.00 $0.00

7C   Alluvial & Clovis 0.00 -325,924.70 219,925.00 $0.00

7D   Alluvial & Fowler 0.00 0.00 290,370.00 $0.00

7H   Temperance & Sierra 0.00 0.00 424,100.00 $0.00

A    Florence & Maple 6,645.00 -151,519.53 148,998.00 $3,987.00

AA   Holland & Glenn 0.00 -117,403.00 64,000.00 $0.00

AB   Palo Alto & Marks 0.00 -138,575.50 158,935.00 $0.00

AC   Escalon & Bullard 0.00 -18,234.50 188,500.00 $0.00

AD   Valentine & Escalon 0.00 -73,578.70 45,250.00 $0.00

AE   Barstow & Santa Fe 0.00 -70,859.20 358,400.00 $0.00

AF   Shaw & w/o Brawley 9,034.00 -185,048.70 249,671.00 $5,420.40

AG   Valentine & Ashlan 0.00 -143,104.90 308,400.00 $0.00

AH1  Alamos & El Capitan 0.00 -14,318.20 15,800.00 $0.00

AH2  Gettysburg & Cornelia 0.00 -170,237.00 306,925.00 $0.00

AI   Gettysburg & w/o Hayes 0.00 -1,088.00 274,500.00 $0.00

AJ   Ashlan & w/o Cornelia 0.00 -105,886.30 88,920.00 $0.00

AK   Dakota & Polk 0.00 -150,078.80 332,600.00 $0.00

AL   Brawley & Clinton 0.00 -115,383.00 332,160.00 $0.00

AM   Ashlan & Dockery 0.00 -82,542.50 0.00 $0.00

AN   Cornelia & Olive 0.00 -101,039.60 154,100.00 $0.00

AO   Belmont & Blythe 0.00 -106,311.40 254,000.00 $0.00

AQ   Willow & Perrin 0.00 -88,443.50 282,590.00 $0.00

AR   W. Whitesbridge & S. Cornella 0.00 124,000.00 338,000.00 $0.00

AS   W. California & S Valentine 0.00 -21,614.80 555,000.00 $0.00

AU   S West Ave & W Annadale Ave 0.00 44,300.00 160,000.00 $0.00

AV   S. Elm & 41 Hwy 0.00 -516,280.30 166,000.00 $0.00

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District
5469 E. Olive Ave
Fresno, CA 93727
Tel.: (559) 456-3292
Fax: (559) 456-1076

Excavation Summary Report
1/1/2013 to 12/31/2013

Summary

No. of Basins: 167 Average Fee: $831.93 Total Removed: 358,888.00 Total Fees: $138,933.00
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AW1  Orange & North 6,965.00 20,092.50 264,935.00 $4,179.00

AW2  North & Cherry 0.00 0.00 133,725.00 $0.00

AX   E Central & S. East 0.00 -488.40 286,000.00 $0.00

AY   Central & Cedar 3,000.00 1,714.60 339,500.00 $1,800.00

AZ   Chestnut & Golden St&e 0.00 -166,893.40 233,500.00 $0.00

B/E  Gettysburg & First 0.00 -148,109.33 80,500.00 $0.00

BB   Fresno & Shields 0.00 -98,574.66 0.00 $0.00

BC   Willow & Teague 0.00 -43,822.80 543,290.00 $0.00

BD   Vine & Helm 1,000.00 -43,888.32 264,738.98 $600.00

BDB  Consolidated to 501 0.00 10,993.00 141,843.00 $0.00

BE   Willow & Cherry 0.00 -72,828.10 161,350.00 $0.00

BF   Chestnut & Byrd 0.00 -50,746.40 124,200.00 $0.00

BG   S. Peach & S. Clovis 15,000.00 -30,573.34 369,418.96 $9,000.00

BH   Clovis & Church 0.00 -118,077.60 254,700.00 $0.00

BJ   Central & Maple 0.00 24,569.40 184,188.00 $0.00

BK   Clovis & Kings Canyon 0.00 -67,215.80 78,000.00 $0.00

BL   Church & Armstrong 0.00 130,408.30 407,300.00 $0.00

BM   Fowler & California 0.00 -232,202.70 544,958.00 $0.00

BO   Sunnyside & Fancher Creek 0.00 -263,069.10 5,000.00 $0.00

BP   180 Hwy & N. Sunnyside 0.00 0.00 135,000.00 $0.00

BQ   Belmont & Fowler 0.00 -89,644.40 208,100.00 $0.00

BR   N. Colvis & E. Lamona 0.00 0.00 180,500.00 $0.00

BS   McKinley & Fowler 1,500.00 4,294.40 656,500.00 $900.00

BT   Nees & Marion 0.00 -77,550.20 331,186.00 $0.00

BU   Clovis & Clinton 0.00 -196,811.90 421,345.00 $0.00

BV   Fowler & Shields 0.00 -45,314.00 201,000.00 $0.00

BW   Clovis & Dakota 0.00 -20,293.30 178,200.00 $0.00

BX   Temperance & Teague 38,246.00 -907,727.62 1,229,929.00 $19,167.60

BY   Behymer & Sunnyside 0.00 -861,131.50 611,381.00 $0.00

BZ   Cedar & Copper 0.00 -216,926.80 63,300.00 $0.00

C    Ashlan & Barton 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CC   Clark & Floradora 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

CD   Dakota & Garfield 0.00 -17,601.80 380,000.00 $0.00

CE   Maple & n/o American 0.00 -19,601.20 596,300.00 $0.00

CF   Peach & Central 0.00 -178,035.00 419,700.00 $0.00

CG   W. Mckinley & N. Garfield 0.00 -12,452.00 424,600.00 $0.00

CH   W. Mckinley & Bryan 0.00 -851.30 305,000.00 $0.00

CI   Mckinley & Polk 0.00 -50,630.90 144,600.00 $0.00

CJ   W. Belmont & N. Grantl& 0.00 277,220.10 300,000.00 $0.00

CK   W. Mckenzie & N Polk 15,000.00 47,832.80 391,700.00 $9,000.00

CL   Willow & Escalon 0.00 -112,101.80 249,180.00 $0.00

CM   Cedar & Palo Alto 0.00 -73,956.90 187,126.00 $0.00

CN   First & Herndon 0.00 -249,847.10 223,159.00 $0.00

CO2  Herndon & Maroa 0.00 -155,162.30 179,150.00 $0.00
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CP   Jensen & Marks 0.00 -25,644.70 224,600.00 $0.00

CQ   W. North & S. Walnut 0.00 573.10 216,600.00 $0.00

CS   Fruit & North 0.00 -281,837.00 427,696.00 $0.00

CU   North & Willow 0.00 -68,415.00 205,000.00 $0.00

CV   Willow & Central 1,000.00 -133,353.20 117,500.00 $600.00

CW   Fresno & Nees 0.00 -82,638.50 246,144.00 $0.00

CX   Nees & Millbrook 0.00 20,926.90 40,850.00 $0.00

CY   Alluvial & Cedar 0.00 -100,394.30 118,900.00 $0.00

CZ   Nees & Chestnut 0.00 120,715.30 563,500.00 $0.00

D    Forkner & Barstow 0.00 -14,368.40 113,375.00 $0.00

DCE  Annadale & Brawley 119,493.00 -223,400.00 245,507.00 $0.00

DD1  Holandl & Thorne 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DD2  Palm & Dakota 0.00 -298,331.30 57,075.00 $0.00

DE   Copper & Maple 0.00 -80,715.10 469,850.00 $0.00

DG   W Boy Scout & Rivers Edge 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DH1  Maroa & Cromwell 0.00 -179,521.40 30,000.00 $0.00

DH2  Fruit & Dakota 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DI   N Ridgeview & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DJ   San Joaquin River & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DK   Hwy 41 & San Joaquin River 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

DL   Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -1,725.30 262,900.00 $0.00

DM   Peach & Copper 0.00 0.00 383,200.00 $0.00

DN   Friant Rd & s/o Willow 0.00 -469,184.80 160,535.00 $0.00

DO   Locan & Dakota 92,965.00 -331,673.70 344,575.00 $55,779.00

DP   E. Dakota & N Highland 0.00 -10,517.50 700,000.00 $0.00

EE   McKinley & West 0.00 0.00 59,700.00 $0.00

EF   Cornelia & Browning 0.00 -363,662.00 386,300.00 $0.00

EG   Spruce & Hayes 0.00 106,428.10 147,000.00 $0.00

EH   Bullard & Motel Drive 0.00 -268,102.40 188,000.00 $0.00

EI   Garfield & Alluvial 0.00 -76.80 163,500.00 $0.00

EJ   Garfield & Bulllard 9,000.00 -111,364.00 229,700.00 $5,400.00

EK   San Joaquin River & W Bluff 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

EL   Hwy 99 & Herndon Canal 0.00 -26,712.00 16,000.00 $0.00

EM   Barstow & Grantland 940.00 -64,292.30 366,510.00 $0.00

EN   W. Gettysburg & N. Garfield 0.00 1,279.00 325,500.00 $0.00

EO   N. Bryan & W. Dakota 0.00 2,494.80 448,400.00 $0.00

F    Barstow & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

FCB  E Mckinley Ave & N McCall Ave 21,100.00 636,224.00 2,022,934.00 $12,300.00

FF   Kearney & West 0.00 -205,549.30 745,435.00 $0.00

G    Olive & Winery 0.00 -91,936.70 0.00 $0.00

GG   Maple & Florence 0.00 5,105.70 287,770.00 $0.00

H    Mesa & Del Mar 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

HH   Commece & Maple 0.00 -230,926.30 309,500.00 $0.00

I    Bullard &Teilman 0.00 0.00 1,500.00 $0.00
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II1  Grove & Fig 0.00 194,171.34 573,466.00 $0.00

II2  Church & Orange 0.00 251,762.20 511,740.00 $0.00

II3  Hazelwood & First 0.00 -114,366.20 8,610.00 $0.00

II4  Millbrook & Dudley 0.00 -94,355.10 11,971.00 $0.00

J    Bullard & Forkner 0.00 -82,910.60 210,844.00 $0.00

JJ   McKinley & N. Ninth 0.00 -142,799.60 204,405.00 $0.00

K    Shaw & Santa Fe 0.00 19,621.20 165,050.00 $0.00

KK   Elm & Annadale 0.00 -195,708.60 130,700.00 $0.00

L    Blackstone & San Jose 0.00 0.00 110,000.00 $0.00

LL   Annadale & Cherry 0.00 -236,664.80 262,050.00 $0.00

M    San Jose & First 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

MM   Ashlan & Hughes 0.00 1,800.00 121,310.00 $0.00

N    Escalon & Fresno 0.00 -129,494.30 151,659.00 $0.00

NN   W Church & S Valentine 0.00 0.00 0.00 $0.00

O    First & Bullard 0.00 0.00 11,400.00 $0.00

OO   West & Lorena 0.00 -21,133.40 165,000.00 $0.00

P    Cedar & Bullard 0.00 -117,745.50 70,650.00 $0.00

PEB  Herndon & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 376,800.00 $0.00

PP   Willow & s/o Butler 0.00 -14,287.00 151,285.00 $0.00

Q    Winery & Ashlan 0.00 0.00 146,100.00 $0.00

R    Chestnut & Shepherd 0.00 57,480.70 434,000.00 $0.00

RCB  E McKinley Ave & N De Wolf Ave 0.00 0.00 2,532,800.00 $0.00

RR1  Nielson & Teilman 0.00 -412,343.59 39,422.00 $0.00

RR2  Belmont & G St. 0.00 -140,900.40 0.00 $0.00

RR3  Hughes Ave & Whitesbridge Ave 0.00 4,619.70 554,000.00 $0.00

S    Ashlan & Peach 0.00 -255,116.60 113,415.00 $0.00

SS   Annadale & Walnut 0.00 -98,908.50 537,119.00 $0.00

T    E Airways & N Clovis 0.00 -83,943.50 271,051.00 $0.00

TT1  Jensen & West 18,000.00 -381,030.30 716,255.00 $10,800.00

TT2  Kaviland & Harrison 0.00 0.00 105,500.00 $0.00

U    Chestnut & Dakota 0.00 -97,254.00 66,120.00 $0.00

UU2  99 Hwy & Pine 0.00 -161,047.00 12,600.00 $0.00

UU3  Marks & Dudley 0.00 -248,498.90 485,475.00 $0.00

V    Sierra Vista & Mckinley 0.00 -118,074.80 74,110.00 $0.00

W    Minnewawa & Harvey 0.00 -79,372.20 330,807.00 $0.00

X    Belmont & Willlow 0.00 -72,574.40 68,002.00 $0.00

XX   Hughes & McKinley 0.00 -90,817.60 201,745.00 $0.00

Y    Kings Canyon & Adler 0.00 -50,930.60 152,300.00 $0.00

Z    Kings Canyon & Maple 0.00 -547,533.06 0.00 $0.00

ZZ   Dry Creek & Crystal 0.00 -234,350.30 317,263.00 $0.00
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FMFCD Emission Sources

tons/year metric tons/year

ROG NOX CO SO2
Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10 Total PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5 Exhaust PM2.5

Total
PM2.5 CO2e

Year 2018 Emissions Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Electricity 481.06
Vehicle Fleet 0.01 0.05 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 124.48
Basin Cleaning 0.01 0.10 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.62
Total 0.02 0.15 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 619.16

Year 2028 Emissions Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Electricity 495.32
Vehicle Fleet 0.00 0.02 0.23 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.55
Basin Cleaning 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.81
Total 0.01 0.06 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 597.69

Year 2038 Emissions Natural Gas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Electricity 509.75
Vehicle Fleet 0.00 0.01 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 75.31
Basin Cleaning 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.08
Total 0.01 0.03 0.21 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 599.14
Note: Columns may not add exactly due to rounding.



