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INITIAL STUDY

This Initial Study was prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq., CEQA Guidelines Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. of the California Code of

Regulations.

PROJECT TITLE:

LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS:

CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE
NUMBER:

PROJECT LOCATION:

PROJECT SPONSOR’S NAME AND
ADDRESS:
LAND USE DESIGNATION:

ZONING DESIGNATION:

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SURROUNDING LAND USES AND
SETTING:

REQUIRED APPROVALS:

RO311, R2024-006, PDP2024-002, and TM6482

City of Clovis

Planning & Development Services
1033 Fifth Street

Clovis, CA 93612

Marissa Jensen, Assistant Planner
(559) 324-2338
marissaj@clovisca.gov

South of E. Behymer Avenue between N. Minnewawa
Avenue and the N. Peach Avenue alignment in Clovis, CA

DeYoung Properties

677 W. Palmdon Drive Suite 208

Fresno, CA 93704

Existing — MH (Medium High Density)

Existing — AE-20 (Fresno County, Exclusive Agricultural)
Proposed — R-1-PRD (Single-Family Planned Residential
Development)

See page 7 of this Initial Study

See pages 6 and 7 of this Initial Study

See page 9 of this Initial Study

HAVE CALIFORNIA NATIVE AMERICAN
TRIBES REQUESTED CONSULTATION? IF
SO, HAS CONSULTATION BEGUN?

Tribes did not request consultation.
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A. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as indicated by the
checklist and corresponding discussion in this Initial Study.

O0XKOXX O

Aesthetics XI Agriculture & Forestry Resources []  Air Quality

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Energy

Geology & Soils Greenhouse Gas Emissions Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Mineral Resources

Noise Population/Housing Public Services

Recreation Tribal Cultural Resources

X
X

Hydrology & Water Quality [] Land Use/Planning
O
[XI Transportation
O

OXODOOADO

Utilities & Service Systems Wildfire Mandatory Findings of Significance

Determination
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l

X

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

| find that, although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect
in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponents. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environmental, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT (EIR) will be prepared.

| find that the proposed Project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on
the environmental, 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 EIR is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| find that although the proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant
effects (a) have been analyzed adequately analyzed 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.

Prepared By:

o R
M- ﬁ“ - 10/30/2024
Marissa Jensen, MA, Assistant Planner Date
Planning & Development Services
City of Clovis
Approved By:
4 2024.10.31
S 08:03:33-07'00'
Renee Mathis, Director Date

Planning & Development Services
City of Clovis
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B. PROJECT OVERVIEW

Juli Kutka of DeYoung Properties (applicant) proposes to annex (RO311) and Prezone (R2024-006) the
subject property from Fresno County’s AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre minimum parcel size) zone
district to the R-1-PRD (Single-Family Planned Residential Development) and the R-1 (Single-Family
Residential) zone districts. The annexation boundary consists of +37.92 acres, the project site is +36.92 acres
and is located south of E. Behymer Avenue, between N. Minnewawa Avenue and the N. Peach Avenue
alignment in the County of Fresno, California. The Project is situated adjacent to agricultural uses designated
for future residential development at varying densities. The aforementioned applications will facilitate the
development of a 266-lot single-family subdivision, Tract Map 6482 (TM6482), inclusive of a Planned
Development Permit (PDP2024-002) for enhanced development. The project will include site improvements
(i.e., landscaping, parking, sidewalks, and utility infrastructure). The project shall be referred to throughout the
document as “proposed Project” and/or “Project.” Details regarding the Project and operations are described
more throughout the Initial Study, beginning under Section E.

C. PROJECT LOCATION

As shown in Figure 1, the proposed +37.92-acre annexation boundary is situated south of E. Behymer Avenue
between N. Minnewawa Avenue and the N. Peach Avenue alignment. The £36.92-acre area proposed for
development herein referred to as “Project site” encompasses the majority of the annexation area with the
exception of a small £1 acre parcel situated at the southeast corner of the boundary. The proposed
development will occupy the entire parcels with Accessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 556-010-28 and 29. APN
556-010-12 will not be incorporated as part of the proposed development but will be annexed into the City
based on the need for a logical boundary per Fresno County and LAFCo’s annexation requirements.

The Project is within the City’s Heritage Grove planned growth area. Heritage Grove encompasses +2,560
acres of land bounded by Willow Avenue to the west, Sunnyside Avenue to the east, Copper Avenue to the
north and the Shepherd Avenue to the south. This area has been examined programmatically in the City’s
current General Plan EIR. This document evaluates potential environmental impacts in detail.

D. EXISTING SETTING

This section describes the existing conditions, surrounding conditions, as well as the General Plan land use
and zoning designations.

1. EXISTING CONDITIONS

As shown in Figure 1 below, the Project site is primarily undeveloped with some orchards, a single-
family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural uses
designated for future residential development at varying densities

2. SURROUNDING CONDITIONS

As referenced below in Table 1, and shown on Figure 1, the Project site situated adjacent to agricultural
uses designated for future residential development at varying densities.

Table 1: Surrounding Land Uses

Land Use Designation Existing Zoning* Existing Land Use
North Medium High Density Residential AE-20 Rural Residential Properties,
Orchards, Undeveloped
East Neighborhood Commercial AE-20 Orchards
South Medium + Medium High Density AE-20 Orchards
Residential
West High Density Residential R-3 Rural Residential Property,
Undeveloped
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| *AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre parcel minimum), R-3 (Multifamily High Density) |

3. LAND USE DESIGNATION

As shown in Figure 2, the Project site has an existing General Plan Land Use designation of Medium
High Density Residential. The Medium High Density Residential designation allows for single-family
residential development at a density of 7.1-20.0 dwelling units per acre.

4. ZONING DESIGNATION

As shown in Figure 3, the Project site is currently zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural, 20-acre
minimum parcel size) in the County of Fresno, however, proposes a Prezone to the Clovis R-1-PRD
(Single-Family Planned Residential Development) for +36.92 acres of the annexation area and R-1
(Single-Family Residential) Zone Districts for the remaining +1-acre portion of the Project site. The R-1-
PRD and R-1 Zone Districts are consistent with the existing Medium High Density land use designation.

E. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project site is a +37.92-acre property designated for Medium High-Density Residential
development in the City of Clovis General Plan. The applicant is proposing to Prezone the project site
to allow for the development of a planned single-family residential development with unique
development standards. The Project proposes 266 single-family residences with a +0.75-acre park,
associated landscaping, and utility and pedestrian infrastructure. This section describes the
components of the proposed Project in more detail, including site preparations, proposed structures,
and on- and off-site improvements.

1. PROJECT ENTITLEMENTS

The Project would include several planning entitlements, including a prezone, vesting tentative tract
map, planned development permit, and residential site plan review. The prezone is to bring the zoning
into consistency with the proposed general plan land use designation, the tentative tract map is
required to subdivide the property in accordance with the Subdivision Map Act and City standards, the
planned development permit is to evaluate the unique development standards and enhanced
development features such as architecture, landscaping, parking and additional amenities, and the
residential site plan review is required to memorialize the design and layout of the homes.

2. PROJECT CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING

The Project is anticipated to begin construction in the winter of 2025 with full buildout by winter of 2029.
This schedule is an estimation only and is contingent upon entitlements, and the market, among other
factors.

3. SITE PREPARATION

Site preparation would include the demolition of the existing home, acessory structures, and orchards.
Typical grading activities would occur to ensure an adequately graded site for drainage purposes. Part
of the preparation would include the removal of any other vegetation, crops, and trees necessary to
accommodate the Project. Other site preparation activities would include minor excavation for the
installation of utility infrastructure, for conveyance of water, sewer, stormwater, and irrigation.

4. PROJECT COMPONENTS

This section describes the overall components of the Project, such as the proposed buildings,
landscape, vehicle and pedestrian circulation, and utilities.
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DEMOLITION
The existing residence, fruit orchards, and accessory structures will be demolished to accommodate the
development of the Project.

SITE LAYOUT AND CIRCULATION

The Project is proposing 266 lots, ranging from +2,090 square feet to +8,434 square feet, with an
average of +£3,682 square feet, and a 0.75-acre neighborhood park. The Project is bound by E.
Behymer Avenue to the north, N. Minnewawa Avenue to the east, and the N. Peach Avenue alignment
to the west. The applicant will be required to install N. Peach Avenue and upgrade N. Minnewawa and
E. Behymer Avenues to City standards. Along with improvements to the surrounding streets, the
applicant is also proposing a network of internal public streets. The Project would be accessed via three
(3) points of ingress/egress from E. Behymer Avenue and one (1) point of shared ingress/egress from
N. Peach Avenue. The installation of pedestrian paths of travel from the N. Peach, E. Behymer, and N.
Minnewawa frontages would be required as part of the Project. Per the Heritage Grove Master Plan,
community corner paseos are required at the corners of N. Peach and E. Behymer Avenues and N.
Minnewawa and E. Behymer Avenues.

PARKING

The CMC requires that residential planned residential developments provide a minimum of two (2)
covered spaces plus one (1) covered or uncovered guest space for each dwelling unit. Each garage
would be required to have an interior dimension of 20 feet by 20 feet for two car garages and 10 feet by
20 feet for single-car garages. The applicant is requesting a deviation from the typical parking
requirement, by only proposing one (1) covered space and one (1) uncovered space for a portion of the
homes. The Planned Development Permit may adjust or modify, where necessary and justifiable, all
applicable development standards. The proposed parking deviation will be reviewed thoroughly as part
of the Residential Site Plan Review (RSPR) process for compliance.

LANDSCAPE

The Project would include landscape throughout the site. Landscaped areas would generally be located
along the frontage of major streets, as well as in the front yard areas of each parcel, consistent with the
CMC. Landscape plans are typically provided during the City’s residential RSPR process at which time
the proposed landscape would be reviewed for compliance with the City’s water efficient landscape
regulations and guidelines. As an amenity to the Project, the applicant is providing a neighborhood park
(see Figure 5 for the conceptual design).

UTILITIES

Utilities for the site would consist of water, sewer, electric, cable, gas, and stormwater infrastructure.
Trenching and digging activities would be required for the installation of necessary pipelines typical of
development. All utility plans would be required to be reviewed and approved by the appropriate
agency, and/or department to ensure that installation occurs to pertinent codes and regulations. Other
infrastructure would include new fire hydrants as required by the City of Clovis Fire Department.

Utilities are provided by and managed from a combination of agencies, including the Fresno Irrigation
District (FID), which provides the City’s water supply which is then supplied to customers by the City of
Clovis, Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District (FMFCD) which has responsibility for storm water
management, and the City’s public utilities department which provides for solid waste collection, and
sewer collection services. Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas within the
City of Clovis.
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F. REQUIRED PROJECT APPROVALS

The City of Clovis requires the following review, permits, and/or approvals for the proposed Project; however,
other approvals not listed below may be required as identified throughout the entitlement process:

Annexation

Rezone (Prezone)

Tentative Tract Map

Planned Development Permit

Residential Site Plan Review

Grading Permit

Building Permit

San Joaquin Air Pollution Control District
Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control District

G. TECHNICAL STUDIES

The analysis of the Project throughout this Initial Study relied in part on the technical studies listed below
prepared for the Project, as well as other sources, including, but not limited to, the 2014 Clovis General Plan
EIR, departmental staff, California Department of Conservation, and the California Department of Toxic
Control Substances.

Appendix A: Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Memorandum dated August 2024
Appendix B: Biological Resources Evaluation dated June 2024

Appendix C: Cultural Resource Assessment dated June 24, 2024

Appendix D: Water Infrastructure Investigation dated May 28, 2024

Appendix E: Transportation Impact Analysis dated October 2024

Appendix F: Noise and Vibration Impact Analysis dated August 2024

Appendix G: California Agricultural LESA Worksheets dated May 15, 2024
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Figure 1: Project Location and Existing Conditions
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Figure 2: General Plan Land Use Designations
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Figure 3: Current Zoning
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Figure 4: Conceptual Tract Map
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Figure 5: Conceptual Park Layout
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Figure 6: Conceptual Elevations
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H. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This section provides an evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and are
based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G. For each issue area, one of four conclusions is made:

o No Impact: No project-related impact to the environment would occur with project development.

e Less Than Significant Impact: The proposed project would not result in a substantial and adverse
change in the environment. This impact level does not require mitigation measures.

e Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The proposed project would result in an
environmental impact or effect that is potentially significant, but the incorporation of mitigation
measure(s) would reduce the project-related impact to a less than significant level.

o Potentially Significant Impact: The proposed project would result in an environmental impact or
effect that is potentially significant, and no mitigation can be identified that would reduce the impact to

a less than significant level.