Utility Emissions

Utilties 2009 2010 2014 2018 2024 2028 2034 2038
Natural gas (BTUs) 8553 8937 9294 9406 9573 9685 9852 9967

104% 104% 101% 102% 101% 102% 101%
Source: FMFCD Energy Summary 2009-2010

Natural Gas Emission Rates

Land Use Type
TOG,
lb/MMBTU

ROG,
lb/MMBTU

SO2,
lb/MMBTU

NOX,
lb/MMBTU

PB,
lb/MMBTU

PM10,
lb/MMBTU

PM2_5,
lb/MMBTU

CO,
lb/MMBTU

CO2_NBIO,
lb/MMBTU

CH4,
lb/MMBTU

N2O,
lb/MMBTU

Residential 0.01078431 0.01078431 0.00058824 0.09215686 4.90E-07 0.007451 0.007451 0.03921569 117.647059 0.0022549 0.00215686
Non-Residential 0.01078431 0.01078431 0.00058824 0.09803922 4.90E-07 0.007451 0.007451 0.08235294 117.647059 0.0022549 0.00215686
Table 8.2 Natural Gas Emission Factors, CalEEMod Appendix D. September 2016.

Natural Gas Emissions (lbs/year)
TOG ROG SO2 NOX PB PM10 PM2_5 CO CO2_NBIO CH4 N2O CO2e

2009 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.01 0.00 0.00 1
2010 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.05 0.00 0.00 1
2018 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.11 0.00 0.00 1
2028 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.14 0.00 0.00 1
2038 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.17 0.00 0.00 1

`
Natural Gas Emissions (tons/year)

2009 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2010 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2018 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2028 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2038 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Utilities 2009 2010 2014 2018 2024 2028 2034 2038
Electricity (kWh) 1260158 1596547 1628478 1648020 1677332 1696874 1726187 1746298

127% 102% 101% 102% 101% 102% 101%

Emission Rate (lb/MWHr)
641 0.029 0.006717

2009 641 0.029 0.006717
2010 641 0.029 0.006717
2018 641 0.029 0.006717
2028 641 0.029 0.006717
2038 641 0.029 0.006717

Emissions (lbs/year) MT/year
2009 807,761 37 8 810,963.19
2010 1,023,387 46 11 1,027,443.26
2018 1,056,381 48 11 1,060,567.99
2028 1,087,696 49 11 1,092,007.79
2038 1,119,377 51 12 1,123,814.28

Emissions (tons/year) MT/year
2009 403.88 0.02 0.00 367.85 lbs/MT = 2204.603
2010 511.69 0.02 0.01 466.04
2018 528.19 0.02 0.01 481.06
2028 543.85 0.02 0.01 495.32
2038 559.69 0.03 0.01 509.75

Source: Table 1.2 Electrical Utility Emission Factors of Greenhouse Gases, Appendix D, CalEEMod User Guide. September 2016. Rate is for PG&E
Criteria pollutant emissions from power plants accounted for when power plan is constructed - Michael Jrause SCAQMD, telephone converstation 6-9-2014. Not provided for in CalEEMod.
GWP factors published by EPA CH4 = 28, N2O= 298. https://www.epa.gov/ghgemissions/understanding-global-warming-potentials



2018 Emission Rate (grams/mile) 453.59 grams/lbs
Annual VMT Weight (lbs) ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer LDT2 4,400 4563 0.03 0.04 1.44 0.15 434.45 0.002 0.002
Chevrolet Trailblaizer LDT2 7,360 4700 0.03 0.04 1.44 0.15 434.45 0.002 0.002
Honda Civic LDA 6,450 0.02 0.03 0.96 0.08 320.71 0.002 0.002
Ford F150 LDT2 270,000 5600 0.03 0.04 1.44 0.15 434.45 0.002 0.002

2018 Emissions (lbs) 2018 Emissions (tons) (metric tons)
ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5 ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEXPM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer 0 0 14 1 4214 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Chevrolet Trailblaizer 1 1 23 2 7049 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0
Honda Civic 0 0 14 1 4560 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0
Ford F150 18 26 859 88 258607 1 1 0 0 0 0 117 0 0
Total 20 28 910 93 274432 1 1 0 0 0 0 124 0 0

2028 Emissions Rates (grams/mile)
ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer 0.01 0.02 0.73 0.05 312.35 0.00 0.00
Chevrolet Trailblaizer 0.01 0.02 0.73 0.05 312.35 0.00 0.00
Honda Civic 0.01 0.01 0.54 0.03 238.62 0.00 0.00
Ford F150 0.01 0.02 0.73 0.05 312.35 0.00 0.00

2028 Emissions (lbs) 2028 Emissions (tons) (metric tons)
ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5 ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEXPM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer 0.11 0.16 7.06 0.52 3029.87 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.37 0.00 0.00
Chevrolet Trailblaizer 0.18 0.27 11.80 0.86 5068.15 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 2.30 0.00 0.00
Honda Civic 0.11 0.16 7.69 0.49 3393.22 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.54 0.00 0.00
Ford F150 6.73 9.83 433.06 31.70 185923.87 1.08 0.99 0.00 0.00 0.22 0.02 84.33 0.00 0.00
Total 7.13 10.41 459.61 33.57 197415.11 1.15 1.06 0.00 0.01 0.23 0.02 89.55 0.00 0.00

2038 Emissions Rates (grams/mile)
ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.03 262.50 0.00 0.00
Chevrolet Trailblaizer 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.03 262.50 0.00 0.00
Honda Civic 0.00 0.01 0.38 0.02 209.02 0.00 0.00
Ford F150 0.01 0.01 0.52 0.03 262.50 0.00 0.00

2038 Emissions (lbs) 2038 Emissions (tons) (metric tons)
ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEX PM10 PM2.5 ROG TOG CO NOX CO2_RUNEXPM10 PM2.5

Ford Explorer 0.06 0.09 5.04 0.30 2546.40 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.16 0.00 0.00
Chevrolet Trailblaizer 0.10 0.15 8.43 0.50 4259.42 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.93 0.00 0.00
Honda Civic 0.06 0.09 5.47 0.34 2972.18 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.00 0.00
Ford F150 3.75 5.48 309.28 18.29 156256.07 0.60 0.55 0.00 0.00 0.15 0.01 70.88 0.00 0.00
Total 3.98 5.81 328.22 19.42 166034.07 0.64 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.01 75.31 0.00 0.00



EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) Emission Rates
Region Type: County
Region: Fresno
Calendar Year: 2018, 2028, 2038
Season: Annual
Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2011 Categories
Units: miles/day for VMT, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel VMT ROG_RUNEX TOG_RUNEXCO_RUNEXNOx_RUNEXCO2_RUNEXPM10_RUNEXPM2_5_RUNEX
Fresno 2018 LDA Aggregated 30 GAS 171026.2 0.018893281 0.027176 0.963712 0.07678 320.7083 0.001933 0.001778
Fresno 2018 LDT1 Aggregated 30 GAS 13113.34 0.065058074 0.091771 2.665162 0.233981 379.0677 0.003909 0.003598
Fresno 2018 LDT2 Aggregated 30 GAS 62526.64 0.031062682 0.044247 1.442503 0.148207 434.4507 0.002053 0.001889
Fresno 2018 LHD1 Aggregated 30 GAS 23518.3 0.08385574 0.119359 1.973316 0.456439 692.1308 0.001774 0.001634
Fresno 2018 LHD2 Aggregated 30 GAS 4412.728 0.037722487 0.054831 0.9655 0.320135 777.4344 0.00123 0.001131
Fresno 2018 MCY Aggregated 30 GAS 2050.675 2.765792159 3.315925 22.39503 1.150456 176.5402 0.00191 0.001798
Fresno 2018 MDV Aggregated 30 GAS 51908.81 0.062687053 0.087267 2.381099 0.270083 587.2537 0.002043 0.001882
Fresno 2018 MH Aggregated 30 GAS 710.2412 0.220159711 0.301817 6.112051 0.913746 1300.23 0.002811 0.002598
Fresno 2018 OBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 1171.565 0.110252934 0.15894 3.03289 0.704779 1289.035 0.000943 0.000868
Fresno 2018 SBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 596.3145 0.152570623 0.222631 4.404791 0.953729 612.6017 0.001897 0.001744
Fresno 2018 T6TS Aggregated 30 GAS 1786.919 0.218149514 0.310349 5.616379 1.08676 1286.259 0.001881 0.001735
Fresno 2018 T7IS Aggregated 30 GAS 300.3518 0.755744444 1.064284 41.56603 4.00901 1891.291 0.001012 0.000941
Fresno 2018 UBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 113.8281 0.189933085 0.27715 3.549112 1.07038 1297.619 0.000812 0.000747
Fresno 2028 LDA Aggregated 30 GAS 295146.3 0.007479649 0.010914 0.541024 0.034506 238.6249 0.001787 0.001643
Fresno 2028 LDT1 Aggregated 30 GAS 18741.97 0.016805731 0.024523 0.946102 0.07412 275.8706 0.002152 0.001979
Fresno 2028 LDT2 Aggregated 30 GAS 113310.4 0.01131232 0.016507 0.727524 0.053259 312.3452 0.001809 0.001664
Fresno 2028 LHD1 Aggregated 30 GAS 11843.84 0.027292024 0.039824 0.746278 0.236904 668.2084 0.001326 0.001219
Fresno 2028 LHD2 Aggregated 30 GAS 2846.884 0.009273573 0.013532 0.267151 0.10387 737.1773 0.001146 0.001054
Fresno 2028 MCY Aggregated 30 GAS 3024.06 2.499820978 3.105297 18.94798 1.141666 182.7386 0.002305 0.002152
Fresno 2028 MDV Aggregated 30 GAS 61487.29 0.020662766 0.030151 1.067599 0.097196 436.7523 0.001779 0.001635
Fresno 2028 MH Aggregated 30 GAS 507.5221 0.047803257 0.069754 1.340254 0.340138 1250.022 0.001511 0.001389
Fresno 2028 OBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 1084.913 0.024231 0.035358 0.638345 0.188981 1230.697 0.001204 0.001107
Fresno 2028 SBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 734.3742 0.032211356 0.047003 0.907577 0.264467 592.8331 0.000976 0.000898
Fresno 2028 T6TS Aggregated 30 GAS 1893.639 0.025625401 0.037393 0.685455 0.198291 1228.724 0.00126 0.001158
Fresno 2028 T7IS Aggregated 30 GAS 285.0426 0.356660698 0.520438 34.49071 3.11546 1718.032 0.001154 0.001061
Fresno 2028 UBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 104.7607 0.052797858 0.077043 1.484267 0.589651 1248.14 0.001048 0.000964
Fresno 2038 LDA Aggregated 30 GAS 320185.2 0.004549018 0.006638 0.384793 0.023828 209.0159 0.000963 0.000885
Fresno 2038 LDT1 Aggregated 30 GAS 20497.07 0.005918938 0.008637 0.445972 0.029187 228.6891 0.001055 0.00097
Fresno 2038 LDT2 Aggregated 30 GAS 129143.5 0.006305107 0.0092 0.519575 0.030724 262.5044 0.001009 0.000928
Fresno 2038 LHD1 Aggregated 30 GAS 9059.323 0.00629235 0.009182 0.206818 0.08086 643.4728 0.001247 0.001147
Fresno 2038 LHD2 Aggregated 30 GAS 2749.963 0.003920379 0.005721 0.144901 0.04099 717.0123 0.001286 0.001182
Fresno 2038 MCY Aggregated 30 GAS 3251.652 2.42851437 3.043524 17.9382 1.139632 184.5161 0.002536 0.002365
Fresno 2038 MDV Aggregated 30 GAS 63517.33 0.009775786 0.014265 0.659946 0.04712 351.482 0.001087 0.000999
Fresno 2038 MH Aggregated 30 GAS 501.8488 0.013959449 0.02037 0.310079 0.138651 1221.73 0.001276 0.001174
Fresno 2038 OBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 1176.335 0.012845551 0.018744 0.289226 0.11279 1216.035 0.0013 0.001195
Fresno 2038 SBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 837.9892 0.009667973 0.014107 0.207986 0.092731 578.5947 0.001221 0.001123
Fresno 2038 T6TS Aggregated 30 GAS 2133.557 0.011361769 0.016579 0.251112 0.102736 1214.33 0.001301 0.001196
Fresno 2038 T7IS Aggregated 30 GAS 315.2787 0.353029496 0.51514 35.02829 3.275417 1679.201 0.001303 0.001198
Fresno 2038 UBUS Aggregated 30 GAS 109.7035 0.032633741 0.047619 0.931285 0.450552 1224.246 0.001236 0.001137



Annual Haul Quantities Units Annual Hours
Basin Cleaning Hours/1000 yards 2018 2028 2038 2018 2028 2038 453.59 grams/lbs
Motor Grader 12 8848 9113 9379 cy 106 109 113
Loader 12 8848 9113 9379 cy 106 109 113
Haul Truck 4144 4268 4393 VMT
Water Truck 238 245 252 VMT
Worker Trips 2419 2492 2564 VMT

Emission Rates (lb/hr)

ROG CO NOX SO2
Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Total
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5 Total PM2.5 CO2e CO2 CH4

grader 2014 0.13 0.62 1.37 0.00 0.08 0.07 83.53 83.02 0.02
grader 2018 0.10 0.58 1.04 0.00 0.06 0.05 78.74 78.22 0.02
grader 2028 0.05 0.54 0.44 0.00 0.02 0.02 75.77 75.26 0.02
grader 2038 0.03 0.52 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 89.44 89.38 0.00
loader 2014 0.05 0.30 0.44 0.00 0.03 0.03 41.64 41.38 0.01
loader 2018 0.03 0.29 0.33 0.00 0.02 0.02 39.35 39.10 0.01
loader 2028 0.02 0.28 0.17 0.00 0.01 0.01 38.01 37.76 0.01
loader 2038 0.02 0.29 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 45.00 44.97 0.00
Assumption: for 2028 and 2038 emission calculations, years 2025 and 2035 were used respectively since EMFAC since emission factors are not available for 2025 and 2035 in CalEEMod.

(lb/mile)
Haul trips 2018 0.000373685 0.001428 0.012483182 3E-05 0.000215481 0.000136114 0.000275 7.81763E-05 5.68483E-05 0.000135025 3.619485772 3.619485772
Haul trips 2028 0.000186828 0.001103 0.00379805 3E-05 0.000215481 0.000136114 0.000229 7.81763E-05 1.28891E-05 9.10655E-05 3.219068005 3.219068005
Haul trips 2038 0.000173355 0.001024 0.003096035 3E-05 0.000215481 0.000136114 0.000228 7.81763E-05 1.18363E-05 9.00126E-05 3.164004748 3.164004748

(lb/mile)
Vendor trips 2018 0.000188393 0.000664 0.006443916 3E-05 0.000313808 2.98687E-05 0.000344 0.000129765 2.85766E-05 0.000158341 2.680188752 2.680188752
Vendor trips 2028 0.000108254 0.00057 0.00305944 2E-05 0.000313808 7.6619E-06 0.000321 0.000129765 7.33045E-06 0.000137095 2.552284661 2.552284661
Vendor trips 2038 0.000100978 0.000532 0.002644163 2E-05 0.000313808 7.0775E-06 0.000321 0.000129765 6.77133E-06 0.000136536 2.50798935 2.50798935

(lb/mile)
Worker trips 2018 2.83135E-05 0.000248 0.000134543 7E-06 9.86574E-05 1.16223E-05 0.00011 3.91323E-05 1.11195E-05 5.02518E-05 0.769528489 0.769528489
Worker trips 2028 2.44276E-05 0.000243 6.26157E-05 6E-06 9.86574E-05 8.54917E-06 0.000107 3.91323E-05 8.17934E-06 4.73116E-05 0.595035488 0.595035488
Worker trips 2038 2.40972E-05 0.000246 5.68326E-05 5E-06 9.86574E-05 8.39993E-06 0.000107 3.91323E-05 8.03656E-06 4.71688E-05 0.509619906 0.509619906

(lb/mile)
Fugitive dust 2018 0.00029 0.00029 0.00011 0.00011
Fugitive dust 2028 0.00029 0.00029 0.00011 0.00011
Fugitive dust 2038 0.00029 0.00029 0.00011 0.00011
Source: CalEEMod

2018 Emissions (lbs/year) ROG CO NOX SO2
Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Total
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5 Total PM2.5 CO2e

grader 2018 11.03 61.84 110.11 0.08 0.00 6.19 0.00 0.00 5.69 0.00 8346.04
loader 2018 3.53 30.96 34.84 0.04 0.00 2.47 0.00 0.00 2.27 0.00 4171.30
Haul trips 2018 1.55 5.92 51.73 0.14 0.89 0.56 1.14 0.32 0.24 0.56 14999.15
Vendor trips 2018 0.04 0.16 1.53 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.08 0.03 0.01 0.04 637.88
Worker trips 2018 0.07 0.60 0.33 0.02 0.24 0.03 0.27 0.09 0.03 0.12 1861.49
Fugitive dust 2018 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total (lbs/year) 16.21 99.48 198.54 0.29 1.21 9.26 1.49 0.45 8.24 0.72 30015.87
Total (tons/year) 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.62

2028 Emissions (lbs/year) ROG CO NOX SO2
Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Total
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5 Total PM2.5 CO2e

grader 2028 5.64 58.59 47.55 0.08 0.00 2.61 0.00 0.00 2.40 0.00 8258.79
loader 2028 1.80 30.38 18.19 0.04 0.00 0.74 0.00 0.00 0.68 0.00 4143.39
Haul trips 2028 0.80 4.71 16.21 0.13 0.92 0.58 0.98 0.33 0.06 0.39 13738.98
Vendor trips 2028 0.03 0.14 0.75 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.03 625.31
Worker trips 2028 0.06 0.61 0.16 0.01 0.25 0.02 0.27 0.10 0.02 0.12 1482.83
Fugitive dust 2028 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total (lbs/year) 8.32 94.42 82.86 0.28 1.24 3.95 1.32 0.46 3.15 0.54 28249.30
Total (tons/year) 0.00 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.81

2038 Emissions (lbs/year) ROG CO NOX SO2
Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

Total
PM10

Fugitive
PM2.5

Exhaust
PM2.5 Total PM2.5 CO2e

grader 2038 3.66 59.11 8.99 0.11 0.00 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.39 0.00 10106.60
loader 2038 2.31 33.11 13.60 0.05 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 5085.40
Haul trips 2038 0.76 4.50 13.60 0.13 0.95 0.60 1.00 0.34 0.05 0.40 13899.47
Vendor trips 2038 0.03 0.13 0.67 0.01 0.08 0.00 0.08 0.03 0.00 0.03 632.01
Worker trips 2038 0.06 0.63 0.15 0.01 0.25 0.02 0.27 0.10 0.02 0.12 1306.67
Fugitive dust 2038 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total (lbs/year) 6.82 97.48 37.00 0.31 1.28 1.19 1.36 0.48 0.64 0.55 31030.14
Total (tons/year) 0.00 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14.08



2009 Basin Cleaning Program Summary

Date Date Basin
Started Pump(s) Basin Materia Loads

Basin Pumping Number Cleaned Hauled Hauled Miles Hauled Total Miles
4D 7/11/2009 67 8/4/2009 3G 25 2.6 65 1
M 6/18/2009 65 8/6/2009 7D 17 6.4 109 2
DI na na 8/12/2009 DL 12 6.5 78 3
DN na 64 8/18/2009 DL 240 3.6 864 4
SS na 32 9/4/2009 SS 27 0.0 0 5
II3 8/17/2009 34,63 9/29/2009 AW1 72 4.1 295 6
5b/5c 8/10/2009 5 pumps 9/22/2009 DL 108 4.5 486 7
F na na 9/8/2009 SS 4 10.0 40 8
FF 4/7/2009 62 7/15/2009 SS 92 3.1 285 9
CV 66 9/23/2009 AX 27 1.7 46 10
BK 9/4/2009 34 9/15/2009 BQ 35 2.1 74 11
3G 9/8/2009 68,63 10/12/2009 3G 74 0.0 0 12
3A 9/28/2009 43,63 11/5/2009 DL 180 6.4 1152 13
V 6/18/2009 32 7/22/2009 BQ 43 4.3 185 14

Total 956 3679

2010 Basin Cleaning Program Summary
Date Date Basin
Started Pump(s) Basin Materia Loads

Basin Pumping Number Cleaned Hauled Hauled Miles Hauled Total Miles
EE 5/7/2010 61 06/07/10 CH 120 4.3 288
AH2 5/24/2010 68&64 06/14/10 CH 72 4.0 28
AW2 4/1/2010 35 06/09/10 AW1 28 1.0 112
CW 3/10/2010 43 Upr 5/10/10 DL 18 6.2 48
XX 5/11/2010 Elec,60 06/21/10 CH 12 4.0 599
EG 6/11/2010 06/25/10 CH 73 8.2 190
BW 3/15/2010 66 06/24/10 DO 56 3.4 108
OO 6/8/2010 Honda 06/23/10 TT 72 1.5 130
AF 6/16/2010 07/21/10 AI 48 2.7 165
AN 7/26/2010 61,34 08/06/10 CH 55 3.0 224
T 7/19/2010 32 08/03/10 BS 59 3.8 315
BB 7/16/2010 32,Sub 08/10/10 AW1 42 7.5 281
CC 7/19/2010 66 08/27/10 AW1 42 6.7 29
5F 7/15/2010 44 08/16/10 7D 26 1.1 142
II1 9/1/2010 33,43 09/14/10 SS 109 1.3 226
II4 8/9/2010 68,63 09/21/10 SS 37 6.1 451
AB 9/14/2010 43,32,34 10/19/10 AI 85 5.3 0
BU 9/1/2010 60,102 10/21/10 BU 93 0.0 192
I 9/16/2010 44 10/07/10 AI 32 6.0 0
BJ 9/22/2010 35 09/30/10 BJ 23 0.0 0
3G 7/7/2010 44,61,34 08/17/10 On site 15 0.0 304
RR1 6/9/2010 63,64,32 08/26/10 SS 80 3.8 0
Unless otherwise stated in the comments a load     Total 1197 3830



2011 Basin Cleaning Program Summary
Date Date Basin
Started Pump(s) Basin Materia Loads

Basin Pumping Number Cleaned Hauled Hauled Miles Hauled Total Miles
DH1 Dry 34 05/13/11 DL 38 7.0 197
6D 5/9/2011 34 06/03/11 DL 42 4.7 285
CO2 4/28/2011 64 05/24/11 DL 38 7.5 0
AK 4/18/2011 46 06/28/11 AK 93 0.0 0
CS 3/14/2011 68 05/11/11 CS 73 0.0 76
KK 4/25/2011 65 07/01/11 SS 76 1.0 2529
F N/A 05/25/11 AX 218 11.6 0
DO 3/21/2011 68 08/01/11 DO 208 0.0 403
CX 5/10/2011 62 06/02/11 DL 76 5.3 53
G Dry 06/28/11 BS 16 3.3 1573
AE 6/8/2011 66 07/26/11 EO 342 4.6 89
1G 7/22/2011 61 08/09/11 DO 81 1.1 177
W 4/25/2011 60 08/26/11 BS 77 2.3 263
X 7/6/2011 46 08/04/11 BQ 94 2.8 546
EK N/A N/A 08/02/11 EJ 107 5.1 71
EH 7/18/2011 65 08/11/11 EJ 59 1.2 34
AQ 8/11/2011 34 08/15/11 DL 16 2.1 0
AI 8/10/2011 43 09/06/11 AI 26 0.0 268
BM 8/12/2011 66 10/04/11 BG 103 2.6 445
EF 8/4/2011 44 10/04/11 EO 84 5.3 0
7H 9/29/2011 44 10/28/11 7H 349 0.0 0
Unless otherwise stated in the comments a load     Total 2216 7009

2012 Basin Cleaning Program Summary
Date Date Basin
Started Pump(s) Basin Materia Loads

Basin Pumping Number Cleaned Hauled Hauled Miles Hauled Total Miles
HH 4/24/2012 65,64,32 06/14/12 HH 120 0.0 258
3D 5/16/2012 46 06/11/12 DO 68 3.8 65
MM 4/27/2012 43 05/24/12 AF 36 1.8 180
AD 5/1/2012 66 06/04/12 AF 62 2.9 32
D 4/26/2012 45 06/05/12 AF 16 2.0 230
UU3 4/19/2012 68 05/22/12 CK 85 2.7 0
A 5/11/2012 44 06/21/12 A 85 0.0 547
Q 5/17/2012 65,63 06/28/12 DO 119 4.6 214
RR2 6/21/2012 45,32 07/17/12 CK 51 4.2 111
Z 7/5/2012 44,61,35 07/25/12 HH 53 2.1 1210
L 7/13/2012 43 08/09/12 AX 108 11.2 769
CW 7/16/2012 68 08/30/12 DL 124 6.2 151
RR3 9/3/2012 61,64 10/31/12 CK 36 4.2 538
R 9/14/2012 68 10/2-3/12 DL 192 2.8 0
II1 Const NA 11/07/12 II1 Exp 46 0.0 0

0
0

Unless otherwise stated in the comments a load     Total 1201 4305



2013 Basin Cleaning Program Summary
Date Date Basin
Started Pump(s) Basin Materia Loads

Basin Pumping Number Cleaned Hauled Hauled Miles Hauled Total Miles
AA 2/26/2013 46 03/28/13 BS 56 8.6 322
J 2/28/2013 45 05/20/13 AI 62 5.2 355
JJ 4/9/2013 46 05/08/13 BS 74 4.8 185
BV 6/3/2013 66 06/26/13 BS 109 1.7 441
CL 6/6/2013 46 06/25/13 DL 90 4.9 344
II2 5/14/2013 64,44 06/13/13 SS 80 4.3 132
BE 5/25/2013 43 06/17/13 SS 22 6.0 11
AO 4/16/2013 66 04/30/13 CK 21 0.5 446
TT1 4/4/2013 43,64 05/11/13 SS 124 3.6 62
EM 4/18/2013 65,68 05/15/13 AI 31 2.0 130
N 5/15/2013 46 06/03/13 DL 16 8.1 274
CN 5/17/2013 68 06/05/13 DL 36 7.6 52
AJ 4/30/2013 66 05/22/13 AI 52 1.0 78
LL 5/10/2013 65 05/31/13 SS 31 2.5 190
3F 6/25/2013 45 07/18/13 BS 56 3.4 414
GG 6/20/2013 68 07/23/13 SS 92 4.5 0
BX 9/12/2013 66,44,45 10/04/13 BX 34 0.0 0
DD2 9/17/2013 68 10/15/13 AI 120 5.9 708

4144
Unless otherwise stated in the comments a load     Total 1106



2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2018 2028 2038
Material Hauled (loads) 956 1197 2216 1201 1106 1106 1139 1172
Material Hauled (cy) 7648 9576 17728 9608 8848 8848 9113 9379
VMT 3679 3830 7009 4305 4144 4144 4268 4393
Days of Cleaning 14 21 21 14 18 18 19 19
Vendor VMT 185 277 277 185 238 238 245 252
Worker VMT 1882 2822 2822 1882 2419 2419 2492 2564

Miles
Vendor Trip Length 6.6
Woker Trip Length 16.8

Based on CalEEMod
2 hours assumed for vendor trips for water trucks
8 worker trips/day based on CalEEMod
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SUMMARY 

URS Corporation (URS) conducted an investigation of biological resources associated with the 2013 
District Service Plan update and with current and proposed drainage basins projects throughout the Fresno 
Metropolitan Flood Control District (District) service area. Six proposed basin projects are located in the 
west/south-west portion of the City of Fresno; two are in a northern portion, and one is east of the city of 
Clovis (Figure 2-1). This report is an analysis of impacts to the biological resources on or within the 
vicinity of the project area. On July 7, 2013, URS Biologist Zachary Foster surveyed the proposed project 
sites for plant and animal species, and significant habitat values that may be protected by state or federal 
law. 