AESTHETICS

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

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a. Have a substantial effect on a scenic vista?

b.

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City of Clovis is located within the San Joaquin Valley. Thus, much of the City and its surrounding areas
are predominately flat. As a result, on clear days, the Sierra Nevada Mountains are visible to the east
depending on your location. Aside from Sierra Nevada, there are no officially designated focal points or
viewsheds within the City. However, Policy 2.3, Visual Resources, of the Open Space Element of the 2014
Clovis General Plan, requires maintaining public views of open spaces, parks, and natural features and to
preserve Clovis’ viewshed of the surrounding foothills.

As mentioned above in the Project Description, the site is located south of E. Behymer Avenue between N.
Minnewawa Avenue and the N. Peach Avenue alignment. In general, the Project site will be in the fringes of
Clovis following annexation and is situated on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-

16
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family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for
future residential development at varying densities.

DISCUSSION
a) Would the project have a substantial effect on a scenic vista?

No Impact. As mentioned above, there are no officially designated scenic vistas or focal points in the City of
Clovis. While the Sierra Nevada Mountains can be viewed on clear days the Project would allow structures to
be constructed at a maximum height of 35 feet. The units will be constructed at a typical maximum height for
standard single family residential zone districts. Additionally, there are no officially designated scenic vistas in
the area, therefore no impact would occur with regards to the project having a substantial effect on a scenic
vista. As a result, no mitigation measures are required.

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

No Impact. As stated in the 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR, there are no Caltrans-designated scenic highways
within the City of Clovis.! Further, there are no existing historical structures or rock outcroppings located on or
within the immediate vicinity of the site, therefore, the Project would result in no impact with regards to
substantially damaging scenic resources within a State scenic highway.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As mentioned previously, the existing site is primarily undeveloped with some
orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural
uses designated for future residential development at varying densities. The Project is located within the
Heritage Grove planned growth area. Although the project is proposing to convert agricultural land to
residential uses, this conversion is pursuant to the 2014 General Plan. Upon completion, the project will not be
consistent with the existing rural residential properties and orchards that currently exist in the surrounding
area; however it will be consistent with future single-family development at Medium and Medium High
Densities, per the General Plan designations.

Further, the Project would undergo the RSPR process which would ensure that the overall design and
character is consistent and/or complements the surrounding areas. The RSPR process will ensure the Project
complies with relevant design policies, such as in the Heritage Grove Master Plan, the CMC, and the General
Plan. During the review, the height, color and materials are reviewed for consistency with these plans and
guidelines. Consequently, a less-than-significant impact would occur with regards to substantially degrading
the existing visual character of the site and its surroundings, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project consists of 266 single-family homes. As a result of the existing
site being primarily agricultural, the Project would result in new sources of light and glare. Light and glare from

1 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR, June 2014, Page 5.1-1.
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the Project would be typical of residential development, including but not limited to, sources such as exterior
lighting for safety, light, and glare from vehicles or from light reflecting off surfaces such as windshields. Other
sources of light would be the interior lighting of the units at night. These sources of light and glare are not
typically associated with causing significant effects on the environment. Further, the site is surrounded by
agricultural uses planned for single-family residences that will eventually result in similar sources and
intensities of light and glare. Sources of future light and glare are comprised of streetlights, and light and glare
from vehicles going to and from home.

Although the Project would introduce new sources of light and glare, the RSPR process would ensure that the
design and placement of lighting is appropriate to minimize potential light and glare impacts to surrounding
properties. Further, the Project would be required to comply with Section 9.22.050, Exterior Light and Glare, of
the CMC, which requires light sources to be shielded and that lighting does not spillover to adjacent
properties.

Overall, through the City’s design review process and compliance with Section 9.22.050 of the CMC, the
Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with regard to lighting adversely affecting day or
nighttime views in the area. No mitigation measures are required.

2. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

b. Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Wiliamson Act X
contract?

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220 X
(g)) or timberland (as defined in Public
Resources Code section 4526)?

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The site is located south of E. Behymer Avenue between N. Minnewawa Avenue and the N. Peach Avenue
alignment. In general, the Project site will be in the fringes of Clovis following annexation and is situated on a
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primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is
surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities.

DISCUSSION

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. According to the California Important Farmland finder
interactive map from the California Department of Conservation,? the Project site is considered Prime
Farmland (2020 data), which is defined by the Department of Conservation as farmland with 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. The Project
would develop £36.92 acres with 266 single-family homes. Therefore, development of the proposed Project
would result in the conversion of Prime Farmland to a non-agricultural use.

The City of Clovis 2014 General Plan identifies that the 2035 buildout of the General Plan would result in
significant unavoidable impacts related to conversion of Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of
Statewide importance. Thus, the potential impacts associated with the conversion of farmlands as described
above were evaluated in conjunction with the General Plan EIR. This initial study relies on the General Plan
EIR through the tiering concept (Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines) with regard to the analysis of
potential farmland conversion impacts associated with the Project. As stated in the General Plan EIR, City
policies seek to preserve the agricultural legacy of Clovis by facilitating thoughtful conversion of farmland and
supporting “right to farm” and regional conservation efforts. Therefore, with the inclusion of the following
Mitigation Measure, impacts in this category will be reduced to a less than significant impact with
mitigation.

Mitigation Measure AGR-1: The Project applicant shall prepare or fund an agricultural resource
evaluation prior to project approval. The resource evaluation shall use generally accepted
methodologies (such as the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model) to identify the potentially
significant impact of the loss of agricultural land. If the loss of agricultural land is determined to be a
potentially significant impact, the resource evaluation shall consider the economic viability of future
agricultural use of the property. If the agricultural resource is considered significant and future
agricultural use is considered economically viable, the conversion will be deemed significant. The City
shall require mitigation by one of the following methods:

e Mitigation at a 1:1 ration of converted to preserved acreage through a regional conservation
easement, or payment of its valuation equivalent if a fee mitigation program is established. If
1:1 mitigation is determined to be economically infeasible, based upon all of the evidence, the
ratio may be reduced to an economically feasible ratio or no further mitigation shall be required.
This determination shall be made by the City’s Director of Planning and Development Services
based upon substantial evidence in the record; or

e Other potential mitigation which achieves the same mitigating effect as the measures identified
above, consistent with the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. This determination shall be made by

2 Farmland Mapping, California  Department of Conservation, Interactive mapping tool
(https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/).
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the City’s Director of Planning and Development Services based upon substantial evidence in
the record.

The Project site is not designated for farming-related activities under the 2014 General Plan as such
would be consistent with the planned growth of the Heritage Grove area and as identified in the
General Plan EIR the conversion of farmlands of importance cannot be mitigated. Consequently,
because the Project would not result in unplanned impacts to important farmland, a less than
significant impact with mitigation would occur.

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

No Impact. As shown in Figure 5.2-2 of the Agricultural Resources Chapter of the 2014 Clovis General Plan
EIR, the Project site is not under a Williamson Act Contract. Further, the site is not currently zoned or
designated for agricultural use. As a result, the Project would have no impact with regards to conflicting with
existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract.

c) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in
Public Resources Code section 12220 (g)) or timberland (as defined in Public Resources Code section
4526)?

No Impact. The Project site does not contain forest land. Further, the site is not zoned for forestry or other
forestry related uses. As a result, no impact would occur with regards to conflicts with existing zoning for, or
cause rezoning of, forest land.

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
No Impact. See discussion under Section 2c.

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

Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation. Although the Project site for development of 266-single
family homes contains Prime Farmland according to the Department of Conservation, the site is not
designated for agricultural uses, see discussion in Section 2a. The 2014 Clovis General Plan designates the
Project site for residential uses. The Project annexation area is located within the Heritage Grove area which
is planned to be converted to non-agricultural land pursuant to the 2014 General Plan. However, given that
the development within the annexation area would be phased over time, some adjacent agricultural uses
would continue to operate until other projects are proposed to be constructed. The City’s General Plan
contains policies to aid in the preservation of agricultural land, including Policies 2.4 and 2.5 of the General
Plan’s Open Space and Conservation Element. As such Mitigation Measure AG-2 would be implemented to
ensure natification of Right-To Farm to future residents of the Project site, such that residents would be
prepared to accept inconveniences and discomfort associated with normal farm activities on parcels adjacent
to the Project site. Issuance of Right-to-Farm notifications would prevent agricultural operations from being the
subject of nuisance complaints and being forced to cease or curtail operations. The Project site is not
designated for forest or timberland. With implementation of Mitigation Measure AG-2, the proposed Project
would not result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use, and the impact would be less-than-
significant impact with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure AGR-2: Pursuant to Clovis Municipal Code Section 9.40.170 and the California
Civil Code Section 3482.5, prior to approval of building occupancy permits the Project developer shall
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provide residents of the Project site Right-To-Farm notifications. The Right-To-Farm notification would
advise future occupants of the Project site that they are residing adjacent to agricultural land that has
been active for three or more years and that they should expect continued activities associated with
agricultural production.

3. AIR QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation X

of the applicable air quality plan?

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

c. Expose  sensitive receptors  to

substantial pollutant concentrations? X
d. Result in other emissions (such as
those leading to odors) adversely X

affecting a substantial number of
people?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Memorandum (AQ/GHG Memo) was prepared by LSA
Associates Inc. (LSA) in August of 2024 (see Appendix A). Information in this AQ/GHG Memo is used for the
analysis included in both the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions section of this Initial Study.

San Joaquin Valley Air Basin

The City of Clovis (City) is in the central portion of the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). SIVAB consists
of eight counties: Fresno, Kern (western and central), Kings, Tulare, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, and
Stanislaus. The SJVAB is approximately 25,000 square miles. It is bordered by the Sierra Nevada in the east,
the Coast Ranges in the west, and the Tehachapi mountains in the south. The valley is topographically flat
with a slight downward gradient to the northwest. The valley opens to the sea at the Carquinez Straits where
the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta empties into San Francisco Bay.

Topography

The topography of a region is important for air quality because mountains can block airflow that would help
disperse pollutants and can channel air from upwind areas that transports pollutants to downwind areas. The
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) covers the entirety of the SJVAB. The SJVAB is
generally shaped like a bowl. It is open in the north and is surrounded by mountain ranges on all other sides.
The Sierra Nevada mountains are along the eastern boundary (8,000 to 14,000 feet in elevation), the Coast
Ranges are along the western boundary (3,000 feet in elevation), and the Tehachapi Mountains are along the
southern boundary (6,000 to 8,000 feet in elevation).

Climate

The SJVAB is in a Mediterranean climate zone and is influenced by a subtropical high-pressure cell most of
the year. Mediterranean climates are characterized by sparse rainfall, which occurs mainly in winter. Summers
are hot and dry. Summertime maximum temperatures often exceed 100°F in the valley.
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The subtropical high-pressure cell is strongest during spring, summer, and fall and produces subsiding air,
which can result in temperature inversions in the valley. A temperature inversion can act like a lid, inhibiting
vertical mixing of the air mass at the surface.

Any emissions of pollutants can be trapped below the inversion. Most of the surrounding mountains are above
the normal height of summer inversions (1,500-3,000 feet).

Winter-time high pressure events can often last many weeks, with surface temperatures often lowering into
the 30°F. During these events, fog can be present, and inversions are extremely strong. These wintertime
inversions can inhibit vertical mixing of pollutants to a few hundred feet.

Ambient Air Quality Standards

The Clean Air Act (CAA) was passed in 1963 by the US Congress and has been amended several times. The
1970 CAA amendments strengthened previous legislation and laid the foundation for the regulatory scheme of
the 1970s and 1980s. In 1977, Congress again added several provisions, including nonattainment
requirements for areas not meeting National Air Quality Standards (AAQS) and the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration program. The 1990 amendments represent the latest in a series of federal efforts to regulate the
protection of air quality in the United States. The CAA allows states to adopt more stringent standards or to
include other pollution species. The California Clean Air Act, signed into law in 1988, requires all areas of the
state to achieve and maintain the California AAQS by the earliest practical date. The California AAQS tend to
be more restrictive than the National AAQS, based on even greater health and welfare concerns.