The land use adjacent to the proposed project sites consists of agriculture uses (orchards, vineyards, and 
row crops), roadways, industrial areas, residential development, and vacant fields dominated by non-
native grasses and weeds. Habitats within and adjacent to the proposed project sites can be characterized 
as disturbed, which support very little if any intact natural habitat. 

Any native habitats once present at the sites have been heavily altered by human activity such that the 
sites no longer provide suitable habitat for special status plant and animal species. Because such species 
would not occur at the sites, they will not be affected by the proposed projects. The proposed projects will 
not cause any impacts to wildlife movement corridors, jurisdictional waters, or sensitive habitats. Project 
conflicts with local plans or policies regarding biological resources, including habitat conservation plans, 
are not apparent. 

INTRODUCTION 

This biological resource report describes the biotic resources observed on the proposed project sites and 
evaluates possible impacts of the 2013 District Service Plan update. 

Project Locations 

The District is located in the north-central portion of Fresno County between the San Joaquin River and 
the Kings River. The District is authorized to control storm waters within an urban and rural watershed 
approximately 400 square miles, known as the Fresno County Stream Group. The watershed extends 
eastward into the Sierra Nevada Mountains to an elevation of approximately 4,500 feet above sea level. 
The District service area includes the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area, and unincorporated lands to the 
east and northeast. 

The locations addressed in this investigation are areas of proposed modification and construction of flood 
control and storm water management facilities covered under the 2013 District Service Plan update. They 
are: 
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Drainage Basin AV 

Drainage basin “AV” is located immediately west of State Route 41 between Central and North Avenues. 
The area around Basin “AV” is agricultural, with some industrial and rural residential. Under the 2013 
District Service Plan update, basin “AV” will be relocated to a new site located north of Central Avenue 
between Fig and Elm Avenues with an area of 20 acres. The proposed basin site has been recently 
disturbed by plowing and is devoid on vegetation. The site is currently under the Williamson Act contract. 
The project would consist of the acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin.  

Drainage Basin AX 

Drainage basin “AX” is located in the southwestern portion of the District service area. It is bordered by 
North, Orange, Central and East Avenues. The area around Basin “AX” is primarily agricultural with a 
few rural residences. The proposed basin would be enlarged by 8.7 acres for a total basin size of 20.1 
acres. The project would consist of the acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin. 

Drainage Basin CH 

Drainage basin “CH” is located southeast of the intersection of Bryan and McKinley Avenues. The basin 
is currently 15.17 acres in area. Under the 2013 District Service Plan update basin “CH” will be expanded 
by 2.87 acres for a total basin area of 18.04 acres. The planned expansion area is located immediately 
south of the existing basin and is comprised of two parcels containing agricultural land (row crops and 
vineyard) and vacant land. The project would consist of the acquisition, construction, and operation of the 
proposed basin expansion.  

Drainage Basin CJ 

Under the 2013 District Service Plan update the proposed location for basin “CJ” has changed to a site 
located immediately east of its previously planned location. Proposed basin “CJ” is located at the 
southeast corner of Grantland and Belmont Avenues. The proposed basin site is comprised of one parcel 
consisting of vacant land and one residential structure and a portion of two parcels both containing 
vineyards. The planned basin would be enlarged from approximately 13 acres to 28.4 acres in area. The 
project would entail the acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin.  

Drainage Basin CK 

Drainage basin “CK” is located south of Belmont Avenue between Hayes and Cornelia Avenues. The 
basin is approximately 13.35 acres in area. Under the 2013 District Service Plan update basin “CK” will 
be enlarged by 2.8 acres of a total basin area of 16.15 acres. The proposed expansion area is located 
immediately north of the existing basin and consist of a portion of one parcel contain vacant agricultural 
land. The project would consist of the acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin 
expansion.  
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Drainage Basin CP 

There is currently no basin facility located within the Drainage Area “CP”. Under the 2013 District 
Service Plan update, a proposed basin “CP” would be located on the south side of Jenson Avenue just east 
of the intersection of Marks and Jensen Avenues. The proposed basin is approximately 10.3 acres in area 
and consists of a portion of one larger parcel containing vineyards. The project would consist of the 
acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin.  

Drainage Basin DL 

Drainage basin “DL” is located southwest of the intersection of International and Minnewawa Avenues. 
The basin is approximately 13.22 acres in area. Under the 2013 District Service Plan update, basin “DL” 
will be expanded by 13.4 acres making the total size of the basin 26.62 acres. The basin expansion area 
consists of a 7.5 acre area to the north of the existing basin and a 5.9 acre area to the east of the existing 
basin. Both areas included in the expansion are part of one parcel of vacant land. The project would 
consist of the acquisition, construction, and operation of the proposed basin expansion.  
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STUDY METHODS 

The impacts analysis is based on the known and potential biological resources of the proposed project 
sites. Sources of information used in the preparation of this analysis include: (1) the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB); and (2) manuals, reports, and references related to plants and animals of 
the San Joaquin Valley region. Reconnaissance-level field surveys of the proposed project sites were 
conducted in July 2013; these field surveys sufficiently assessed the significance of possible impacts 
associated with the project. 

Figure 2-1 is a CNDDB location map illustrating locations of special status species in relation to one mile 
of the proposed project sites.  

Special status species having historically occurred within one mile of the project sites include: 

• California jewel-flower - Caulanthus californicus (plant species) 

• California satintail - Imperata brevifolia (plant species) 

• Caper-fruited tropidocarpum - Tropidocarpum capparideum (plant species) 

• Madera leptosiphon - Leptosiphon serrulatus (plant species) 

• California linderiella - Linderiella occidentalis (animal species) 

• Vernal pool fairy shrimp - Branchinecta lynchi (animal species) 

• California tiger salamander - Ambystoma californiense (animal species) 

• Hoary bat - Lasiurus cinereus (animal species) 

• Western mastiff bat - Eumops perotis californicus (animal species) 

• San Joaquin pocket mouse - Perognathus inornatus inornatus (animal species) 

• Antioch efferian robberfly – Efferian antiochi (animal species) 

• Hurd’s metapogon robberfly – Metapogon hurdi (animal species) 

• Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool (habitat type) 

Table 2-1 is a list of the species historically occurring within one mile of the proposed project sites 
including short habitat descriptions, status and an assessment of the likelihood of species presence onsite.  

On July 9, 2013 URS Biologist Zachary Foster conducted reconnaissance surveys for the project sites. 
Representative photographs (Appendix A) of the site were taken using a Fujifilm WPZ Finepix digital 
camera. 

  



Master EIR Update Project Biology Resource Report 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District July 2013 

\\Fresno.na.aecomnet.com\Fresno\Projects\Fresno MFCD Master EIR Update\7.0 Deliverables\Draft EIR\Appendix C Biology Report\FMFCD Master EIR Biology Report (Updated).docx 5 

 
Figure 2-1. California Natural Diversity Database Special Status Species Record Locations 
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Table 2-1. Special Status Species/CNDDB Results and Potential to Occur within 1 Mile of the Proposed Project Sites  

Scientific Name Common Name Status* Habitat Requirements Presence Rationale 

Plants 

Caulanthus californicus California jewelflower FE, SE 
Chenopod scrub, Pinyon/juniper woodlands, 
Valley and foothill grassland.(1) 

No 
No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Imperata brevifolia California satintail 2B.1 Chaparral, coastal scrub, desert scrub, Alkali 
meadows and seeps, and riparian scrub.(1) No No habitat present at 

project sites. 
Tropidocarpum 

capparideum 
Caper-fruited 

tropidocarpum 1B.1 Valley and foothill grassland (alkaline).(1) 
No No habitat present at 

project sites. 

Leptosiphon serrulatus Madera leptosiphon 1B.2 Cismontane woodland and lower montane 
coniferous forest.(1) No No habitat present at 

project sites. 
Invertebrates 

Efferian antiochi Antioch efferian 
robberfly FSC 

Known only from the sand dunes at Antioch and 
in the San Joaquin Valley. Robber flies are 
predaceous on other insects, and larvae usually 
develop in the ground or in rotting wood where 
they prey upon other insect larvae. 

No No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Metapogon hurdi Hurd’s metapogon 
robberfly FSC 

Known only from the sand dunes at Antioch and 
in the San Joaquin Valley. Robber flies are 
predaceous on other insects, and larvae usually 
develop in the ground or in rotting wood where 
they prey upon other insect larvae. 

No No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Linderiella occidentalis California linderiella FC Vernal pools(2) 
Low No habitat present at 

project sites. 

Branchinecta lynchi Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp FT Vernal pools(2) 

Low No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Amphibians 

Ambystoma californiense California tiger 
salamander FT, ST 

Vernal or seasonal pools for breeding, upland 
habitat with rodent burrows and/or deep surface 
cracks for dry season refugia and foraging.(3) 

No 
No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Birds 

Athene cunicularia Burrowing owl   Possible Small mammal burrows 
present on proposed basins  
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Table 2-1 (Continued) 

Mammals 

Lasiurus cinereus Hoary bat WBM, 
SSC 

Open semi-arid to arid habitat’s including conifer 
and deciduous woodlands, chaparral, and 
grassland, and croplands. Roosts in trees.(4)  

No 
No roosting habitat present 
at project sites.  

Eumops perotis 
californicus Western mastiff bat WBH, 

SSC 

Open semi-arid to arid habitat’s including conifer 
and deciduous woodlands, chaparral, and 
grassland, and croplands. Roosts in cliffs, cracks 
in boulders, and manmade structures.(4)  

No 

No roosting habitat present 
at project sites.  

Scientific Name Common Name Status*  Habitat Requirements  Presence Rationale 
Mammals 

Perognathus 
inornatus inornatus San Joaquin pocket mouse BLM-SC Grasslands(5) 

No No habitat present at 
project sites. 

Taxidea taxus American badger BLM-SC Undisturbed and treeless area of a grassland, 
prairie, mountain meadow, or scrub desert. No No habitat present at 

project sites. 
Special Status Habitat 
NA Northern hardpan vernal 

pool. 
NA Old, very acidic, Fe-Si cemented hardpan soils. 

The microrelief typically is hummocky, with 
localized depressions. Winter rainfall perches on 
the hardpan, forming pools in the depressions. 
Evaporation (not runoff) empties the pools in 
spring (6). 

No No habitat present at 
project sites. 

      
  
(1)  California Native Plant Society, 2010. http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/ 
(2) U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2005. Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon. Portland, OR.  
(3) California Herps, 2000-2013. http://www.californiaherps.com/salamanders/pages/a.californiense.html 
(4) Western Bat Working Group, 2005-2013. http://www.wbwg.org/ 
(5) U.S. Bureau of Land Management, http://www.blm.gov/ca/forms/wildlife/details.php?metode=serial_number&search=2929 
(6) Holland, 1986. Preliminary Descriptions of the Terrestrial Natural Communities of California. State of California, The Resources Agency, Nongame 

Heritage Program, CDFW, Sacramento, CA. 156 pp. 
 
Status* 
California Native Plant Society, Inventory of 
Rare and Endangered Plants: 
(1A) Presumed extinct in California  

(1B) Rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California and elsewhere 
(2) Rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California but common elsewhere. 

(3) More information is needed 
.1- Seriously endangered in California 
.2- Fairly endangered in California  
.3- Not very endangered in California 

http://www.rareplants.cnps.org/
http://www.californiaherps.com/salamanders/pages/a.californiense.html
http://www.wbwg.org/
http://www.blm.gov/ca/forms/wildlife/details.php?metode=serial_number&search=2929
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United States Fish and Wildlife Service  
(FE) Federally Endangered 
(FT) Federally Threatened 
(FPE) Federally Proposed Endangered 
(FPT) Federally Proposed Threatened 
(FC) Federally Candidate 
(FD) Federally Delisted 
(FPD) Federally Proposed for Delisted 
(FSC) Federal Species of Concern 
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife  
(SE) State Endangered 
(ST) State Threatened 
(FP) State Fully Protected 
(SR) State Rare 
(SC) State Candidate 
(R) CNDDB Rare of Sensitive with no official 
status, or listed by no regulatory 
(SSC) California Species of Special Concern 
(NCSC) Natural Community of Special 
Concern 
Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM-SC) Species of Special Concern 
 
Western Bat Working Group 
WBL- Low Priority 
WBM- Medium Priority 
WBH- High Priority   
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

The following section describes the local environmental setting and existing biological conditions. 

Local Setting 

The proposed project sites are located entirely within the District service area, with basin sites being 
located on the outskirts of the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area. Basin sites located in the outskirts of the 
City of Clovis are within an urban rural transition zone with foothills lying further to the east. Basins 
located in the south and west outskirts of the City of Fresno are within an area of transition from urban 
and industrial use into agricultural areas. 

Regional Habitat 

The District service area is located in the eastern edge of the Great Central Valley province and in the 
western slopes of the Sierra Nevada foothills. The service area contains numerous different biotic 
communities including: urban, annual grassland, pasture, cropland, orchard vineyard, eucalyptus, valley 
foothill riparian and riverine, vernal pools, and fresh emergent wetlands. 

The following habitat descriptions are adapted from the May 1997 Fresno County General Plan Update, 
Draft Background Report6 and describe habitat locations in the District service area, dominant plant 
species, and dominant wildlife species. 

Urban Habitat 

Urban habitats consist of cities, towns, and residential subdivisions where native habitats have been 
modified substantially from natural habitats described below. This habitat type is characterized by 
landscape vegetation, tree-lined streets, roadside vegetation, and vacant lots, and it occurs primarily in the 
valley floor in and around Fresno and Clovis. 

Native vegetation has been primarily replaced by ornamental trees and shrubs. Riparian corridors 
in urban areas, which are still dominated by native trees and shrubs, provide essential habitat 
elements (food, water, thermal and nesting cover, and movement corridors) for wildlife species. 
Mammals, reptiles, and amphibians are poorly represented in urban habitats, but many bird species can 
pass through urban settings during migration periods or be residents on a year round basis including: 

Annual Grassland 

Associated with routine land disturbance Annual Grassland habitat consists largely of plant species that 
have become naturalized (including annual grasses and forbs) and have effectively excluded the growth of 
native perennial grass species. Annual Grassland habitat is found commonly throughout the District 
service area primarily on the valley floor, in open non-irrigated pastures, along the edges of roads and 
fields, vacant uncultivated areas, along fallow fields, and areas disturbed by past or current road and levee 
maintenance, and as dominant understory vegetation type in the valley oak, blue oak, and oak foothill 
pine woodlands. 
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Introduced (non-native) annual grasses, favored by livestock grazing, dominate the plant species in this 
habitat. 

Pasture Habitat 

A mixture of perennial and annual grasses suitable for livestock foraging occurs in pasture habitat. This 
habitat is not routinely leveled, disked, or irrigated. Habitat value varies according to pasture size and 
grazing intensity. Small pastures with lots of livestock can be void of vegetation and provide minimal 
habitat values for wildlife; larger fields which graze fewer animals and which contain more ground cover 
provide some moderate habitat values to wildlife. Pasture lands can be found throughout the District 
service area, but are predominantly located on the valley floor and are associated with Cropland and 
Annual Grassland habitats. Fancher Creek Reservoir, Redbank Creek Reservoir, and Big Dry Creek 
Reservoir are predominantly surrounded by and include pasture habitat. 

Cropland Habitat 

Cropland is used for cultivation of annual or short-lived crops and is a dynamic landscape feature that is 
frequently altered throughout the year. Cultivated vegetable, fruit and grain crops are grown on cropland 
in the District service area. In addition to cultivated crops, weedy non-native annual and biennial plants 
are favored by the yearly disturbance associated with ploughing, disking, and harvesting. 

Cropland is found predominately in the valley floor and occasionally into the surrounding foothills. In the 
District service area, cropland is sporadically located outside of the urban areas of Fresno and Clovis. 

Orchard-Vineyard Habitat 

A large percentage of the District service area (both valley floor and western slope of the foothills) is 
occupied by Orchard-Vineyard habitat, which supports crops such as almonds, nectarines, figs, and table 
wine and raisin grapes. There is little development of a herbaceous understory in orchards and vineyards 
because mowing or disking to prevent growth during the growing season. Some annual grasses and forbs 
are found in Orchard-Vineyard habitat but little native vegetation occurs because of the high frequency of 
disturbance from routine maintenance activities such as the application of herbicides and pesticides. There 
is minimal habitat for terrestrial vertebrates in orchard-vineyard due to the absence of an herbaceous 
understory. 

Valley/Foothill Riparian and Riverine Habitat 

Valley/Foothill Riparian habitat is found intermittently along rivers, streams, and reservoirs in the District 
service area. Riverine habitat consists of the open water habitat off the perennial and intermittent streams 
and rivers associated with the Riparian habitat, which is the terrestrial component of this interdependent 
system. The aquatic habitat in rivers and streams is highly influenced by the seasonally variable flow 
regimes. 

  



Master EIR Update Project Biology Resource Report 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District July 2013 

\\Fresno.na.aecomnet.com\Fresno\Projects\Fresno MFCD Master EIR Update\7.0 Deliverables\Draft EIR\Appendix C Biology Report\FMFCD Master EIR Biology Report (Updated).docx 13 

In the District service area, the San Joaquin River and its tributaries comprise the majority of Riverine 
habitat. The community is generally found on relatively fine-textured alluvial soils along active and 
former flood plains away from the active river channel. This habitat often naturally re-invades many 
disturbed areas along river and gravel ponds as long as the hydrologic regime necessary for riparian tree 
growth is maintained. Valley-foothill riparian habitat is found along the drainages of the valley floor 
creating corridors to the east into the low foothills. The largest extent of riparian habitat (approximately 
50 acres) within the District service area is located within the Big Dry Creek Reservoir. 

Compared to the agricultural lands, the numerous essential elements provided by the remaining 
riparian/riverine corridors make them one of the most significant contributors to wildlife habitat 
throughout the county. The valley-foothill riparian/riverine habitat provides food, water, migration and 
dispersal corridors, and escape, nesting, and thermal cover for an abundance of wildlife species.  

Vernal Pool Habitat 

Vernal pools are ephemeral wetlands that form in shallow depressions in the ground, which are underlain 
by a substrate that restricts water percolation. These depressions fill with rainwater during the fall and 
winter and can remain inundated until spring or early summer, sometimes filling and emptying numerous 
times during the wet season. Within annual grassland, unique vernal pool wetlands can be found where 
subsurface soil hardpan and claypan layers cause seasonal rain water to pond. Unlike the upland annual 
grassland habitat that is dominated by introduced annuals, one of the unique values of vernal pools is that 
they support a native annual and perennial flora that is adapted to surviving the seasonal ponding and 
drying regime. Vernal pools can be found in the eastern valley floor and foothills on the north and south 
terraces above the San Joaquin River. Unplowed sections of the landscape support the highest densities of 
vernal pool habitat as found east of Highway 41 near Table Mountain and near the Madera and Friant-
Kern Canals. 

Vernal pools are generally recognized by a showy flowering community dominated by annual native 
perennial wetland plants and no shrubs or trees.  

Fresh Emergent Wetland Habitat 

The vegetation in fresh emergent wetland is best characterized as erect, rooted herbaceous hydrophytes. 
The plants found in this habitat are inundated by water for a long portion of the year or are flooded 
frequently so their roots are adapted to an anaerobic environment. The plant species are usually perennial 
monocots that grow in slow moving creeks, canals or ponds. Fresh emergent wetland once covered 
significant portions of the central valley, but was reduced as farmers channelized, levied or dammed 
rivers in the state. This habitat can occur anywhere water is perched, ponded or periodically flooded in the 
District service area. Emergent wetlands are generally most common on the valley floor on clay soils that 
perch water during the winter, but can be found in the foothills and higher elevations where ponding 
occurs. 

Since fresh emergent wetland is one of the most productive habitat types in California, it supports a very 
high number of birds and mammals (including special-status species). Significant numbers of migratory 
waterfowl over-winter in the central valley and depend on this habitat for their winter feeding. 
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REGULATORY SETTING 

Federal 

Federal Endangered Species Act 

The Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) defines an endangered species as “any species or 
subspecies that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” A threatened 
species is defined as “any species or subspecies that is likely to become an endangered species within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” 

Once a species is listed, it is fully protected from take unless a take permit is issued by the USFWS. Take 
is defined as “the killing, capturing, trapping, or harassing of a species.” Proposed endangered or 
threatened species are those species for which a proposed regulation but not final rule has been published 
in the Federal Register. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) is an international treaty among the United States, Canada, 
Mexico, Japan, and Russia for the conservation and management of bird species that may migrate through 
more than one country. The MBTA (50 CFR § 10) is enforced in the United States by the USFWS and 
covers 972 bird species. According to the provisions of the MBTA, it is unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, 
capture, or kill or attempt to do the same to any species covered by the MBTA, including their nests, 
eggs, or young. Any disturbance that causes nest abandonment or loss of reproductive effort is considered 
a take and is potentially punishable by fines or imprisonment. Birds covered under this act include all 
waterfowl, shorebirds, gulls, wading birds, raptors, owls, hummingbirds, warblers, flycatchers, and most 
perching bird species. 

Clean Water Act – Section 404 

The goal of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (1972) is to maintain, restore, and enhance the physical, 
chemical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters. Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the 
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) regulates discharges of dredged and fill materials into “waters of 
the United States” (jurisdictional waters). Waters of the US include a wide variety of water bodies 
including waters used for interstate commerce, intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, sandflats, mudflats, playa 
lakes, sloughs, wet meadows, wetlands, natural ponds, and wetlands adjacent to any water of the US (33 
CFR Part 328, § 328.3). Impacts to jurisdictional waters, including wetlands (a special category of water 
of the US), require a permit from USACE and typically require mitigation. Impacts to wetlands often 
require compensation in kind to ensure no net loss of wetland function and value. 

Clean Water Act – Section 401 

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires an applicant who is seeking a 404 permit to first obtain a 
water quality certification from the Regional Water Quality Board (RWQCB). To obtain the water quality 
certification, the RWQCB must indicate that the proposed discharge would be consistent with the 
standards set forth by the state. 
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State 
California Endangered Species Act 

Section 2080 of the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits the take of any state-listed 
threatened and endangered species. CESA defines take as “any action or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, 
capture, or kill any listed species.” If the proposed project results in a take of a listed species, a permit 
pursuant to Section 2080 of CESA is required from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFG). 

California Native Plant Protection Act 

The California Native Plant Protection Act (CNPPA) protects endangered and rare species, subspecies, 
and varieties of wild plants native to California. A “native plant” is defined as a plant growing in a wild, 
uncultivated state which is normally found native to the vegetation of California. The CNPPA gave the 
California Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants as endangered or rare, and to 
require permits for collecting, transporting, or selling such plants. 

Birds of Prey 

Under the California Fish and Game Code (§ 3503), all birds of prey (orders Falconiformes and 
Strigiformes) are protected. The code states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs 
of any such bird unless it is in accordance with the code. Any activity that would cause a nest to be 
abandoned or cause a reduction or loss in a reproductive effort is considered a take. 

Streambed Alteration Agreements 

The CDFG is authorized under state Fish and Games Code § 1600-1607 to develop mitigation measures 
and enter into Streambed Alteration Agreements with applicants (both public and private) that propose a 
project that would divert or obstruct the natural flow or change the bed, channel, or bank of any lake or 
stream in which there is a fish or wildlife resource. Through this agreement, the CDFG may impose 
conditions to limit and fully mitigate impacts on fish and wildlife resources. 
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LAND USE 

Table B-2 describes the existing land uses and current general plan land uses for the proposed project 
sites and surrounding areas. Because some of the sites are within the Sphere of Influence (SOI) of the 
cities of Fresno and Clovis, the areas can carry both a city and county general plan land use designation.  

Table B-2. Land Use Setting Master Plan EIR Update Project 

Basin ID Existing Land Uses and 
Features 

Planned Land Uses 

AV Agricultural (row crops, vineyard, and orchard)  Residential and light industrial (2025 City of 
Fresno General Plan, 
Land Use and Circulation Map) 

AX Agricultural (row crops, vineyard) Residential and light industrial (2025 City of 
Fresno General Plan, 
Land Use and Circulation Map) 

CH Existing drainage basin, vineyard, and 
ruderal/vacant land 

Residential and open space 
(2025 City of Fresno General Plan, 
Land Use and Circulation Map) 

CJ Vineyard and a single residential structure North of Belmont Avenue:  
Residential and open space (2025 City of Fresno 
General Plan, Land Use and Circulation Map)  
South of Belmont Avenue: 
Agricultural (Fresno County General Plan) 

CK Residential tract homes, 
rural residences, orchards, and ruderal/vacant 
land 

North of Belmont Avenue: 
Residential, office, and open space (2025 City of 
Fresno General Plan, Land Use and Circulation 
Map) 
South of Belmont Avenue: 
Agricultural (Fresno County General Plan) 

CP Agriculture - Vineyards Residential (2025 City of Fresno General Plan, 
Land Use and Circulation Map) 

DL Existing drainage basin and ruderal/vacant land Medium-high density residential, 
open space and park (City of Clovis General 
Plan,  Draft Land Use Diagram)   
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SURVEY RESULTS 

A field reconnaissance survey commenced at 7:45 a.m. on July 7 through July 9, 2013. Weather 
conditions were warm at 74 degrees Fahrenheit, clear skies, and little to no wind at the start of the survey. 
The survey concluded at 12:35 p.m. each day with a temperature of 90 degrees Fahrenheit, clear skies, 
and a light variable breeze from 1 to 5 miles per hour. A total of 20 photographs were taken of the habitat 
present at the project basin sites. The photographs are presented in Appendix A. Field Survey 
Photographs pf the Proposed Subsequent project sites. 

During the survey, the following wildlife species were observed. 

Reptile Species 

• Western fence lizard, Sceloporus occidentalis 

Avian Species 

• Red-tailed hawk, Bueto jamaicensis 

• Mourning dove, Zenaida macroura 

• House sparrow, Passer domesticus 

Mammal Species 

• California ground squirrel, Spermophilus beecheyi 
• Domestic dog, Canis lupus familiaris  

• Domestic cat, Felis catus 

Basins 

The following narrative describes habitat conditions observed by URS biologist Zachary Foster during the 
site visit to each basin. 

Drainage Basin AV 

Project drainage basin “AV” is proposed to be located within the southern portion of the City of Fresno’s 
SOI between State Route 99 and 41. Land use in the area consists of industrial and agricultural 
applications. Most of which is orchard with an adjacent row crop field that is completely plowed and 
devoid of any vegetation. No natural habitat is present, and very low species diversity is expected due to 
the lack of intact habitat. At the time of the site visit the entire site had been plowed and was devoid of 
vegetation. It appeared as if the site was plowed to control weedy species. 
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Drainage Basin AX 

The site proposed for the expansion of basin “AX” is vacant / ruderal. Although classified as agriculture, 
the site is not in agriculture at the time of field review. No natural habitat is present, and very low species 
diversity is expected due to the lack of intact habitat.   

Drainage Basin CH 

The expansion site of basin “CH” is comprised of vacant open land that appears to be maintained via 
mowing or tilling. Other areas are bare soil and a residential structure. Disturbed habitat is prevalent 
throughout the project site. 

Drainage Basin CJ 

Proposed drainage basin “CJ” is entirely within an active vineyard. This habitat type supports little natural 
vegetation and is highly disturbed. No natural habitat is present. 

Drainage Basin CK 

Proposed expansion site of drainage basin “CK” was plowed with very little vegetation present on site. It 
appeared as if the site was plowed to control weedy species. 