These National and California AAQS are the levels of air quality considered to provide a margin of safety in
the protection of the public health and welfare. They are designed to protect “sensitive receptors,” those most
susceptible to further respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people already
weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. Healthy adults can
tolerate occasional exposure to air pollutant concentrations considerably above these minimum standards
before adverse effects are observed.

Both California and the federal government have established health based AAQS for six air pollutants. As
shown in Table 3, Ambient Air Quality Standards for Criteria Pollutants, these pollutants are carbon monoxide
(CO), ozone (Og), nitrogen dioxide (NOy), sulfur dioxide (SOy), lead (Pb), and suspended particulate matter
(PM2s and PMyo). In addition, the state has set standards for sulfates and hydrogen sulfide. These standards
are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace with a reasonable margin of safety.

In addition to the criteria pollutants, toxic air contaminants (TACs) are another group of pollutants of concern.
TACs are injurious in small guantities and are regulated despite the absence of criteria documents. The
identification, regulation and monitoring of TACs is relatively recent compared to that for criteria pollutants.
Unlike criteria pollutants, TACs are regulated based on risk rather than specification of safe levels of
contamination.

Attainment Status

The air quality management plans prepared by SJVAPCD provide the framework for SJVAB to achieve
attainment of the state and federal AAQS through the State Implementation Plan. Areas are classified as
attainment or nonattainment areas for pollutants, depending on whether they meet the ambient air quality
standards. Nonattainment areas are imposed with additional restrictions as required by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency. There are different classifications for attainment and the severity
classifications for ozone nonattainment range in magnitude from marginal, moderate, and serious to severe
and extreme. These classifications are used as a foundation to create air quality management strategies to
improve air quality and comply with the National AAQS.
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Table 2: Air Quality Attainment Status for Fresno County

Pollutant State Federal
Ozone (1-hour) Sever/Nonattainment Not Applicable
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
PMso Nonattainment Attainment (Maintenance)
PM2s Nonattainment Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment (Maintenance)
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Lead Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Unclassified
Sulfates Attainment No Federal Regulation
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified No Federal Regulation

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. In general, regional air quality impacts and attainment of
standards are the result of the cumulative impacts of all emission sources within the air basin. Thus, individual
projects are generally not large enough to contribute measurably to an existing violation or air quality
standards alone. Although the CEQA Guidelines indicate that a significant impact would occur if the Project
were to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan, the SJVAPCDs 2015 Guide
for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) does not provide specific guidance on analyzing
conformity with the plan. Thus, for purposes of analyzing this potential impact, the AQ/GHG Report
considered impacts based on: (1) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan; (2)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase if any criteria pollutant for which the project region
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard: (3) Expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; and (4) Result in other emissions such as those lead to
odors adversely affecting a substantial number of people.?

The San Joaquin Valley Air Board (SJVAB) is designated as non-attainment for Oz and PM;s for federal
standards and non-attainment for Os, PMio, and PMs for State standards. Construction of the proposed
project would not result in the generation of criteria air pollutants that would exceed SJVAPCD thresholds of
significance. In addition to the construction period thresholds of significance, the SJVAPCD has implemented
Regulation VIII measures for dust control during construction. These control measures are intended to reduce
the amount of PM1o emissions during the construction period.

Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Consistent with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)
Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1o Prohibitions), the following controls are required to be included as
specifications for the proposed project and implemented at the construction site:

o All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized for construction
purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using water or chemical
stabilizer/suppressant or covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or vegetative ground cover.

e All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads shall be effectively stabilized of
dust emissions using water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

3. Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Report by LSA Associates Inc. (LSA) in August of 2024
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e 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.

¢ When materials are transported off site, all material shall be covered, or effectively wetted to
limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of freeboard space from the top of the
container shall be maintained.

o All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from adjacent
public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is expressly
prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust
emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden).

¢ 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.

Construction emissions associated with the proposed project have a less-than-significant impact with
mitigation implemented.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. See discussion under Section 3a above.
c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Sensitive receptors are generally considered to include children, the elderly,
and persons with pre-existing respiratory and cardiovascular illness. The SIVAPCD considers a sensitive
receptor a location that houses or attracts children, the elderly, or people with illnesses. Examples of these
receptors are considered to be hospitals, residences, schools and school facilities, daycare facilities, and
convalescent facilities. The nearest sensitive receptors to the Project site would be the residences located
approximately 75 feet west and 100 feet north of the project site.

Based the AQ/GHG Report, an evaluation of nearby land uses shows the maximum cancer risk for the
residential receptor would be 9.92 in one million, which would not exceed the SJVAPCD cancer risk threshold
of 20 in one million. The worker receptor risk would be lower at 6.02 in one million and the school receptor risk
would be 0.24 in one million, which would also not exceed the SIVAPCD cancer risk thresholds. The total
chronic hazard index would be 0.010 for the residential receptor MEI and worker receptor MEI and less than
0.001 for the school receptor MEI, which are all below the threshold of 1.0. In addition, the total acute hazard
index would be nominal (0.000), which would also not exceed the threshold of 1.0. Therefore, construction of
the proposed project would not exceed SJVAPCD thresholds and would not expose nearby sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. No significant health risk would occur from project
construction emissions. Additionally, compliance with SJVAPCD rules would further limit doses and
exposures, reducing potential health risk related to vehicle and equipment emissions to a level that is not
significant. Once the proposed project is constructed, it would not be a source of substantial emissions.
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

d) Would the project result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a
substantial number of people?
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Less-Than-Significant Impact. Generally, sources considered to emit odors are associated with wastewater
treatment facilities, sanitary landfills, petroleum refineries, chemical manufacturing, and other
industrial/manufacturing related uses. During project construction, some odors may be present due to diesel
exhaust. However, these odors would be temporary and limited to the construction period. The proposed uses
are not anticipated to emit any objectionable odors. Any odors in general would be confined mainly to the
project site and would readily dissipate. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in other emissions
(such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people. Thus, a less-than-
significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact 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 X
regional plans, policies or regulations, or by
the California Department of Fish and Game
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A Biological Resources Evaluation (BRE) was prepared by LSA in June 2024 (see Appendix B). This BRE
included a literature review, records search, and field survey on May 1, 2024, to identify the existence and
potential for occurrence of sensitive or special-status plant and animal species in the project vicinity. The
Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
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accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential
development at varying densities

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. As described in the BRE, is located on a primarily
undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site comprises
of an existing single-family residence and no natural plant communities occur in the area of the Project site.*
No special-status wildlife species or diagnostic signs of special-status wildlife species were present on the
Project site, however, may be marginally suitable for isolated habitat for several regionally occurring special-
status species (Swainson’s hawk). Mature trees on the site could provide suitable nesting habitat for tree-
nesting species. During the May 1, 2024 survey of the site, there were no signs indicating occupation by these
species.

Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would ensure that a less-than-significant
impact with mitigation occurs.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Pre-Activity Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk Nests. If Project activities
must occur during the nesting season (February 15 to August 31), pre-activity surveys shall be
conducted for Swainson’s hawk nests within 14 days prior to the start of construction. The surveys
would be conducted within the Project site plus a 0.5-mile buffer. The survey shall be conducted in
accordance with the methodology outlined in existing protocols. Note that Sawinson’s hawks may
establish a nest at any time from February through June; multiple Swainson’s hawks nest surveys may
be necessary in one season at the direction of a qualified biologist, depending on the timing of Project
construction. If no Swainson’s hawk nests are found, no further action is required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Swainson’s Hawk Nest Avoidance. If an active Swainson’s hawk nest is
discovered at any time within 0.5 mile of active construction, a qualified biologist shall complete an
assessment of the potential for current construction activities to impact the nest. The assessment shall
consider the type of construction activities to impact the nest. The assessment shall consider the type
of construction activities, the location of construction relative to the nest, the visibility of construction
activities from the nest location, and other existing disturbances in the area that are not related to
construction activities of this Project. Based on this assessment, the biologist shall determine if
construction activities can proceed and if nest monitoring will be required. At a minimum, construction
activities shall not occur within 100 feet of an active nest and shall require monitoring if within 500 feet
of an active nest. These buffers may need to increase depending on the sensitivity of the nest location.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Pre-Activity Nesting Bird Surveys. If Project activities must occur during
the nesting season (February 15 to August 31), pre-activity nesting bird surveys shall be conducted no
more than 7 days prior to the start of construction at the construction site plus a 250-foot buffer for
songbirds and a 500-foot buffer for raptors (other than Swainson’s hawk). If no active nests are found,
no further action is required; however, note that nests may become active at any time throughout the
summer, including when construction activities are occurring. If active nests are found during the

4 Biological Resources Evaluation prepared by LSA, June 2024.
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survey or at any time during Project construction, an avoidance buffer ranging from 50 feet to 350 feet
shall be required, as determined by a qualified biologist. The avoidance buffer shall remain in place
until the biologist has determined that the young are no longer reliant on the nest. Work may occur
within the avoidance buffer under the approval and guidance of the biologist. The biologist shall have
the ability to stop construction if nesting adults show signs of distress.

Project impacts to special-status species will be reduced to a less-than-significant impact with mitigation
implemented.

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

No Impact. There are no sensitive natural communities present. Therefore, the Project would have no
impacts to sensitive natural communities and no measures are required.

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

No Impact. No jurisdictional aquatic resources are present on the Project site. No impacts to jurisdictional
resources would occur with construction of the Project and no measures are required.

d) Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

No Impact. The BRE did not identify the site as a regional or local wildlife movement corridors,® thus, no
impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project is not located within the boundaries of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, or other approved habitat conservation plan. Development of the Project
would not conflict with any habitat conservation plan; therefore, no impact would occur and no mitigation
measures are required.

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

No Impact. The City and Fresno County currently do not have a regional Natural Community Conservation
Plan or a Habitat Conservation Plan. The Project site is subject to relevant biological resource policies of the
2014 General Plan. Therefore, there are no impacts to conservation plans. Overall, no impact would occur.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Potentially Less Than Significant Less Than No
Would the project: Significant With Mitigation Significant Impact

5 Biological Resources Evaluation prepared by LSA, June 2024, page 3.
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Impact Incorporated Impact
a. Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a X
historical resource pursuant to
§15064.57?
b. Cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of an X

archaeological resource pursuant
to §15064.5?

c. Disturb any human remains,
including those interred outside X
of formal cemeteries?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential
development at varying densities.

A Cultural Resource Assessment (Cultural Study) was prepared by Peak & Associates, Inc. dated June 24,
2024 (see Appendix C). This cultural assessment included a records search at the California Historical
Resources Information System (CHRIS) Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC), Native
American Heritage Commission’s (NAHC) Sacred Lands File, desktop archival research, as well as a
pedestrian survey of the Project site.

In addition to the Cultural Study, City staff conducted Native American Consultation in compliance with
Assembly Bill 52 (AB52). In compliance with AB52, invitations for consultation were mailed on July 11, 2024
which affords Native tribes thirty (30) days to respond and to request consultation. During this timeframe, no
requests for consultations were received.

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
pursuant to §15064.57?

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. As previously mentioned, the Project site is located on a
primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is
surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities. A
cultural resource records search was conducted for the Area of Potential Effects (APE) and a 0.25-mile radius
at the SSJVIC on May 13, 2024. The search indicated that no prehistoric sites were found during the survey,
there is a slight possibility that a site may exist and be totally obscured by vegetation, fill or other historic
activities, leaving no surface evidence. Should artifacts or unusual amounts of stone, bone, or shell be
uncovered during construction activities, an archeologist should be consulted for on-the spot evaluation of the
finding.® Further, compliance with Policy 2.9 of the General Plan, which calls for the preservation of historical
sites and buildings of state or national significance, would ensure that if there were historical resources
present, they would be protected. Because there is the slight possibility for the accidental or inadvertent
uncovering of archaeological resources during construction, Mitigation Measure CULT-1 would serve to
reduce those potential impacts by requiring any work to stop until any found artifacts can be properly removed
and inventoried by a qualified archaeologist. Therefore, regarding the Project causing a substantial adverse

6 Cultural Resource Assessment by Peak & Associates, June 24, 2024, pages 11-12.
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change in the significance of a historical resource the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact
with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: If prehistoric or historic-era cultural or archaeological materials are
encountered during construction activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a
qualified professional archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification
Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeologist, can evaluate the significance of the find and make
recommendations. Cultural resource materials may include prehistoric resources such as flaked and
ground stone tools and debris, shell, bone, ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as historic
resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick, or structural remnants.

If the qualified professional archaeologist determines that the discovery represents a potentially
significant cultural resource, additional investigations may be required to mitigate adverse impacts
from project implementation. These additional studies may include avoidance, testing, and evaluation
or data recovery excavation.

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the qualified professional archaeologist, the Lead
Agency, and the project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource or 2) test
excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if eligible, total data recovery. The determination shall be
formally documented in writing and submitted to the Lead Agency as verification that the provisions for
managing unanticipated discoveries have been met.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site
with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily
agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities. The site’s ground has
been previously disturbed as a result of the agriculture, single-family residence and other ground disturbing
activities throughout the years. Nevertheless, the potential remains that archeological resources could be
inadvertently or accidentally uncovered during ground-disturbing activities such as trenching, digging, and the
installation of utilities and other infrastructure.

Because there is the slight possibility for the accidental or inadvertent uncovering of archaeological resources
during construction, Mitigation Measure CULT-1 would serve to reduce those potential impacts by requiring
any work to stop until any found artifacts can be properly removed and inventoried by a qualified
archaeologist. Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site
with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily
agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities The site’s ground has been
previously disturbed as a result of the agriculture, and residential uses and other ground disturbing activities
throughout the years. Nevertheless, the potential remains that human remains could be inadvertently or
accidentally uncovered during ground-disturbing activities such as trenching, digging, and the installation of
utilities and other infrastructure.

Because there is the slight possibility for the accidental or inadvertent uncovering of human remains during
construction, Mitigation Measure CULT-2 would serve to reduce those potential impacts by requiring any work
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to stop until any found human remains can be properly removed by the County coroner and/or tribes.
Therefore, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: If human remains are discovered during construction or operational
activities, further excavation or disturbance shall be prohibited pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code. The specific protocol, guidelines, and channels of communication
outlined by the Native American Heritage Commission, in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the
Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code (Chapter 1492, Statutes of
1982, Senate Bill 297), and Senate Bill 447 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 1987), shall be followed. Section
7050.5(c) shall guide the potential Native American involvement, in the event of discovery of human
remains, at the direction of the County coroner. All reports, correspondence, and determinations
regarding the discovery of human remains on the project site shall be submitted to the Lead Agency.

6. ENERGY
Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a. Result in a potentially significant
environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary X
consumption of energy resources,
during  project  construction  or

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

energy efficiency?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential
development at varying densities.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project proposes the construction of 266 single-family homes on £36.92
acres, along with associated landscape, hardscape, and infrastructure (i.e., drive aisles, utilities, etc.). The
Project would include construction activities typical of residential development, thus, is not generally
considered the type of use or intensity that would result in the unnecessary consumption of energy. The units
themselves would comply with Title 24 Green Building Standards for energy efficiency, as well as be required
to comply with the latest water efficient landscape policy regulations, and California Building Code. Further,
the Project would be required to comply with Clovis 2014 General Plan Policy 3.4, and 3.7 of the Open Space
and Conservation, which call for the use of water conserving and drought tolerant landscape, as well as
energy efficient buildings. Consequently, compliance with these measures would ensure that the Project does
not result in a significant impact due to the unnecessary consumption of energy and less-than-significant
impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

30




RO311, R2024-006, PDP2024-002, AND TM6482
INITIAL STUDY
CiTYy OF CLOVIS

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. See discussion under Section 6a above.

7. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

i.  Rupture of a known earthquake fault,
as delineated on the most recent
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning
Map issued by the State Geologist for X
the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?

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 X
of topsoil?

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR identified no geologic hazards or unstable soil conditions known to exist on
the Project site.
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DISCUSSION

a) Would the project directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving: i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based
on other substantial evidence of a known fault?; ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?; iii) Seismic-related
ground failure, including liquefaction?; iv) Landslides?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the Project site does not have any known faults on the site, the
potential remains that seismic ground-shaking could occur from the fault located east of the Project. However,
adherence to the most current California Building Codes would ensure that the structures are constructed
safely and in compliance with the appropriate building codes. With regards to liquefaction, the 2014 General
Plan EIR states that the soil types in the area are not considered conducive to liquefaction due to their high
clay content or from being too coarse.” Further, the site is generally flat and therefore landslides would not
occur at the Project site. Overall, due to the location away from a known fault, adherence to the most recent
California Building Codes, and the flat topography, a less-than-significant impact would occur with regards
to potential impacts from seismic activity.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the site is relatively flat, grading activities would be required to
ensure a flat and graded surface prior to construction, which may result in the soil erosion and loss of topsoil.
However, as part of the Project, grading plans are required to be submitted and approved by the Engineering
Division to ensure appropriate grading of the site. Thus, this review and approval process would ensure that a
less-than-significant impact occur and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. See discussion under Section 7a.

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

No Impact. According to the 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR, expansive soils are mostly present in areas along
the northern edge of the non-Sphere of Influence (SOI) and the easternmost part of the Clovis non-SOI plan
area. Because the Project is not within the vicinity of these areas, there would be no potential for creating
direct or indirect substantial risks to life or property with regards to expansive soils. As a result, no impact
would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project does not propose the use of septic tanks; therefore, no impact would occur.

7 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR, Chapter 5: Geology and Soils, page 5.6-3.
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f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geologic
feature?

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. The Project site has been previously disturbed, as well as
the immediately surrounding areas with no known occurrences of the discovery of paleontological resources.
In addition, the BRE concluded that the potential for uncovering of subsurface deposits is unlikely.
Nevertheless, the possibility remains that the inadvertent or accidental discovery could occur during ground
disturbing construction activities. However, Mitigation Measure GEO-1, below, would serve to protect the
accidental discovery of paleontological resources. As such, a less-than-significant with mitigation impact
would occur.

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: If prehistoric or historic-era cultural materials are encountered during
construction activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a qualified
professional archaeologist and/or paleontologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional
Quialification Standards for prehistoric and historic archaeologist, can evaluate the significance of the
find and make recommendations. Cultural resource materials may include prehistoric resources such
as flaked and ground stone tools and debris, shell, bone, ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as
historic resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick, or structural remnants.

If the qualified professional determines that the discovery represents a potentially significant cultural
resource, additional investigations may be required to mitigate adverse impacts from project
implementation. These additional studies may include avoidance, testing, and evaluation or data
recovery excavation.

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the qualified professional archaeologist and/or
paleontologist, the Lead Agency, and the project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance
of the resource or 2) test excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if eligible, total data recovery. The
determination shall be formally documented in writing and submitted to the Lead Agency as verification
that the provisions for managing unanticipated discoveries have been met.

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Generate greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a X
significant impact on the

environment?

b. Conflict with any applicable plan,
policy or regulation of an agency

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they capture
heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected into the atmosphere. The accumulation of GHG’s has been
implicated as a driving force for global climate change. Definitions of climate change vary between and across
regulatory authorities and the scientific community, but in general can be described as the changing of the
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earth’s climate caused by natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities which alter the composition of the
global atmosphere.

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs during construction
and operational phases. The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water
vapor. While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere are naturally occurring, carbon dioxide
(CO>), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N2O) are largely emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate
at which these compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. Carbon dioxide is the “reference gas” for climate
change, meaning that emissions of GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent” measures.
Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane results from
off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs, with much greater heat-
absorption potential than carbon dioxide, include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
hexafluoride, and are generated in certain industrial processes.

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will continue to
contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty concerning the magnitude and rate of the warming.
Potential global warming impacts in California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snowpack, sea level
rise, more extreme heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought
years. Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in
disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, Executive Order S-3-05
was signed. The order sets forth a series of target dates by which statewide emission of GHGs would be
progressively reduced, as follows: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. In 2006,
California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32), which requires the
California Air Resources Board to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and other measures,
such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020.

In December 2009, the SIVAPCD adopted guidance for addressing GHG impacts in its Guidance for Valley
Land Use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for New Projects under CEQA. The guidance relies
on performance-based standards, otherwise known as Best Performance Standards (BPS), to assess
significance of project-specific GHG emissions on global climate change during the environmental review
process. Projects can reduce their GHG emission impacts to a less than significant level by implementing
BPS. Projects can also demonstrate compliance with the requirements of AB 32 by demonstrating that their
emissions achieve a 29% reduction below “business as usual’ (BAU) levels. BAU is a projected GHG
emissions inventory assuming no change in existing business practices and without considering
implementation of any GHG emission reduction measures.

Significance Criteria

The SJVAPCDs Guidance for Valley Land Use Agencies in Addressing GHG Impacts for New Projects Under
CEQA provides initial screening criteria for climate change analyses, as well as draft guidance for the
determination of significance.

The effects of project specific GHG emissions are cumulative, and therefore climate change impacts are
addressed as a cumulative, rather than a direct, impact. The guidance for determining significance of impacts
has been developed from the requirements of Assembly Bill 32. The guideline addresses the potential
cumulative impacts that a project's GHG emissions could have on climate change.
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Since climate change is a global phenomenon, no direct impact would be identified for an individual land
development project. The following criteria are used to evaluate whether a project would result in a significant
impact for climate change impacts:

» Does the project comply with an adopted statewide, regional, or local plan for reduction or mitigation
of GHG emissions?

» Does the project achieve 29% GHG reductions by using approved Best Performance Standards?

» Does the project achieve Assembly Bill 32 targeted 29% GHG emission reductions compared with
BAU?

Projects that meet one of these guidelines would have less-than-significant impact on the global climate. The
goal of 29% below BAU for emissions of GHG has been used as a threshold of significance for this analysis.

In December 2022 the 2022 Scoping Plan was approved by the CARB which assesses progress toward
achieving carbon neutrality by 2045. Because neither the City of Clovis or the SIVAPCD have developed or
adopted numerical GHG significance threshold, the proposed Project was analyzed for consistency with the
2022 Scoping Plan consistent with statewide climate goals. The 2022 Scoping Plan includes key project
attributes that reduce operational GHG emissions.

DISCUSSION

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

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. The Project would include the construction and operation of 266
single-family homes and associated infrastructure (i.e., sewer and water infrastructure, roadways, sidewalks,
etc.). As such, short-term GHG emissions would be produced through the construction phase of the Project.
Using CalEEMod, it is estimated that the annual emissions associated with construction of the proposed
project would be approximately 1,545.0 metric tons of CO- e per year. Additionally, long-term GHG emissions
are typically generated from mobile sources (e.g., vehicle and truck trips), area sources (e.g., maintenance
activities and landscaping), indirect emissions from sources associated with energy consumption, waste
sources (land filling and waste disposal), and water sources (water supply and conveyance, treatment, and
distribution). As part of the AQ/GHG Report,® the proposed Project would result in emissions of approximately
2,650.4 MT CO:; e per year. With this information, the Project was analyzed for consistency with the 2022
Scoping Plan. The 2022 Scoping Plan includes key project attributes that reduce operational GHG emission in
Appendix D, Local Actions, of the 2022 Scoping Plan.

The first approach the State recommends for determining whether a proposed residential or mixed-use
residential development would align with the State’s climate goals is to examine whether the project includes
key project attributes that reduce operational GHG emissions. As demonstrated in Table K of the AQ/GHG
Report,® the Project would not be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan key residential and mixed-use project
attributes related to VMT reduction. As discussed in Table K and in the project’s TIA, the proposed project
would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT impact. As previously noted, the project is consistent with
the City’s General Plan. During preparation of the General Plan, an EIR was prepared, along with a Statement
of Overriding Consideration, that discussed the potential environmental impacts and required mitigation

8 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Report, LSA, August 2024.