Drainage Basin CP 

Proposed site for the new drainage basin “CP” is located just south of Jensen Avenue within the 
southwestern portion of the SOI of the City of Fresno. The surrounding area is comprised entirely of 
agriculture (mostly vineyards) and rural residential structures. The parcel of land containing the proposed 
basin location is comprised entirely of vineyards, with no natural habitat present. These habitat types are 
very disturbed and would support little if any special status species. 

Drainage Basin DL 

Project expansion of drainage basin “DL” is located within the SOI for the City of Clovis north of 
Shepard Avenue, with the area to the west of the basins used for developed residential neighborhoods. 
The land use to the north, east, and south of the basins is primarily agricultural (orchards), a local 
business (storage facility), and rural residential structures. The site is comprised of pasture habitat. No 
vernal pools were present. Although no special status species were observed their presence cannot be 
conclusively ruled out. However, due to livestock grazing, the habitat value is considered low. 

CONCLUSION 

On the basis of the biological reconnaissance, literature searches and analysis of habitat condition 
conducted for this initial study it is unlikely that special status species would utilize the proposed 
subsequent basins based on the following: 

• Quality of habitat is low is due to a limited vegetative food source or a prey base. 
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• Nesting sites for birds are not found on site. 

• Vegetative cover is limited; non-native annual grasses predominate. 

• Landscape has been drastically altered from natural state. 

• Landscape lacks riparian or wetland habitat. 

• Landscape devoid of forest or stands of timber. 

• Landscape is predominately orchard/vineyard or cropland habitat 

• No vernal pools are present. 

• Roosting sites for bats and migratory birds are not present. 

• Setting of each proposed basins is within the sphere of influence of Clovis and Fresno with a greater 
degree of human activity/disturbance. 
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APPENDIX A 

Field Survey Photographs of the proposed Subsequent Project Sites 
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Picture 1: Looking east towards area of basin “AV” relocation. Picture 2: Looking northeast towards area of basin “AV” relocation. 

  
Picture 3: Looking south along area of proposed basin “DL” north expansion. Picture 4: Looking west into the proposed area of eastern expansion for basin 

“DL”. 
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Picture 5: Looking east along the area of the proposed basin “AX”. Picture 6: Looking north into area of proposed basin “AX”. 

  
Picture 7: Area of proposed basin “CP”. Picture 8: Looking south along an access road on west side of proposed basin 

“CP” area. 
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Picture 7: Existing basin “CK”. Picture 80: Looking north along east side of basin “CK”. 

  
Picture 11: Looking east along area of proposed basin “CJ”. Picture 12: Looking west along area of proposed basin “CJ”. 
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Picture 9: Area of basin “CH” expansion. Picture 14: Looking south along basin “CH”. 
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Cultural Records Search Results and Correspondence 





CALIFORNIA
HISTORICAL
RESOURCES
INFORMATION
SYSTEM

FRESNO
KERN
KINGS
MADERA
TULARE

Southern San Joaquin Valley
Information Center
California State University, Bakersfield
Mail Stop: 46 MEC
9001 Stockdale Highway
Bakersfield, California 93311-1022
(661) 654-2289 FAX (661) 654-2415
E-mail: ssjvic@csub.edu

TO: Favid K. Young
URS Corporation
30 River Park Place West, Suite 180
Fresno, CA 93720

(RS# 14-063)

bATE:

RE:

County:

February 26, 2014

Metropolitan Flood Control bistrict Subsequent EIR; URS Project No. 18715327

Fresno

MAP(s): Clovis, Fresno South, Friant, Herndon, Kearney Park, Malaga, Round Mtn. 7.5’s

CULTURAL RESOURCES RECORbS SEARCH

The following are the results of a search of the cultural resources files at the Southern
San Joaquin Valley Information Center. These files include known and recorded cultural
resources sites, inventory and excavation reports filed with this office, and resources listed on
the National Register of Historic Places, Historic Property bata File (3/18/13), California State
Historical Landmarks, California Register, California Inventory of Historic Resources, and
California Points of Historical Interest.

PRIOR CULTURAL RESOURCE STUbIES CONbUCTEb WITHIN THE PROJECT AREAS
ANb THE ONE-HALF MILE RAbII

According to the information in our files, there have been six previous cultural resource
studies conducted within the project areas. There have been 24 additional studies conducted
within the one-half mile radii. A project specific list is enclosed.

KNOWN/RECORbEb CULTURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE PROJECT AREAS ANb THE
ONE-HALF MILE RAbII

There are no recorded cultural resources within project areas. There are three recorded
resources within the one-half mile radii. A project specific list is enclosed. These resources
consist of a transmission tower, the Central Canal, and the Atchinson Topeka and Santa Fe
Railroad.



(RS# 14-063)

There are no cultural resources within the project areas or radii that are listed in the
National Register of Historic Places, the California Register, the California Points of Historical
Interest, California Inventory of Historic Resources, or the California State Historic
Landmarks.

COMMENTS

The following are recommendations specific to each project area researched:

New Proposed Basin within brainage C.I:
We understand this project area currently consists of agricultural land and one
structure. Please note that agriculture does not constitute development, as it does
not destroy cultural resources but merely moves them around. The study
conducted within the project area assessed historic properties only. No
archaeological survey has been completed. Prior to ground disturbance activities,
we recommend the area be surveyed by a qualified, professional archaeologist to
determine if cultural resources are present. Further, if the structure is more than
45 years old, we recommend it be evaluated for historical significance by a
qualified, professional architectural historian prior to alteration or demolition.

Expansion of Basin AQ:

We understand this project area currently consists of agricultural land and one
structure. The Information Center routinely recommends a new field study be
conducted when previous studies are more than five to seven years old. This is the
case with the three studies in this project area. Therefore, prior to ground
disturbance activities, we recommend the area be surveyed by a qualified,
professional archaeologist to determine if cultural resources are present. Further,
if the structure is more than 45 years old, we recommend it be evaluated for
historical significance by a qualified, professional architectural historian prior to
alteration or demolition.

• Change in location of proposed Basin AV:
We understand the project area currently consists of agricultural land. The
project area has never been surveyed for cultural resources. Therefore, prior to
ground disturbance activities, we recommend the area be surveyed by a qualified,
professional archaeologist to determine if cultural resources are present.



(R$# 14-063)

Expansion of Drainage Area AY:
We understand this project area has been previously developed and its current use
is industrial. If existing structures are more than 45 years old, we recommend it
be evaluated for historical significance by a qualified, professional architectural
historian prior to alteration or demolition.

• Expansion of Basin CH:
We understand the project area currently consists of agricultural and vacant
lands. The previous study conducted in this project area is more than five to seven
years old. Therefore, prior to ground disturbance activities, we recommend the
area be surveyed by a qualified, professional archaeologist to determine if cultural
resources are present.

• Expansion of Basin CK:
We understand the project area currently consists of agricultural land. One of the
previous studies conducted in this project area is more than five to seven years
old. The other study assessed historic properties only and no archaeological
survey was completed. Therefore, prior to ground disturbance activities, we
recommend the area be surveyed by a qualified, professional archaeologist to
determine if cultural resources are present.

• New Basin CP:
We understand the project area currently consists of agricultural land. The
project area has never been surveyed for cultural resources. Therefore, prior to
ground disturbance activities, we recommend the area be surveyed by a qualified,
professional archaeologist to determine if cultural resources are present.

• Expansion of Basin “DL”:
We understand this project area currently consists of agricultural land and rural
residences. The studies completed on this project area are more than five to seven
years old. Therefore, prior to ground disturbance activities, we recommend the
area be surveyed by a qualified, professional archaeologist to determine if cultural
resources are present. Further, if the structure is more than 45 years old, we
recommend it be evaluated for historical significance by a qualified, professional
architectural historian prior to alteration or demolition.



• a

(R5# 14-063)

• Addition of new Drainage Area DQ:
We understand this project area currently consists of agricultural land and rural
residences. No cultural resources studies have been completed on this project
area. Therefore, prior to ground disturbance activities, we recommend the area be
surveyed by a qualified, professional archaeologist to determine if cultural
resources are present. Further, if the structure is more than 45 years old, we
recommend it be evaluated for historical significance by a qualified, professional
architectural historian prior to alteration or demolition.

• Installation of new and ongoing maintenance of existing and future stormwater
infrastructure:
The district as a whole was not examined as part of this research. Rather, only the
nine above listed project locations were assessed. Prior to ground disturbance for
this project, we recommend a location specific record search be conducted to
determine if there are known cultural resources within the specific project
area(s).

A referral list of professionals is available at www.chrisinfo.org. Consult with the lead agency on
the project for any further cultural resource investigation requirements. If you have any
questions or need any additional information, please contact our office at (661) 654-2289.

Celeste M. Thomson, Coordinator Date: February 26, 2014

Please note that invoices for Information Center services will be sent under separate cover from
the California State University, Bakersfield Accounting Office.



Record Search 14-063

Studies in PA:

FR-00282

FR-02204

FR-02289

Studies in .5mi:

FR-00074

FR-01607

FR-01692

FR-02257

Expansion of Drainage Area AY

Studies in .5mi: Resources in .5mi:

FR-00227 P-10-004675

FR-01651 P-10-004677

FR-01708

FR-02406

Expansion of Basin CH

Studies in PA: Resources in .5mi:

FR-01609 P-10-006044

Studies in .5mi:

FR-02255

Expansion of Basin CK

Studies in PA: Studies in .5mi:

FR-01609 FR-02505

FR-02501 FR-02506

New Basin CP

No Studies or Resources

Studies in .5mi:

FR-00117

FR-02077

FR-02078

FR-02 115

FR-02182

New Proposed Basin within Drainage Area Ci Expansion of Basin “DL”

Studies in PA: Studies in .5mi: Studies in PA: Studies in .Smi:
FR-02501 FR-00302 FR-00493 FR-00074

FR-02505 FR-02289 FR-00492

FR-02506 FR-02203

FR-02251

Expansion of Basin AQ FR-02295

Addition of new Drainage Area DQ

Change in location of proposed Basin AV

Studies in .5mi:

FR-00112

FR-00227

FR-01845

FR-01893
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AECOM 
1360 E. Spruce Avenue 
Suite 101 
Fresno, CA  93720 
www.aecom.com 

559.490.8324 tel 
559.448. 8233 fax 

Memorandum 

  
 
 
Attached is a Local Government  Tribal Consultation List Request  for the Fresno Metropolitan Flood 
Control District Master Service Plan Update. Please send the requested information to David Young 
by email at: david.young@aecom.com or to the street address lised above. Thank you.   
 

To  Native American Heritage Commission  Page 1 

CC 

 
Subject Local Government  Tribal Consultation List Request 

    

From David Young 

Date January, 2017  

mailto:david.young@aecom.com
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October 3, 2017 

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
5469 E. Olive Avenue 
Fresno, CA  93727 

RE: Flood Basin 

Dear Kristine Johnson, 

This letter is in response to adoption of the final SEIR project. We strongly disagree with your proposal. 
Per voicemail message from Kristine Johnson to Linda Jacoby, we are allowed extra time to send in our 
comments and objections. 

The letter we received and the ariel photos from the 2016 District Services Plan Draft Subsequent 
Environmental Impact report are contradictory. We request to have a specific parcel number so we 
know exactly where you are proposing the basin.  The voicemail message dated 10/2/17 and the ariel 
photo of proposed basin AV shows the back property of 3650 S. Fig Avenue. However, the description of 
the project  on page 3-5, table 3.4-1 2014 FMFCDS Plan Update states otherwise.  

We strongly object to your proposal for the following reason: 
1. There are four water basins within two miles of this area already acquired.
2. There are another two proposed.
3. Another will be made on the SW corner of Central and Hughes.
4. Continually farmed for 65 years.

There are multiple locations within two miles of our property that can be considered due to them being 
vacant  and not farmed for numerous years.  The first one, is the property adjoining ours  to the North of 
us and number two, is north of Central and on the west side of Fig which is stated in Table 3.4-1 in the 
2016 District Services Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact report.  If your proposal is based on 
elevations, neither one of these properties have a significant difference in elevation. Vagrants are 
dumping garbage on those two properties continually, if you consider either one of those properties it 
will make it a cleaner environment.  

In addition to these reason our property has been in the family and has provided and continues to 
provide a living for more than 65 years.  This property is prime soil for growing crop to provide for our 
country.  

Regards, 

Linda Jacoby, 
Clark Lima 
Lori Reyes 

D

D-1



E. FW Flood Basin.txt

Attention:  Kristine Johnson

I was informed by members of my family that the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 
(FMFCD) is 
considering our farm land located at 3650 S Fig as a potential site for a drainage/recharge 
basin.

I am disgusted and disheartened that the FMFCD did not take into consideration our previous 
conversation/protest in your office approximately three years ago.   At that time you stated 
that you 
were looking for the lowest elevation possible for your basin.  The property directly south 
of our 
property IS the lowest elevation in that section.  Just because it is more developed does not
constitute a 
reason to target our property rather then aforementioned property. 

There are a few existing and proposed basins within 2 miles of the site you are 
contemplating.  One 
proposed/existing basin is within a half mile of our property. 
 
This property has been in our family for 65 years providing our family with continuous 
income.   Taking 
half of our property would create undue financial hardship to our family.

I strongly request the property directly south of us as your basin site based on elevation, 
or the property 
directly north of us which is perennially fallow.  You have not provided us a reasonable 
explanation as to 
why you are confiscating our property rather than these properties.

We, as a family, are united in fighting this to the end.  