9 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Report, LSA, August 2024.
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measures to be implemented/followed by all future projects that are consistent with the General Plan. The
proposed project would be conditioned to implement and follow these measures. Therefore, though proposed
project would have a significant and unavoidable transportation impact under CEQA, no further mitigation
measure would be required for the project related to VMT.

As discussed above, the proposed project would generally comply with existing State regulations adopted to
achieve the overall GHG emissions reduction goals identified in the 2022 RTP. However, as described above,
the proposed project would not be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan key residential and mixed-use
project attributes related to VMT reduction. As such, the proposed project would not contribute to its “fair
share” of emission reductions required to support achieving long-term State GHG reduction goals due to
project’s significant and unavoidable VMT impact. Therefore, the proposed project would conflict with the
plans and policies adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, including the
CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 1279. As such, although the proposed
project would have a significant and unavoidable impact under CEQA, no further mitigation measures
would be required for the project related to GHG.

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

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Based on the AQ/GHG Report,*° the overall GHG emissions reduction
goals were identified in the 2022 RTP. However, as described above, the proposed project would not be
consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan key residential and mixed-use project attributes related to VMT
reduction. As such, the proposed project would not contribute to its “fair share” of emission reductions
required to support achieving long-term State GHG reduction goals due to project’s significant and
unavoidable VMT impact. Therefore, the proposed project would conflict with the plans and policies adopted
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, including the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan,
Executive Order B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 1279.Consequently, the AQ/GHG Report found this potential impact
to be a significant and unavoidable impact, however, as discussed above no additional mitigation
measures required based on the Project’s consistency with the General Plan designation of Medium High
Density and the Heritage Grove Growth planned growth area.

9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact 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 X
involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, X
substances, or waste within one-quarter

10 Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis Report, LSA, August 2024.
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mile of an existing or proposed school?

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

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

f. Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency

response plan or emergency evacuation X
plan?

g. Expose people or structures, either directly
or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, X

injury or death involving wildland fires?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

For purposes of this chapter, the term “hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous substances and
hazardous wastes. A “hazardous material” is defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) as “substance
or material that is capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and property when transported in
commerce” (49 CFR 171.8). California Health and Safety Code Section 25501 defines a hazardous material
as “any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, or chemical characteristics, poses a
significant present or potential hazard to human health and safety or to the environment if released into the
workplace or the environment.” Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances,
hazardous waste, and any material which a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for
believing that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the environment if
released into the workplace or the environment.

“Hazardous wastes” are defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 25141(b) as wastes that
“...because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, [may either]
cause or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious illness, or pose a
substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored,
transported, disposed of, or otherwise managed.”

The nearest school to the Project site is Riverview Elementary School, located approximately one and a half
(1.5) mile west of the site at its closest point.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project consists of the construction of 266 single-family homes on

+36.92 acres. The type of hazardous materials that would be associated with the Project are those typical of
residential uses, such as the use of household cleaners, landscape maintenance products, soaps, and
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potential pesticides (for pest control). These materials, when used and applied properly, would not necessarily
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. Further, these materials are not anticipated to be
stored in large quantities that could pose a threat. Overall, the Project would not routinely transport, use, or
dispose of hazardous materials other than those typical of residential development, which are not generally
considered of the type or quantity that would pose a significant hazard to the public when used as directed.
During construction, typical equipment and materials would be used that are associated with residential
construction; however, any chemicals or materials would be handled, stored, disposed of, and/or transported
according to applicable laws. Consequently, because the Project is not of the type of use that would routinely
transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials a less-than-significant impact would occur with no
mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. See discussion above under Section 9a.

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

No Impact. As mentioned above, the Project site is located approximately one and a half (1.5) mile from the
nearest school. Further, the Project is not of the type of use typically associated with emitting hazardous
emissions or handling the type or quantity of hazardous materials such that it would pose a risk or threat to the
school, or surrounding area. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No Impact. According to the California Department of Toxic Substance Control EnviroStor Database, the
Project site is not located on or within the immediate vicinity of a hazardous materials site.'* Therefore, no
impact would occur.

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

No Impact. The Project is located approximately seven (7) miles northeast of the Fresno Yosemite
International Airport and is not within the Airport Influence Area, safety zones, noise, or airspace and overflight
areas. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project will connect in the internal street network to N. Peach, E.
Behymer, and N. Minnewawa Avenues. Although the Project could result in temporary traffic detouring or
closures during buildout, these delays would be temporary and would be coordinated with the City Planning

11 California Department of Toxic Substance Control, EnviroStor Database,
https://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map/2global_id=71003467, accessed on September 30, 2024.
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and Development Services Department and other departments to ensure safe access to and from the area is
maintained. Further, the site itself would be reviewed by City departments to ensure adequate site access and
circulation is provided in the event of an emergency. Overall, a less-than-significant impact would occur with
no mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project site it is not located in an area typically associated with wildfires.
Although urban fires could occur, the Project would be constructed to the latest fire code standards, which
would include fire sprinklers in each unit, as well as the installation of several fire hydrants throughout the site
as required by the Clovis Fire Department. Further, other life safety features would be required such as smoke
detectors, which would be reviewed and checked by the Fire Department to ensure proper operation prior to
occupancy. Ultimately, a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With | Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge  requirements or  otherwise
substantially degrade surface or ground water
quality?

X

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

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in
a manner which would: (i) result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; (ii)
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result
in flooding on- or offsite; (iii) create or
contribute runoff water which would exceed the
capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or (iv)
impede or redirect flood flows?

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

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or offsite?

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which X
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would exceed the capacity of existing or

planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of

polluted runoff?

iv.  Impede or redirect flood flows?

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City is within the drainages of three streams: Dry Creek, Dog Creek, and Redbank Slough. On the north,
Dry Creek discharges into the Herndon Canal in the City of Fresno west of Clovis. South of Dry Creek, Dog
Creek is a tributary of Redbank Slough, which discharges into Mill Ditch south of Clovis (USGS 2012). A
network of storm drains in the City discharge into 31 retention basins, most of which provide drainage for a
one- to two-square-mile area. Most of the Plan Area east and northeast of the City is not in drainage areas
served by retention basins.

The Project is located within the FMFCD boundary, and subject to its standards and regulations. Detention
and retention basins in the FMFCD’s flood control system are sized to accommodate stormwater from each
basin’s drainage area in built out condition. The current capacity standard for FMFCD basins is to contain
runoff from six inches of rainfall during a 10-day period and to infiltrate about 75 to 80 percent of annual
rainfall into the groundwater basin (Rourke 2014). Basins are highly effective at reducing average
concentrations of a broad range of contaminants, including several polyaromatic hydrocarbons, total
suspended solids, and most metals (FMFCD 2013). Pollutants are removed by filtration through soil, and thus
do not reach the groundwater aquifer (FMFCD 2014). Basins are built to design criteria exceeding statewide
Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan (SUSMP) standards (FMFCD 2013). The urban flood control
system provides treatment for all types of development—not just the specific categories of development
defined in a SUSMP—thus providing greater water quality protection for surface water and groundwater than
does a SUSMP.

In addition to their flood control and water quality functions, many FMFCD basins are used for groundwater
recharge with imported surface water during the dry season through contracts with the FID and the cities of
Fresno and Clovis (FMFCD 2013).

The pipeline collection system in the urban flood control system is designed to convey the peak flow rate from
a two-year storm.

Most drainage areas in the urban flood control system do not discharge to other water bodies and drain mostly
through infiltration into groundwater. When necessary, FMFCD can move water from a basin in one such
drainage area to a second such basin by pumping water into a street and letting water flow in curb and gutter
to a storm drain inlet in an adjoining drainage area (Rourke 2014). Two FMFCD drainage areas discharge
directly to the San Joaquin River, and three to an irrigation canal, without storage in a basin. Six drainage
areas containing basins discharge to the San Joaquin River, and another 39 basins discharge to canals
(FMFCD 2013).
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A proposed development that would construct more impervious area on its project site than the affected
detention/retention basin is sized to accommodate is required to infiltrate some stormwater onsite, such as
through an onsite detention basin or drainage swales (Rourke 2014).

The Big Dry Creek Reservoir has a total storage capacity of about 30 thousand acre-feet (taf) and controls up
to 230-year flood flows. Fancher Creek Dam and Reservoir hold up to 9.7 taf and controls up to 200-year flood
flows. Redbank Creek Dam and Reservoir hold up to 1 taf and controls up to 200-year flood flows.

Groundwater

Clovis is underlain by the Kings Groundwater Basin that spans 1,530 square miles of central Fresno County
and small areas of northern Kings and Tulare counties. Figure 5.9-4, Kings Groundwater Basin, shows that
the basin is bounded on the north by the San Joaquin River, on the west by the Delta-Mendota and Westside
Subbasins, the south by the Kings River South Fork and the Empire West Side Irrigation District, and on the
east by the Sierra Nevada foothills. Depth to groundwater in 2016 ranged from 196.5 feet at the northwest City
boundary to 69.5 feet at the southeast City boundary (Clovis 2016), 25 feet at the southeast SOI boundary,
and about 20 feet at the eastern Plan Area boundary (FID 2013). The Kings Subbasin has been identified as
critically overdrafted (Provost & Pritchard 2011).

In the Plan Area, groundwater levels are monitored by the City of Clovis and FID. The overall area has not
experienced land subsidence due to groundwater pumping since the early 1900s (FID 2006). Subsidence
occurs when underground water or natural resources (e.g., oil) are pumped to the extent that the ground
elevation lowers. No significant land subsidence is known to have occurred in the last 50 years as a result of
land development, water resources development, groundwater pumping, or oil drilling (FID 2006). The City
has identified a localized area of subsidence of 0.6 feet in the vicinity of Minnewawa and Herndon Avenues
within the last 14 years (Clovis 2016). Regional ground subsidence in the Plan Area was mapped as less
than one foot by the US Geological Survey in 1999 (Galloway and Riley 1999). Groundwater levels in the San
Joaquin Valley are forecast to hit an all-time low in 2014 (UCCHM 2014).

New development in accordance with the General Plan Update would increase the amount of impervious
surface in the Plan Area, potentially affecting the amount of surface water that filters into the groundwater
supply. Groundwater levels are monitored in the Plan Area by the FID and the City of Clovis. As described in
the 2015 City of Clovis Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), groundwater recharge occurs both naturally
and artificially throughout the City. The Kings Groundwater Basin area is recharged through a joint effort
between the Cities of Clovis and Fresno and the FID (CDWR 2006). Approximately 8,400 acre-feet per year
(afy) of water are intentionally recharged into the Kings Groundwater Basin by the City of Clovis, and
approximately 7,700 afy of water naturally flow into groundwater in the City’s boundaries (Clovis 2011).

The FMFCD urban stormwater drainage system would provide groundwater infiltration for runoff from
developed land uses in detention basins in the drainage system service area.

Projects pursuant to the proposed General Plan Update and developed outside of the FMFCD urban
stormwater drainage system would be required to meet the requirements of NPDES regulations, including the
implementation of BMPs to improve water retention and vegetation on project sites.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project is located on a site that was previously anticipated for residential
use. As with any development, existing policies and standards are required to be complied with, which are
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assessed during review of the entitlements. As such, the Engineering Division, as well as outside agencies
such as the FMFCD review all plans to ensure that none of the water quality standards are violated and that
waste discharge requirements are adhered to during construction and operation of the Project. Consequently,
this process of Project review and approval would ensure that a less-than-significant impact occur with no
mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level due to the Project. The 2014 General Plan EIR identified a net decrease in ground
water aquifer throughout the region, however, because the City’s domestic water system is primarily served
through surface water via existing water entitlements, the loss of aquifer is less than significant. The City has
developed a surface water treatment plant (opened in June 2004) that reduces the need for pumped
groundwater, and has also expanded the municipal groundwater recharge facility. The Projects impacts to
groundwater are less than significant with no mitigation measures required.

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would: (i) result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site; (ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite; (iii) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff; or (iv) impede or redirect flood flows?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. There are no streams or rivers on the site that would be altered as a result of
the Project. The site is mostly pervious since it is currently undeveloped, and as a result, the Project would
increase the number of impervious surfaces by installing paving for roadways and sidewalks. However, the
drainage pattern would be constructed per existing policies and regulations through review of the plans by the
City Engineering Division and the FMFCD to ensure the site is properly and adequately drained such that the
storm drain system is maintained and so that no flooding occurs. Consequently, this review and approval by
City engineers and FMFCD would mean that the Project result in a less-than-significant impact would occur
with no mitigation measures.

d) Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project
inundation?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Due to the Central Valley’s location away from the ocean, an impact from a
tsunami is unlikely. The majority of the site is located within the 1% annual flood (100-year flood) area as
mapped by Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); however, the CMC Section 8.12, Floodplain
Management lists standards and requirements for new construction within special flood zones; therefore, the
Project would implement flood hazard management as required by the CMC. As a result of adhering to
required flood hazard management, the Project would not risk the release of pollutants due to inundation and
consequently, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation
measures.

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?
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Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Clovis is within the North Kings County Groundwater
Sustainability Agency (GSA). Pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (SGMA),
certain regions in California are required to develop and implement a groundwater management plan that
sustainably manages groundwater resources. The proposed Project would comply with the 2020 City of Clovis
UWMP which promotes programs and policies to manage water supplies. Nevertheless, the Project would
derive the majority of its water from surface water sources and does not propose or include plans for
groundwater use. With regards to water quality control, the Project would be required to adhere to appropriate
storm drain conveyance and the protection of water resources which would include the installation of backflow
preventers. Consequently, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with no mitigation
measures.

11. LAND USE AND PLANNING

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Physically divide an existing X
community?

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

As described above in the Project Description, the Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with
some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is surrounded by primarily
agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities.

DISCUSSION
a) Would the project physically divide an existing community?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some
orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings, the general area surrounding the property is
designated for future residential development of varying densities. Typically, physically dividing existing
communities is associated with the construction of a new road intersecting an established area or introducing
uses that are not necessarily in line with the existing uses and planned land uses of the area. However, the
Project site has been previously designated in the 2014 Clovis General Plan and zoned for residential use.

Consequently, because the proposed Project is the type of use previously planned for this site and the general
areas, it would not physically divide an existing community. Rather, it seeks to add new housing stock to the
City with installation of a new public sidewalk and roadway infrastructure. Therefore, a less-than-significant
impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As mentioned in the Existing Setting Section above, the Project site is

currently within the County of Fresno jurisdiction and zoned AE-20 (Exclusive Agricultural). However, the
Project site will be rezoned to the R-1-PRD (Single-Family Planned Residential Development) Zone District
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though this entitlement application (Rezone 2024-006). According to Section 9.10.010(B)(5) of the CMC, the
R-1-PRD Zone District identifies areas appropriate for single-family small lot uses, including attached and
detached single-family structures on small lots. If approved, the Project will be required to go through the
RSPR entitlement process for review for compliance with relevant design policies, such as in the Heritage
Grove Master Plan, the CMC, and the General Plan. During the review, the height, color, and materials are
reviewed for consistency with these plans and guidelines. As a result of the Project in complying with the land
use and zoning designation upon approval, as well as the review process ensuring General Plan and other
applicable policies are adhered to, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact with regards to
conflicting with a land use plan. No mitigation measures are required.

12. MINERAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact 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?

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The City of Clovis 2014 General Plan EIR defines minerals as any naturally occurring chemical elements or
compounds formed from inorganic processes and organic substances.'? The 2014 General Plan EIR indicates
that there are no active mines or inactive mines within the Plan Area of the City of Clovis.

DISCUSSION

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

No Impact. As stated above, the City of Clovis does not have any active mines or inactive mines. Further, the
Project site is not zoned, designated, or otherwise mapped for mineral resource extraction, or for having
mineral resources of value to the region present on or below the surface of the site. Therefore, no impact
would occur.

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

No Impact. Please refer to the discussion under Section 12a.

13. NOISE

Potentially Less Than Less Than No
Would the project: Significant Significant With Significant | Impact

12 2014 Clovis General Plan EIR, Chapter 5: Mineral Resources, page 5.11-1.
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Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
accessory buildings. As such, existing ambient noise levels are typical of those associated with rural
residential development, such as the sound of vehicles passing by, the sound of talking, and recreation could
be expected within the Project vicinity. As a result of construction existing ambient noise levels may be slightly
elevated as a result of the use of construction equipment, such as large trucks, tractors, and other
construction tools associated with residential development. These increases would be temporary, however,
and would cease upon completion of the neighborhood.

An acoustical analysis was prepared for the Project by LSA in August of 2024 and the analysis below is based
in part on the study. As part of the acoustical analysis, noise exposure from traffic on E. Behymer and N.
Minnewawa Avenues was calculated for future conditions using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model. The acoustical analysis can be found in Appendix F of this Initial
Study.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would include development of 266 single-family homes on an
undeveloped site. Thus, the Project would result in a temporary and permanent increase in ambient noise
levels as a result of construction and operation. However, as mentioned above, the Project site is located on a
primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site is
surrounded by primarily agricultural uses designated for future residential development at varying densities.
The Project would introduce new ambient noise from the construction and operation of the homes, these
noises would represent the typical type of noise levels that is expected for a planned residential land use.
While increases in ambient noise would occur due to the construction of the Project, this increase would be
temporary and would be required to adhere to local regulations limiting the hours of construction.

Section 9.22.080 of the Clovis Municipal Code. Table 3-1: Maximum Exterior Noise Standards sets the
maximum permissible sound levels, categorized by land use, as summarized in Table D. The sound level
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limits set forth in the table shall not be exceeded by noise emanating from either the same land use category
or a different land use category. Because of the residences near the project site, the applicable operational
noise level standard for this project is 55 dBA Leq. Section 5.27.604 states that construction activities are only
permitted between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 9:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m. on Saturday and Sunday. From June 1 through September 15, permitted construction activity may
commence after 6:00 a.m., Monday through Friday.

The acoustical analysis indicated that the increase in project-related traffic noise would be no greater than 0.9
dBA on currently constructed roads. Noise level increases less than 3 dBA are not perceptible to the human
ear in an outdoor environment. While there is an increase of 26.9 dBA CNEL on the segment of Peach
Avenue south of Behymer Avenue, the overall noise level of 47.5 dBA CNEL would be well below the City’s
exterior noise level standard of 65 dBA CNEL for residential uses. Therefore, traffic noise impacts from
project-related traffic on off-site sensitive receptors would a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation
measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project includes development of 266 single-family homes and associated
infrastructure (i.e., sidewalks, roadways, curb, gutter, stormdrains, etc.). The proposed project would not
generate vibration levels related to on-site operations. In addition, vibration levels generated from project-
related traffic on the adjacent roadways are unusual for on-road vehicles because the rubber tires and
suspension systems of on-road vehicles provide vibration isolation. Based on a reference vibration level of
0.076 in/sec PPV, structures greater than 20 ft from the roadways that contain project trips would experience
vibration levels below the standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV, therefore, vibration levels generated from project-related
traffic on the adjacent roadways would have a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation measures are
required.

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

No Impact. The Project is located approximately seven (7) miles northeast of the Fresno Yosemite
International Airport and is not within the Airport Influence Area, safety zones, noise, or airspace and overflight
areas. Therefore, no impact would occur.

14. POPULATION AND HOUSING

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a. Induce substantial unplanned population
growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and

businesses) or indirectly (for example X
through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?
b. Displace substantial numbers of existing
people or housing, necessitating the X

construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
accessory buildings. The site’s topography is generally flat and characterized somewhat with fruit orchards.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would result in 266 single-family homes. The Project site has an
existing General Plan Land Use designation of Medium High Density Residential which allows for a density
range of 7.1 — 20.0 du/ac. Calculated with gross acres; the Project site would require a range of 262 to 738
dwelling units. The proposed density is 7.2 units per gross acre. Further, the Project includes residential use
on a site that is planned for the type of use being proposed. Unplanned population growth is typically
associated with providing new services in remote areas of the City or other infrastructure that was not
previously identified in the General Plan. Although the Project would result in new housing units and
population to the site, this growth was previously planned and anticipated under the 2014 General Plan. Thus,
a less-than-significant impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project site is developed with one single family residence that is
currently occupied. While there is an existing occupied home on the site, the Project is not displacing a
substantial number of people. Therefore, the Project would not result in the substantial displacement of
existing people or housing and a less-than-significant impact would occur.

15. PUBLIC SERVICES

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

a. Fire protection?

Police protection?

Schools?

XXX XX

b.
C.
d. Parks?
e. Other public facilities?

47




RO311, R2024-006, PDP2024-002, AND TM6482
INITIAL STUDY
CiTYy OF CLOVIS

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project would be served by the Clovis Fire Department, Clovis Police Department, with mutual aid from
the City of Fresno, when needed. The Project site would also be within the Clovis Unified School District.

The nearest fire station is Fire Station #3, located approximately three (3) miles south of the site. The other
closest fire station is Fire Station #5, located approximately six (6) miles to southeast of the site.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the Project would result in 266 new residential units, the site is
located adjacent to an area of the City that is already served by the Clovis Fire Department. Also, the site itself
is in close proximity to Fire Station’s #3 and #5, which would mean that response times should be able to be
maintained during calls for service. As part of the entitlement process for the Project, the Clovis Fire
Department will review the design and site layout to ensure adequate fire safety measures and site circulation
are achieved. This would include placement of new fire hydrants in certain locations throughout the site,
adequate drive widths for fire truck and emergency vehicle access, and the appropriate application of fire
codes, such as installation of sprinkler systems, fire alarms, and smoke detectors. Overall, with the site’s close
proximity to numerous fire stations, construction that would meet the latest fire code standards, and review by
the Clovis Fire Department, impacts related to effects on the performance of the Fire Department would be
less-than-significant and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the Project would result in 266 new residential units, the site is
located adjacent to an area of the City already served by the Clovis Police Department. The Clovis Police
Department headquarters are located at 1233 Fifth Street, which is approximately five (5) miles from the site.
As part of the entitlement process for the Project, the Clovis Police Department will review the design and site
layout to ensure adequate safety measures are achieved. Consequently, a less-than-significant impact
would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than Significant Impact. As part of the review process, Clovis Unified School District (CUSD) is
provided the opportunity to comment and work closely with the City as development is proposed. As
mentioned previously, the Project site was previously planned for residential development, as indicated in the
2014 Clovis General Plan. As such, the CUSD has been aware of the potential for this type of development at
this location. As part of the process, the Project would be required to pay school fees which typically go
towards the improvement and/or construction of new schools or expanding existing schools if and when
needed, as determined by the CUSD. Therefore, because the Project is consistent with what was previously
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planned for at this site in addition to payment of appropriate school fees set by the CUSD, a less-than-
significant impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the Project proposes one (1) £33,000 square foot neighborhood
park, this park would not cause significant environmental impacts in order to maintain acceptable service
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for parks. Furthermore, the Project is required to
request annexation to and provide a covenant for the Landscape Maintenance District. Consequently, a less-
than-significant impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Although the Project would result in 266 new residential units, residential
uses have been previously planned for in the 2014 Clovis General Plan in this area. Also, through the
entitlement process, the Project would undergo review by several departments and agencies for compliance
with appropriate regulations and policies. This could result in various impact fees that are intended to maintain
and enhance public facilities as appropriate to be able to accommodate the Project. As such, payment of the
typical development fees, as well as project review by the different department and agencies, would result in
the Project having a less-than-significant impact to public facilities. No mitigation measures are required.

16. RECREATION

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The nearest existing recreational site is Dry Creek Trailhead, located at the corner of Shepherd and
Sunnyside Avenues. A future community park is planned approximately 530 feet southeast of the Project site.