Sincerely,

Patty Peeren
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-881 
 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

 
RESOLUTION CERTIFYING  

FINAL SUBSEQUENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR  
2016 DISTRICT SERVICES PLAN 

 
 

 WHEREAS, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (the "District") has 

prepared a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) in compliance with the 

requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") and the Guidelines for 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (“State CEQA Guidelines”) for 

the 2016 District Services Plan (“Project”) (State Clearinghouse No. 1999111132);  

 WHEREAS, the District distributed a Notice of Preparation to inform responsible, 

trustee and interested agencies, and individuals that the District was preparing a Draft SEIR 

and solicit comments on the scope of the Draft SEIR. Comments received were incorporated 

into the Draft SEIR;  

 WHEREAS, the District consulted with Native American organizations who might 

have knowledge of cultural resources within the project area;     

WHEREAS, the District filed a Notice of Completion of the Draft SEIR with the 

State Clearinghouse and sent a notice to responsible, trustee and interested agencies, and 

adjacent property owners of the availability of the Draft SEIR with a 45-day comment 

period;  
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WHEREAS, the District evaluated the comments on the Draft SEIR and prepared 

written responses to these comments, and included these comments and responses in the 

Final SEIR;  

 WHEREAS, the Draft SEIR was made available for public review and comment in 

conformance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines;  

WHEREAS, the District made changes in the Final SEIR to reflect comments 

received during the public review period and to make clarifications from the draft version, 

which are indicated in the Final SEIR with underlines for new text and strikeouts for deleted 

text. None of the changes made to the Final SEIR constitute significant new information or 

otherwise trigger recirculation under CEQA;  

WHEREAS, the District caused the preparation of the Final SEIR in conformance 

with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines; and 

 WHEREAS, the Final SEIR is subject to certification by the Board and prior to 

certification the Board is required to make certain findings under Public Resources Code 

Section 21151.8.  

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED, AND ORDERED 

AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.   Adoption of Recitals.  The Board adopts the foregoing recitals as true 

and correct.  
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Section 2.  Certification of Final SEIR.  The Board certifies as follows: 

a. The Board has independently reviewed and analyzed the Final 

SEIR. 

b. The Final SEIR reflects the independent judgment of the Board. 

c. The Final SEIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA 

and the State CEQA Guidelines. 

d. The Final SEIR was duly presented to the Board and the Board 

has reviewed and considered the information contained in the 

Final SEIR prior to approving the Project. 

 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the District 

this 13th day of December 2017, by the following vote, to wit: 

 

AYES: Directors Fowler, Burleson, Rastegar, Williams, Groom & Auston 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Spina 

ABSTAIN: None 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-882 
 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE 
FRESNO METROPOLITAN FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 

 
RESOLUTION APPROVING 

2016 DISTRICT SERVICES PLAN 
 
 WHEREAS, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”) and the Guidelines for Implementation of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (“State CEQA Guidelines”), the Board of Directors (“Board”) of 

the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (“District”) duly caused to be prepared a 

Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“SEIR”) for the 2016 District Services Plan 

(“Project”) (State Clearinghouse No. 1999111132), and said SEIR was certified by the Board 

on December 13, 2017;  

 WHEREAS, the Final SEIR includes an analysis of the 2016 District Services Plan 

and consists of the Storm Drainage and Flood Control Master Plan within the District Service 

Area; 

 WHEREAS, THE Board has considered the information in the Final SEIR and input 

provided through public comments; and  

 WHEREAS, CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines require that when the Board 

determines to proceed with a Project, it must take certain actions relative to the impacts and 

mitigation measures, unavoidable adverse impacts, and alternatives described in the Final 

SEIR for the Project. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, DETERMINED, AND ORDERED 

AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1.   Adoption of Recitals.  The Board adopts the foregoing recitals as true 

and correct.  

Section 2.  Project Findings.  The Board hereby makes the findings required by 

Section 15091 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Said findings are set forth in 

the Attachment A. 
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Section 3.  Mitigation Measures and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 

Program.  The Board hereby incorporates into the Project all mitigation 

measures set forth in the Final SEIR and listed in the Attachment B to 

this Resolution, Mitigation Measures, Mitigation Monitoring and 

Reporting Program, and approves and authorizes the implementation of 

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program set forth in the 

Attachment. 

Section 4.  Approval of Project.  The Board hereby approves the Project as 

identified and evaluated in the Final SEIR. 

Section 5.  Authorization to Proceed with Project.  The Board hereby authorizes 

the General Manager or his authorized designee to take all steps 

necessary to proceed with the project. 

Section 6.  Notice of Determination.  The Board authorizes the General Manager 

or his authorized designee to file a Notice of Determination for the 

Project. 

 

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Fresno 

Metropolitan Flood Control District, County of Fresno, State of California, this 13th day of 

December 2017, by the following vote, to wit: 

 

AYES: Directors Fowler, Burleson, Rastegar, Williams, Groom & Auston 

NOES: None 

ABSENT: Spina 

ABSTAIN: None 
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Findings of Fact 
 

Introduction 

The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (District) proposes to approve the Fresno Metropolitan 

Flood Control District 2016 Service Plan Update (project). The project would continue to provide services 

mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local stormwater drainage, water 

conservation,  recreation, and wildlife.  

A Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) was prepared for the project to provide relevant 

information regarding the environmental effects associated with District project construction and 

operation as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources 

Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and to address impacts to new capital improvements that were not 

anticipated in the 2007 Final Master EIR of the 2004 District Service Plan. The Final Master EIR of the 

2004 District Services Plan was certified by the District in 2007. In 2016, the District prepared a draft 

2016 Plan Update, which this SEIR hereby incorporates by reference. The SEIR is intended to serve as an 

informational document for the District’s Board of Directors (Board) and the public regarding significant 

impacts of the 2016 Plan Update. The following steps were taken to update the 2007 Master EIR analysis 

in this SEIR:  

► review the 2007 Master EIR in accordance with Section 15175 of the Guidelines,  

► examine proposed subsequent projects included in the 2016 Plan Update, and  

► determine whether the prior 2007 Master EIR addresses impacts adequately.  

Accordingly, this SEIR evaluates changes in the environmental setting or circumstances and changes to 

CEQA that may have occurred since certification of the 2007 Master EIR. 

Once a Master EIR is certified, the lead agency must find that a subsequent project (such as the 2016 

Plan Update) is within the scope of the master EIR (CEQA Section 21157.1[a] and Section 15177 of the 

Guidelines). If the lead agency determines that the project is not within the scope of the master EIR, the 

lead agency must prepare an initial study/mitigated negative declaration or an EIR for the subsequent 

project. 

The District reviewed the 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update in accordance with procedures 

described in Section 21157.1(a) and Section 15177 of the Guidelines. An Initial Study was prepared 

analyzing whether the proposed 2016 Plan Update would: 

► cause any additional significant effect on the environment not examined in the 2007 Master EIR,  

► be within the scope of the 2007 Master EIR,  

► have no additional significant effect on the environment not identified in the 2007 Master EIR, 
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► cause significant impacts from greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions,1 and 

► require no new additional mitigation measures or alternatives. 

The purpose of these findings is to specifically address the environmental effects of the proposed 

project that are identified in the Final SEIR as required by PRC Sections 21081 and 21081.6 and 

Sections 15091 and 15093 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (State CEQA 

Guidelines) (California Code of Regulations Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The CEQA statute and 

State CEQA Guidelines state that when a Final SEIR identifies one or more significant environmental 

impacts, the approving agency must make one or more of the following findings, accompanied by a brief 

explanation of the rationale, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, for each identified 

significant impact: 

A Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which avoid or 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effect as identified in the Final SEIR. 

B Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public 

agency and not the agency making the finding. Such changes have been adopted by such other 

agency, or can and should be adopted by such other agency. 

C Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of 

employment opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures 

or project alternatives identified in the Final SEIR. 

Section 15092 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that after consideration of an Final SEIR, and in 

conjunction with making the Section 15091 findings identified above, the lead agency may decide 

whether or how to approve or carry out the project.  

CEQA states that a public agency shall not approve or carry out a project that would result in a 

significant environmental impact unless it makes these findings regarding feasible mitigation measures 

or feasible alternatives that can avoid or substantially lessen the identified impacts. However, in 

accordance with PRC Section 21081 and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, whenever a significant 

impact cannot be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level, the decision‐making agency is required to 

balance, as applicable, the benefits of the project against its unavoidable environmental risks when 

determining whether to approve the project. If the benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable 

adverse environmental effects, the adverse effects may be considered “acceptable.” In this 

circumstance, Section 15093 requires the lead agency to document and substantiate its determination 

that there are specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations that outweigh the 

                                                            
1 The 2007 Master EIR did not analyze the impacts of the 2004 District Services Plan on GHG emissions because this was not 

a requirement at the time the master EIR was certified in 2007. Pursuant to Senate Bill 97, the California Natural Resources 
Agency adopted amendments to the State CEQA Guidelines for GHG emissions on December 30, 2009. On February 16, 
2010, the Office of Administrative Law approved the amendments and filed them with the Secretary of State for inclusion in 
the California Code of Regulations. The amendments became effective March 18, 2010.  
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unavoidable adverse environmental effects in a “statement of overriding considerations” as a part of the 

record. The requirements of Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093, as summarized above, are addressed in 

this document for the proposed project.  

As required by CEQA, the District, in adopting these findings, will also adopt a mitigation monitoring and 

reporting program (MMRP) for the proposed project. The District finds that the MMRP, which is 

incorporated by reference and made a part of these findings, meets the requirements of PRC Section 

21081.6 by providing for the implementation and monitoring of measures intended to mitigate 

potentially significant effects of the project. 

Project Description 

For the purposes of program planning, structure, service delivery, and financing, the District 

distinguishes between flood control and local drainage services. The District’s flood control program 

relates to the control, containment, and safe disposal of stormwater that flows onto the valley floor 

from the eastern streams. The District’s local drainage program relates to the collection and safe 

disposal of stormwater runoff generated within the urban and rural watersheds or drainage areas. 

Collectively, these facilities compose the district services plan. 

The 2007 Master EIR and the 2016 Plan Update describe the District’s major programs and service 

responsibilities and are incorporated herein by reference. The 2016 Plan Update proposes construction 

of several new projects or improvements for the District and ongoing operation and maintenance of 

existing and future projects. The subsequent projects consist primarily of basin expansions, new basin 

locations, and new and expanded drainage areas. The District’s major programs and service 

responsibilities would remain unchanged. 

Project Location 

The District encompasses the area generally located in north‐central Fresno County between the 

San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The District’s service area covers approximately 400 square miles and 

extends from the agricultural lands west and south of Fresno eastward into the Sierra Nevada. The 

District service area includes most of the Clovis‐Fresno metropolitan area and unincorporated lands to 

the east and northeast. 

Projects Objectives 

The 2016 Plan Update presents specific objectives for each of the District’s seven programs: Flood 

Control, Rural Streams, Local Stormwater Drainage, Stormwater Quality Management, Water 

Conservation, Recreation, and Wildlife Management. The objectives are derived from the service 

mandates of the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Act of 19552 (District Act) and the District’s 

                                                            
2 The District Act became law on September 17, 1955, subject to voter approval. On June 5, 1956, the District Act was 

ratified by a 5–1 majority vote (32,030 voting in favor, 5,974 voting in opposition) and was established as Chapter 73 of the 
California Water Code appendix. 
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mission statement. The following objectives are consolidated and summarized from each program 

described in the 2016 Plan Update: 

► Provide services mandated and authorized by the District Act, including flood control, local 

stormwater drainage, water conservation, and recreation. 

► Maximize the beneficial uses of the District’s flood control and local stormwater drainage system, 

including water quality control, recreation, water conservation, and incidental wildlife habitat uses. 

► Design, develop, and implement a structural system that protects the people and property within 

the District from damages, injury, and economic loss, and satisfies service level criteria for the 

design event. 

► Maximize economic efficiency in the design, operation, and maintenance of the flood control and 

local stormwater drainage system. 

► Provide preventative and operational maintenance, repair, and rehabilitation adequate to ensure 

the system operates as designed. 

► Coordinate and cooperate with local land use, water supply, parks and recreation, and 

environmental regulatory agencies to meet common resource objectives and promote 

understanding of District service objectives. 

► Manage District facilities to ensure that runoff‐borne pollutants will not pose risks to public health 

or the environment and to ensure compliance with the District’s National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System (NPDES) permit and relevant environmental statutes, including enhancement of 

water quality in flood control, local stormwater drainage, and stream and channel design 

considerations.  

► Meet the flood control and local storm drainage standards of the District while encouraging design 

and management practices which enhance and protect stream values including riparian and wetland 

habitats, and natural and historic drainage pathways. 

► Prevent structural development and displacement of flows within the primary floodplain. Flood‐

proof all development within secondary floodplains and prevent displacement of flows in such 

floodplains. 

► Design, construct, and operate the flood control, rural stream, and local drainage systems to be 

hydrologically and hydraulically integrated and automatically monitored and controlled.  

► Develop the system in an orderly manner, remediating downstream channel constrictions prior to 

addressing upstream channel constrictions. 
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► Encourage and provide opportunities for property owner and public involvement and education in 

all District service programs, and specifically in stormwater quality management, rural stream 

restoration and preservation, and wildlife management programs, promoting the appreciation and 

understanding of flood control, drainage and environmental principles and values. 

A. Environmental Review 

On December 13, 2017, the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District Board of Directors (Board), as 

lead agency, proposes to certify a Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (FSEIR) (State 

Clearinghouse (SCH) No. 111911132) for the Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 Service 

Plan Update. The Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (District) is a responsible agency under 

CEQA (Pub. Resources Code, § 21069) and in making its determinations and findings, must presume that 

the District’s certified environmental document comports with the requirements of CEQA and is valid.  

(Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.3.)  The Board has reviewed and considered the environmental 

document and finds that the environmental document addresses the Project’s impacts to agriculture, air 

quality, biological resources, cultural resources and greenhouse gas emissions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 

15096, subd. (f).). The environmental document includes the mitigation monitoring and reporting 

program (MMRP) developed for all mitigation measures that have been adopted for the Project to 

reduce potential significant impacts. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081.6, subd. (a)(1); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 

14, § 15091, subd. (d).). 

 

B. Incorporation by Reference 

Pursuant to CEQA, these Findings of Facts (Findings) support the issuance of this Order based on the 

Project Final SEIR, the application for this Order, and other supplemental documentation, including the 

MMRP. 