DISCUSSION
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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?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As mentioned in the Population and Housing section of this Initial Study, the
Project is of the type previously planned and accounted for in the 2014 Clovis General Plan. Although 266
new residential units would be constructed, therefore, adding new population to the area that may utilize parks
within the surrounding area, this growth was planned for with regards to park usage throughout the city.
Further, the Project itself would include landscaped and open space areas on-site for its residents, as well as
a pocket park space within the neighborhood, thereby, providing areas of recreation within the site itself. The
Project would also be required to comply with 2014 General Plan Policy 2.2 of the Open Space and
Conservation Element which encourages the incorporation of on-site natural resources.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project site itself would construct an on-site neighborhood park. The
Project itself would not require the construction or expansion of new recreational facilities elsewhere that
would have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The Project would also be required to contribute a
proportionate share towards the acquisition and development of future parks in order for the City to maintain
its adopted ratio of providing four (4) acres of parkland per 1,000 residents, as stated in Policy 1.1 in the Open
Space and Conservation Element of the 2014 General Plan, and Section 3.4.03 of the CMC. As such, a less-
than-significant impact would occur and no mitigation measures are required.

17. TRANSPORTATION

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Conflict with a program plan,
ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, X
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian
facilities?
b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3, X

subdivision (b)?

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

d. Result in inadequate emergency
access?

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project is bound by N. Peach Avenue to the west, E. Behymer Avenue to the north, and N. Minnewawa
Avenue to the east. The circulation network serving the site including internal site circulation will be
constructed as part of the project.

According to the 2014 Clovis General Plan Circulation Diagram in the Circulation Element (Figure C-1 of the
Circulation Element), North Peach Avenue is classified as a “Collector” street. Collectors generally intended to
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provide for relatively short distance travel between and within neighborhoods and that serve longer through
trips. East Behymer and North Minnewawa are classified as “Arterial” roads. An arterial road is a high-capacity
road that connects different areas of the city and is a crucial part of the national transportation system. Arterial
roads are designed to carry large amounts of traffic efficiently and minimize delays.

A Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) was prepared by LSA in October of 2024 (included as Appendix E of
this Initial Study). The information and analysis in the following sections is based in part on the results of the
TIA.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As mentioned above, the site is on land that was previously planned for
residential use in the 2014 Clovis General Plan. As described in the Population and Housing section above,
the Project will be consistent with the planned density. The 2024 Clovis General Plan considers level of
service (LOS) D as the LOS standard vehicle traffic operations, except for roadway segments that are
adopted in the City’s General Plan EIR to operate at LOS E or F. At study intersections under the jurisdiction
of the City of Clovis, a significant impact would occur at a signalized intersection when LOS falls below the
target LOS of D with the addition of project traffic or when project increases the average delay at an
intersection already operating at an unacceptable LOS.

The TIA studied six (6) intersections 1) Willow and Behymer Avenues, 2) Willow and Perrin Avenues, 3)
Peach and Behymer Avenues, 4) Minnewawa and Behymer Avenues, 5) Minnewawa and Perrin Avenues,
and 6) Minnewawa and Shepherd Avenues for existing conditions, existing-plus-project conditions, near term
with project conditions, and cumulative conditions to the year 2046. Each scenario is based on the Projects
a.m. and p.m. peak hour trips as determined in the TIA. According to the TIA, the Project would result in 186
trips in the a.m. peak hours of between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. and 250 trips in the p.m. peak hours between
4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m., as well as a total of 2,508 daily vehicle trips. Per the TIA, with incorporation of
improvements recommended for each scenario, all study intersections will operate at satisfactory LOS levels
thus, the Project, will not conflict with the Circulation Element of the 2014 General Plan. Consequently, a less-
than-significant impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required.

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

Significant and Unavoidable Impact. Senate Bill 743 (SB 743) requires that relevant CEQA analysis of
transportation impacts be conducted using a metric known as vehicle miles traveled (VMT) instead of level of
service (LOS). VMT measures how much actual auto travel (additional miles driven) a proposed project would
create on California roads. If the proposed project adds excessive car travel onto our roads, the proposed
project may cause a significant transportation impact. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b)(4) a lead
agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a project’'s VMT, including
whether to express the change in absolute terms, per capita, per household or in any other measure. A lead
agency may use models to estimate a project's VMT and may revise those estimates to reflect professional
judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate VMT and any revisions to model
outputs should be documented and explained in the environmental document prepared for the project.

On October 17, 2022, the City of Clovis adopted the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines (Guidelines),
dated September 15, 2022. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, the City of Clovis has adopted
thresholds of significance to determine when a project will have a significant transportation impact based on
VMT. The City has developed screening criteria to streamline the analysis for projects that meet certain
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criteria. A project will require a detailed VMT analysis unless it meets at least one of the City’s five screening
criteria®®:

e Small Projects that generate less than 500 vehicle trips per day (i.e., Single-Family Residential
developments with less than 53 dwelling units).

e Provision of affordable housing
e Local-serving retail projects with areas of 100,000 square feet and below

e Projects located in a High-Quality Transit Area (HQTA) as defined on page 8 of the City’s
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines

e Project located in low VMT area

The Project does not qualify for the screening criteria; therefore, shall be evaluated per Guidelines thresholds.
The significance thresholds and specific VMT metrics are described on page 10 of the City’s Transportation
Impact Analysis Guidelines. Per the City’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, the residential land use
impact threshold is 14.1 VMT per capita. The Project will generate 14.9 VMT per capita which is greater than
the threshold of 14.1 VMT per capita; therefore, the Project would create a significant transportation impact.
Feasible mitigation measures must be identified to avoid or substantially reduce a significant impact under
CEQA. Mitigation of VMT impacts typically requires changes in habits and behaviors of residents. Project
design features that encourage mode shift from automobiles to transit or nonmotorized modes can potentially
reduce project specific VMT. The potential VMT reduction was estimated using the California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association’s (CAPCOA) “Handbook for Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emission Reductions,
Assessing Climate Vulnerabilities, and Advancing Health and Equity — Designed for Local Governments,
Communities, and Project Developers” dated December 2021.

Although the Project would create a significant transportation impact, the project is consistent with the City’s
General Plan. During preparation of the 2014 General Plan Circulation Element Update, a Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report was prepared, along with a statement of Overriding consideration, that
discussed the potential environmental impacts and required mitigation measures to be implemented/followed
by all future projects that are consistent with the General Plan. The project will be conditioned to implement
and follow these measures.

The City adopted a Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the 2014 General Plan Circulation
Element Update on October 17, 2022. The SEIR evaluated potential land uses consistent with the General
Plan and their associated VMT impacts. The SEIR finds that implementation of the 2014 General Plan may
result in VMT metrics that are greater than the applicable thresholds. Mitigation measures include policies to
reduce VMT. Because the City cannot demonstrate that the implementation of these policies would achieve
VMT reductions to meet the VMT thresholds, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.
Therefore, following approval of the SEIR, individual land use development projects that are consistent with
the 2014 General Plan have the opportunity to tier their environmental review from the General Plan SEIR
pursuant to section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines. The SEIR has disclosed the VMT impacts of land use
development consistent with the General Plan. Therefore, significant, and unavoidable VMT impacts
associated with the General Plan have already been disclosed. Because the proposed Project is consistent
with the 2014 General Plan, the Project’s significant transportation impact does not require the preparation of
a project specific EIR. Although the Project, has been determined to be consistent with the 2014 General Plan
and is tiering from the SEIR, it would remain a significant and unavoidable impact.

13 Transportation Impact Analysis, LSA, October 2024, page 4.
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c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would result in a significant impact if it would include features
that would create a hazard such as a sharp curve in a new roadway or create a blind corner or result in sight
distance issues from entryways. Through the entitlement process, the Project would undergo review by
multiple City divisions, such as Planning and Engineering, to ensure that the site layout conforms to existing
regulations, such as the CMC, and other applicable codes, such as the fire code and building code. During
this review, the Project would need to make the necessary corrections to ensure that no hazardous design
features would result from the Project. Further, the main roadway network (N. Peach, E. Behymer and N.
Minnewawa Avenues) will be constructed to City roadway standards. Therefore, because the Project would
undergo site plan and design review to ensure consistency and adherence to applicable design and site layout
guidelines, a less-than-significant impact would occur, and no mitigation measures are required

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access?

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would include three (3) ingress/egress access points to the
proposed development from E. Behymer Avenue and one (1) ingress/egress access point from the N. Peach
alignment. As part of the Project review, the Clovis Fire Department would review all plans to ensure adequate
emergency access is provided. This review includes review for adequate roadway widths, turning radii, as well
as adequate access to units and accessibility to water. Consequently, because the Project plans would be
required by the CMC to be reviewed and approved by Clovis Fire Department and Police Department prior to
construction, this impact would be less-than-significant, and no mitigation measures are required.

18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as X
defined in Public Resources Code section
5020.1(k)?

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

On September 25, 2014, Governor Jerry Brown signed Assembly Bill (AB52), which intends to protect a new
class of recourse under CEQA. This new class is Tribal Cultural Resources and provides an avenue to identify
Tribal Cultural resources through a consultation process. AB52 applies to all projects where a Notice of
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Determination is filed. Furthermore, the consultation process is required to be complete prior to filing a Notice
of Intent.

City staff conducted Native American Consultation in compliance with AB52. In compliance with AB52,
invitations for consultation were mailed on July 1, 2024, which affords Native tribes thirty (30) days to respond
and to request consultation. During this timeframe, no requests for consultations were received. Additionally,
the Cultural Study prepared by Peak & Associates Inc. dated August 2024, included a records search from the
CHRIS SSJVIC, which did not identify any tribal resources.

DISCUSSION

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change to a listed or eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public
Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?

No Impact. See discussion under Section 5a.

b) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change to a resource determined by the lead agency, in
its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Section 5024.1 for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency
shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe?

Less-Than-Significant Impact With Mitigation. As mentioned above, the City invited three (3) Native
American tribes to consult on the Project under AB 52, and no tribes requested consultation within the 30-day
period. The Project site is primarily undeveloped and would require trenching and ground-disturbing activities
during construction for the installation of utility infrastructure needed to serve the Project. Although no cultural
resources were identified at the site, the potential remains that cultural resources could be inadvertently
discovered during ground-disturbing activities. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1 and
TCR-2 below would reduce potential significant impacts and ensure protection in the event of accidental
discovery of any cultural resources. With Mitigation Measure TCR-1 and TCR-2, impacts would be less-than-
significant with mitigation.

Mitigation Measure TCR-1: If cultural or archaeological materials are encountered during construction
activities, all work in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a qualified professional
archaeologist, meeting the Secretary of the Interior's Professional Qualification Standards for
prehistoric and historic archaeologist, can evaluate the significance of the find and make
recommendations. Cultural resource materials may include prehistoric resources such as flaked and
ground stone tools and debris, shell, bone, ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as historic
resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick, or structural remnants.

If the qualified professional archaeologist determines that the discovery represents a potentially
significant cultural resource, additional investigations may be required to mitigate adverse impacts
from project implementation. These additional studies may include avoidance, testing, and evaluation
or data recovery excavation.

If a potentially eligible resource is encountered, then the qualified professional archaeologist, the Lead
Agency, and the project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource or 2) test
excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if eligible, total data recovery. The determination shall be
formally documented in writing and submitted to the Lead Agency as verification that the provisions for
managing unanticipated discoveries have been met.
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Mitigation Measure TCR-2: If human remains are discovered during construction or operational
activities, further excavation or disturbance shall be prohibited pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the
California Health and Safety Code. The specific protocol, guidelines, and channels of communication
outlined by the Native American Heritage Commission, in accordance with Section 7050.5 of the
Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code (Chapter 1492, Statutes of
1982, Senate Bill 297), and Senate Bill 447 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 1987), shall be followed. Section
7050.5(c) shall guide the potential Native American involvement, in the event of discovery of human
remains, at the direction of the County coroner. All reports, correspondence, and determinations
regarding the discovery of human remains on the project site shall be submitted to the Lead Agency.

19. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Less Than
Potentially | Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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

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

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

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The electricity and natural gas services in the City of Clovis are provided by PG&E. AT&T/SBC provides
telephone service to the City.

The City’s water supply sources include groundwater drawn from the Kings Sub-basin of the San Joaquin
Valley Groundwater Basin and surface water from the FID. Surface water is treated at the City of Clovis
Surface Water Treatment Facility.

The City of Clovis provides sewer collection service to its residents and businesses. Treatment of wastewater
occurs at the Fresno-Clovis Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (RWTP). The Fresno-Clovis RWTP is
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operated and maintained by the City of Fresno and operates under a waste discharge requirement issued by
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. Additionally, the City has completed a 2.8 mgd
wastewater treatment/water reuse facility, which will service the City’s new growth areas.