 

All CEQA project impacts, including those discussed in subsection C below, are analyzed in detail in the 

Project Final SEIR which is incorporated herein by reference. The Project FSEIR is available at: 

www.fresnofloodcontrol.org or the District Office at 5469 E. Olive Avenue, Fresno CA 93727.  

 

Requirements under the purview of the District Board in the MMRP developed to ensure that the 

mitigation measures are implemented and are incorporated herein by reference.  

 

C. Findings  

The Final SEIR describes the potential significant environmental effects to biological and cultural 

resources.  Having considered the whole of the record, the Board makes the following findings:   

  

Findings Mitigated to Less‐Than‐Significant Level 

Findings regarding impacts that will be mitigated to a less than significant level. (Pub. Resources Code, § 

21081, subd. (a)(1); Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15091, subd. (a)(1).).  

 

1. Potential Significant Impact 4.3‐1: The project could have a substantial adverse effect on a 

candidate, sensitive, or special‐status species. 
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Facts in Support of Findings. In order to mitigate for Impact 4.3‐1, the District will implement the 

following mitigation measures.  

A. Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1a: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Burrowing Owl. The District 

shall conduct preconstruction surveys for burrows and owls no less than 14 days and no more 

than 30 days before the beginning of ground disturbance over the entire project site and in 

areas within 150 meters (approximately 500 feet) of the project impact zone in accordance with 

the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s Burrowing Owl Survey Protocol and Mitigation 

Guidelines (CBOC, 1993). If a burrowing owl burrow is discovered during the preconstruction 

survey the District shall perform three surveillance surveys during daylight hours three weeks 

apart during peak breeding season (April 15 to July 15), and if in the event burrowing owls are 

detected, occupied burrows shall be avoided in accordance with the following Table 4‐2 unless a 

qualified biologist approved by CDFW verifies through non‐invasive methods that either: 1) the 

birds have not begun egg laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows 

are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. If avoidance is not possible 

the District shall coordinate with CDF and establish a burrow exclusion zone consistent with 

Table 4‐2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites. 

Table 4‐2 Exclusion Distance for Active Burrowing Owl Nest Sites.  

Location  Time of Year 
Level of Disturbance 

Low  Med  High 

Nesting sites  April 1–Aug 15  200 m*  500 m  500 m 

Nesting sites  Aug 16–0ct 15  200 m  200 m  500 m 

Nesting sites  Oct 16–Mar 31  50 m  100 m  500 m 

meters (m) 

 

B. Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1b: Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and Conduct 

Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds. To protect migratory birds during proposed projects 

in areas where suitable habitat exists, the following measures shall be implemented: 

 

Trees scheduled to be removed during project implementation shall be removed during the 

nonbreeding season (late September to the end of February). Ten (10) days before construction, 

but not more than 14 days before grading, demolition, or site preparation activities, a qualified 

biologist shall conduct a preconstruction nesting survey to determine the presence of nesting 

raptors. Activities taking place outside the breeding season (typically February 15–August 31) do 

not require a survey. If active raptor nests are present in or within 250 feet of the construction 

zone, temporary exclusion fencing shall be erected at a distance of 250 feet around the nest 

site. Clearing and construction operations within this area shall be postponed until juveniles 

have fledged and there is no evidence of a second nesting attempt determined by the biologist. 
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To avoid impacts on common and special‐status migratory birds pursuant to the Migratory Bird 

Treaty Act and the California Fish and Game Code, a nesting survey shall be conducted before 

construction activities if the work is scheduled between March 15 and August 31. If migratory 

birds are identified nesting within the construction zone, a 100‐foot buffer around the nest site 

shall be designated. No construction activity may occur within this buffer until a qualified 

biologist has determined that the young have fledged. A qualified biologist may modify the size 

of the buffer based on site conditions and the bird’s apparent acclimation to human activities. If 

the buffer is modified, the biologist shall monitor stress levels of the nesting birds for at least 1 

week after construction commences to ensure that project activities would not cause nest site 

abandonment or loss of eggs or young. The biologist shall have the right to implement the full 

100‐foot buffer at any time if stress levels are elevated to the extent that nests could be 

abandoned and/or eggs or young could be lost. If the preconstruction nesting survey determines 

the presence of nesting raptors, the District shall consult with DFW before removal of any trees.  

If construction activities take place during the normal bird breeding season (February 1 through 

September 15), a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting Tricolored 

Blackbird no more than 1O days prior to the start of implementation to evaluate potential 

impacts of tiered projects. In the event that a Tricolored Blackbird nesting colony is detected 

during surveys, the District shall consult with CDFW to discuss how to implement the project 

and avoid take, or if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit, pursuant to 

Fish and Game Code Section 2081(b), prior to any ground‐disturbing activities. 

C. Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1c: Implement USFWS‐Recommended Measures to Protect San 

Joaquin Kit Fox during Construction. The following measures are summarized from the USFWS 

Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or 

During Ground Disturbance (USFWS 2011). These measures shall be implemented to reduce 

impacts on SJKF entering the area during construction.  

 

The District shall conduct pre‐activity surveys for SJKF at project sites no less than 14 days and 

no more than 30 days prior to beginning of ground disturbing activities related to capital 

projects, in accordance with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 

recommendations (USFWS 2011). If SJKF are detected consultation with CDFW is warranted to 

discuss how to implement the project and avoid take or, if avoidance is not feasible, to acquire 

an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) prior to any ground‐disturbing activities to comply with CESA. 

 

An employee education program shall be conducted. The program shall consist of a brief 

presentation by a qualified wildlife biologist. The program shall include a description of the SJKF 

and its habitat needs; a report of SJKF occurrence in the project area; an explanation of the 

status of the species and its protection under the FESA; and a list of measures being taken to 

reduce impacts on the species during project construction. A fact sheet conveying this 

information shall be prepared for distribution to construction personnel. 
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A representative shall be appointed to be the contact for any employee or contractor who might 

inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The 

representative shall be identified during the employee education program and his or her name 

and telephone number shall be provided to USFWS and CDFW. 

 

Project‐related vehicles shall observe a daytime speed limit of 15 mph throughout the project 

site, except on state and federal highways; after dark, the speed limit shall be reduced to 10 

mph. Off‐road traffic outside of designated areas shall be prohibited. 

 

Work at night shall not be allowed. 

 

To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals during construction, all 

excavated, steep‐walled holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered with plywood 

or similar materials at the end of each work day. If the trenches cannot be closed, one or more 

escape ramps constructed of earthen fill or wooden planks shall be installed. Before such holes 

or trenches are filled, they shall be inspected for trapped animals. 

 

All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or greater that 

are stored at a construction site for one or more overnight periods shall be thoroughly inspected 

for kit foxes before the pipe is subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in any 

way. If a kit fox is discovered inside a pipe, that section of pipe shall not be moved until USFWS 

or CDFW has been consulted. If necessary, and under the direct supervision of the biologist, the 

pipe may be moved only once to remove it from the path of construction activity, until the fox 

has escaped. 

 

Holes or trenches more than 8 feet deep shall be covered or fenced at the end of the day. 

 

All food‐related trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and food scraps shall be disposed of 

in securely closed containers and removed at least once a week from the project site. 

 

Firearms shall not be allowed on the project site. 

 

To prevent harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of dens, no pets shall be permitted 

on the project site. 

 

Rodenticides and herbicides shall not be used on the project site except to control invasive plant 

species 

 

Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary ground disturbance, including 

staging areas, temporary roads, and borrow sites, shall be recontoured if necessary and 

revegetated to promote restoration of the area to preproject conditions. 

 



Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 2016 Service Plan Update   AECOM 
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District 9 Statement of Findings 

Any death, injury, or entrapment of SJKF shall be reported to USFWS and CDFW staff 

immediately. Written reports shall be submitted within 3 working days of the event. 

 

D. Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1d: Swainson’s Hawk Protection: The District shall conduct pre‐

construction surveys for nesting raptors in rural settings following the survey methodology 

developed by the Swainson’s hawk (SWHA) Technical Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) 

prior to any project initiation. Specifically, the survey should be conducted for a 500 foot radius 

around all proposed project activities. If active nesting is identified within the 500 foot radius, 

consultation with DFW is required. 

Before ground disturbing activities related to capital projects take place the District shall 

perform species‐specific focused surveys in order to evaluate if possible impacts to special 

status species including but not limited to American badger. 

In addition, trees scheduled for removal shall be surveyed whether they currently support or 

have previously supported nesting Swainson’s hawk. The District shall avoid Swainson’s hawk 

nesting trees or if not feasible the trees shall be replaced with an appropriate native tree 

species, planted at a ratio of 3:1, in an area that will be protected in perpetuity.  

 

2. Potential Significant Impact 4.3‐4: The project could interfere substantially with the movement of a 

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. 

 

Facts in Support of Findings. In order to mitigate for Impact 4.3‐4, the District will implement the 

following mitigation measure.  

A. Implement Mitigation Measure 4.3‐1b. “Remove Trees during Nonbreeding Season and 

Conduct Preconstruction Survey for Nesting Birds”. 

 

3. Potentially Significant Impact 4.4‐2: The project would cause a substantial adverse change in the 

significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Section 15064.5. 

 

Facts in Support of Findings. In order to mitigate for Impact 4.4‐2, the District will implement the 

following mitigation measures:  

 

A. Mitigation Measure 4.4‐2: Perform Cultural Resources Survey and Move Alignment If 

Necessary to Avoid Effects on Resources Eligible for the California Register of Historical 

Resources (CRHR). Before ground disturbance activities, a qualified professional archaeologist 

retained by the District shall perform a cultural resources survey of the area to determine 

whether cultural resources are present. The testing shall be performed before the start of any 

construction. 
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The District shall ensure that all cultural resources identified are evaluated for eligibility for 

inclusion in the CRHR. All additional testing shall be performed by individuals who meet the 

United States Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards in archaeological history. If 

archaeological resources are determined to be eligible for the CRHR, and if the impacts of 

project construction and visitor use of the alignment render these resources as ineligible for the 

CRHR, the alignment shall be moved a minimum of 100 feet. 

4. Potentially Significant Impact 4.4‐4: The project has the potential to disturb human remains, 

including those interred outside formal cemeteries. 

 

Facts in Support of Findings. In order to mitigate for Impact 4.4‐4, the District will implement the 

following mitigation measure:  

 

A. Mitigation Measure 4.4‐4: Stop Work and Implement Required Measures If Human Remains 

Are Found during Construction. If human remains or bones of unknown origin are found during 

any future project construction, all work shall stop in the vicinity of the find and the Fresno 

County coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native 

American, the coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). The NAHC 

shall notify the person considered to be the most likely descendant. The most likely descendant 

shall work with the District to develop a program for the reinternment of the human remains 

and any associated artifacts. No additional work shall take place within the immediate vicinity of 

the find until the identified appropriate actions have been completed. 

 

Alternatives Considered in the EIR  

Based on the entire record, the Board finds that the EIR identified and considered a reasonable range of 

feasible alternatives to the proposed project that are capable, to varying degrees, of reducing the 

identified significant adverse environmental impacts or could potentially increase the benefits of the 

project.  

No Project 

Under the No Project Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. Planning and 

implementation of services and programs would continue as they are under the 2004 District Services 

Plan. There would be no regional, long‐term review of service impacts or comprehensive mitigation 

commitments. 

Mandated Services Only  

Under the Mandated Services Only Alternative, the District would not adopt the 2016 Plan Update. The 

District would continue to provide flood control, local drainage, stormwater quality management, and 

water conservation services to fulfill District Act and Clean Water Act requirements. Nonmandated 

programs (recreation and wildlife management) would not be provided. 
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Findings 

The Board finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project, as 

summarized above, pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091(a)(1), which avoid or substantially 

lessen the significant environmental impacts identified in the Final SEIR. Because there are no significant 

environmental impacts that will not be avoided or reduced to less‐than‐significant levels after the 

adoption of all the identified feasible mitigation measures, the District is not required to consider and 

reject the project alternatives described above pursuant to PRC Section 21080(a)(3) and State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15091(a)(3).   
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7 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code and Section 15097 of the Guidelines require adoption of a 
Mitigation Monitoring or Reporting Program (MMRP) for all projects for which an Environmental Impact Report 
(EIR) or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) has been prepared. This requirement was originally mandated by 
Assembly Bill (AB) 3180, which was enacted on January 1, 1989 to ensure the implementation of all mitigation 
measures adopted through the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process. Specifically, Section of the 
Public Resources Code states that “…the agency shall adopt a reporting or monitoring program for the changes 
made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on 
the environment… [and that the program]…shall be designed to ensure compliance during project 
implementation.”

AB 3180 provided general guidelines for implementing monitoring and reporting programs, which are 
enumerated in more detail in Section 15097 of the Guidelines. Specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements 
to be enforced during project implementation are defined prior to final approval of the project. The proposed 
monitoring and reporting program will be considered by the lead agency prior to adoption of the Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). Although the lead agency may delegate reporting or monitoring 
responsibilities to other agencies or entities, it “…remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.”

The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program describes the procedures for the implementation of the 
mitigation measures to be adopted for the proposed project as identified in the Draft and Final EIR. The MMRP 
for the proposed project will be in place through all phases of the project, including design (pre-construction), 
construction, and operation (post-construction both prior to and post-occupancy). The District is responsible for 
administering the MMRP activities or delegating them to staff, consultants, or contractors and will also ensure 
that monitoring is documented through reports (as required) and that deficiencies are promptly corrected. The 
District (or designee) will track and document compliance with mitigation measures, note any problems that may 
result, and take appropriate action to remedy problems.

Each mitigation measure is categorized by impact area and corresponding number, with an accompanying 
identification of:

The enforcement agency and monitoring agency.

The monitoring phase (i.e., the phase of the project during which the measure should be monitored) and 
monitoring frequency.

The action indicating compliance with the mitigation measure.
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