The FMFCD has the responsibility for storm water management within the Fresno-Clovis metropolitan area of
the Project site. Stormwater runoff that is generated by land development is controlled through a system of
pipelines and storm drainage detention basins.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project includes construction of 266 residential units. As mentioned
above, the site is a use previously accounted for in the 2014 Clovis General Plan. Further, as part of the
review process for the Project, the wastewater impacts will be evaluated by the City Engineer to ensure
compliance with the City’s Waste Water Master Plan, as well as FMFCD, so that the Project would not exceed
wastewater treatment requirements such that a new facility would be required nor would the existing treatment
facility need to be expanded. While the Project would introduce new units at this site, the type of development
would be consistent with the land use designation and Zone District. Upon review and approval by the City
Engineer, the Project would result in a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project is of the type of development previously accounted for the in
2014 Clovis General Plan. The Project will be primarily served through surface water and will be required to
purchase water allocation rights through Fresno Irrigation District. Therefore, the Project is anticipated to be
adequately served by City water. Further, the Project would comply with current Green Building Codes, as
well as the water efficient landscape policies with regards to water conserving features. Lastly, the Project
would be required to comply several water conserving policies, such as Policy 3.4 and 3.5 of the Open Space
and Conservation Element. Overall, a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. Because the Project is of the type previously planned and accounted for in
the 2014 Clovis General Plan, it is not likely that the Project would result in a demand that would exceed the
capacity of the wastewater treatment facility. Further, the Project is reviewed by the appropriate departments
and agencies to ensure compliance and adequate capacity with regard to infrastructure, such as the ability to
provide adequate wastewater treatment. Consequently, the impact would be less than significant. No
mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project would introduce new solid waste throughout construction and

operation of the Project. However, the Project would be required to comply with Chapter 6.3.1, Recycling and
Diversion of Construction and Demolition Debris, of the CMC during construction. This section of the CMC
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requires that a minimum of fifty percent (50%) of waste tonnage from a project be diverted from disposal, and
that all new residential (and commercial) construction within the City shall submit and obtain approval for a
waste management plan prior to construction activities. Compliance with these measures would ensure that
the Project does not result in a significant impact during the construction phase of the Project. Further,
compliance with policies in the General Plan for the reduction and recycling of solid waste would serve to
reduce impacts of solid waste by promoting and encouraging the recycling of materials. Lastly, according to
the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), the City of Clovis has
exceeded their target per resident disposal rate of 4.7 pounds per day per resident, meaning that Clovis
residents are actually producing less solid waste than the target set by the State.!* Consequently, a less-
than-significant impact would occur. No mitigation measures are required.

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

Less-Than-Significant. See discussion 19d above.

20. WILDFIRE
Less Than
If located in or near state responsibility Potentially Significant With Less Than
areas or lands classified as very high fire Significant Mitigation Significant No
hazard severity zones, would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Substantially impair an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency X

evacuation plan?

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

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

d. Expose people or structures to significant
risks, including downslope or downstream

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
The Project site is located on a primarily undeveloped site with some orchards, a single-family residence, and
accessory buildings. The site’s topography is generally flat and characterized somewhat with fruit orchards.

14 Calrecycle, City of Clovis,
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/LGCentral/DiversionProgram/JurisdictionDiversionPost2006, accessed
September 30, 2024.
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DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project is located at a site that is surrounded by primarily agricultural
uses designated for future residential development at varying densities. Although the Project could result in
temporary traffic detouring or closures during buildout, these delays would be temporary and would be
coordinated with the City Engineering Division and other departments to ensure safe access to and from the
area is maintained. Further, the site itself would be reviewed by City departments to ensure adequate site
access and circulation is provided in the event of an emergency. Overall, a less-than-significant impact
would occur with no mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The general vicinity of the site is flat, therefore, is not of the type of
topography nor in a location likely to exacerbate wildfire risks. Additionally, the Project site is located in an
area mapped by CAL FIRE as “unzoned” per the Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer, indicating the area is not
located in an area within State Responsibility Areas into Fire Hazard Severity Zones. Further, the Project
would be required to comply with the latest fire codes and would be required to include sprinklers on the
interior of the homes and require installation of several hydrants throughout the site. Lastly, the site plans
would undergo review by the Clovis Fire Department to ensure that all fire safety regulations are met.
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As a new development, installation of a private roadway network, water lines,
and power lines would be required; however, these utilities and infrastructure are typical of residential
development and would be constructed to standards of the respective agencies and departments which
oversee them, as well as be required to comply all necessary plan review and permitting requirements of such
departments and agencies. As such, a less-than-significant impact would occur. No mitigation measures are
required.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The City of Clovis has generally flat topography, and the site itself is in an
area that is not in close proximity to hillsides that would expose people or structures to significant risks
associates with downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff or post-fire slope instability. As such, a
less-than-significant impact would occur.

21. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Less Than
Potentially Significant With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a. Does the project have the potential to X
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substantially degrade the quality of the
environment, substantially reduce the
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a
fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, substantially
reduce the number or restrict the range of a
rare or endangered plant or animal, or
eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?

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

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

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The Project site is located within the City of Clovis’ sphere of influence on a primarily undeveloped site with
some orchards, a single-family residence, and accessory buildings. The site’s topography is generally flat and
characterized somewhat with fruit orchards.

DISCUSSION

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed throughout the Initial Study, the Project would result in a
significant and unavoidable VMT impact. However, during preparation of the General Plan, an EIR was
prepared, along with a Statement of Overriding Consideration, that discussed the potential environmental
impacts and required mitigation measures to be implemented/followed by all future projects that are consistent
with the General Plan. The proposed project would be conditioned to implement and follow these measures.
Therefore, though the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable transportation impact under
CEQA, no further mitigation measure would be required for the project related to VMT. Outside of
transportation, the project will not have any impacts on fish, wildlife, plants, or animal communities. Therefore,
the Project would have a less-than-significant impact as it would not substantially degrade the quality of the
environment.

59




RO311, R2024-006, PDP2024-002, AND TM6482
INITIAL STUDY
CiTYy OF CLOVIS

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. The Project includes mitigation measures in certain topic areas identified
throughout this Initial Study, which would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. None of
these impacts would be cumulatively considerable since most are either temporary impacts from construction
or site specific. With the exception of air quality that is generally considered measurable cumulatively, the
Project was found to have a significant and unavoidable impact as discussed in the GHG section of this Initial
Study. As such, this Project would be required to comply with those same regulations, ensuring adequate
mitigation as development occurs. Lastly, while the Project would introduce 266 new residential units to an
existing vacant site, the type of use was previously accounted for in the 2014 Clovis General Plan buildout.
Thus, a less-than-significant impact would occur with no mitigation measures.

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

Less-Than-Significant Impact. As discussed throughout the document, although the Project would result in
an increased VMT impact, the integration of mitigation measures as prescribed for all projects consistent with
the General Plan will be required. Thus ensuring the Project will not affect human beings either directly or
indirectly that would result in an impact that could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, a
less-than-significant impact would occur. No migration measures are required.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

TM6482

Proposed
Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

Agriculture and

Forestry Resources

AGR-1

The Project applicant shall prepare or fund an
agricultural resource evaluation prior to project
approval. The resource evaluation shall use
generally accepted methodologies (such as the
Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model) to
identify the potentially significant impact of the loss
of agricultural land. If the loss of agricultural land is
determined to be a potentially significant impact, the
resource evaluation shall consider the economic
viability of future agricultural use of the property. If
the agricultural resource is considered significant
and future agricultural use is considered
economically viable, the conversion will be deemed
significant. The City shall require mitigation by one
of the following methods:

e Mitigation at a 1:1 ration of converted to
preserved acreage through a regional
conservation easement, or payment of its
valuation equivalent if a fee mitigation
program is established. If 1:1 mitigation is
determined to be economically infeasible,
based upon all of the evidence, the ratio may
be reduced to an economically feasible ratio
or no further mitigation shall be required.
This determination shall be made by the
City’s Director of Planning and Development

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction




Proposed
Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

Services based upon substantial evidence
in the record; or

e Other potential mitigation which achieves
the same mitigating effect as the measures
identified above, consistent with the CEQA
Statutes and Guidelines. This determination
shall be made by the City’s Director of
Planning and Development Services based
upon substantial evidence in the record.

AGR-2

Pursuant to Clovis Municipal Code Section 9.40.170
and the California Civil Code Section 3482.5, prior
to approval of building occupancy permits the
Project developer shall provide residents of the
Project site Right-To-Farm notifications. The Right-
To-Farm notification would advise future occupants
of the Project site that they are residing adjacent to
agricultural land that has been active for three or
more years and that they should expect continued
activities associated with agricultural production.

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction

Air Quality

AIR-1

Consistent with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution
Control District (SJVAPCD) Regulation VI
(Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), the following controls
are required to be included as specifications for the
proposed project and implemented at the
construction site:

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction
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Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

All disturbed areas, including storage piles,
which are not being actively utilized for
construction purposes, shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or
chemical stabilizer/suppressant or covered
with a tarp or other suitable cover or
vegetative ground cover.

All on-site unpaved roads and off-site
unpaved access roads shall be effectively
stabilized of dust emissions using water or
chemical stabilizer/suppressant.

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.

When materials are transported off site, all
material shall be covered, or effectively
wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at
least 6 inches of freeboard space from the
top of the container shall be maintained.

All operations shall limit or expeditiously
remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from
adjacent public streets at the end of each
workday. (The use of dry rotary brushes is
expressly prohibited except where preceded
or accompanied by sufficient wetting to limit




Proposed
Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

the visible dust emissions. Use of blower
devices is expressly forbidden).

¢ 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.

Biological Reso

urces

BIO-1

Pre-Activity Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk
Nests. If Project activities must occur during the
nesting season (February 15 to August 31), pre-
activity surveys shall be conducted for Swainson’s
hawk nests within 14 days prior to the start of
construction. The surveys would be conducted
within the Project site plus a 0.5-mile buffer. The
survey shall be conducted in accordance with the
methodology outlined in existing protocols. Note
that Sawinson’s hawks may establish a nest at any
time from February through June; multiple
Swainson’s hawks nest surveys may be necessary
in one season at the direction of a qualified biologist,
depending on the timing of Project construction. If
no Swainson’s hawk nests are found, no further
action is required.

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction

BIO-2

Swainson’s Hawk Nest Avoidance. If an active
Swainson’s hawk nest is discovered at any time
within 0.5 mile of active construction, a qualified

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction




Proposed
Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

biologist shall complete an assessment of the
potential for current construction activities to impact
the nest. The assessment shall consider the type of
construction activities to impact the nest. The
assessment shall consider the type of construction
activities, the location of construction relative to the
nest, the visibility of construction activities from the
nest location, and other existing disturbances in the
area that are not related to construction activities of
this Project. Based on this assessment, the biologist
shall determine if construction activities can
proceed and if nest monitoring will be required. At a
minimum, construction activities shall not occur
within 100 feet of an active nest and shall require
monitoring if within 500 feet of an active nest. These
buffers may need to increase depending on the
sensitivity of the nest location.

BIO-3

Pre-Activity Nesting Bird Surveys. If Project
activities must occur during the nesting season
(February 15 to August 31), pre-activity nesting
bird surveys shall be conducted no more than 7
days prior to the start of construction at the
construction site plus a 250-foot buffer for
songbirds and a 500-foot buffer for raptors (other
than Swainson’s hawk). If no active nests are
found, no further action is required; however, note
that nests may become active at any time
throughout the summer, including when
construction activities are occurring. If active nests
are found during the survey or at any time during




Proposed
Mitigation

Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

Project construction, an avoidance buffer ranging
from 50 feet to 350 feet shall be required, as
determined by a qualified biologist. The avoidance
buffer shall remain in place until the biologist has
determined that the young are no longer reliant on
the nest. Work may occur within the avoidance
buffer under the approval and guidance of the
biologist. The biologist shall have the ability to stop
construction if nesting adults show signs of
distress.

Cultural Resour

ces

CULT-1

If archaeological or tribal resources or materials are
encountered during construction activities, all work
in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a
gualified professional archaeologist, can evaluate
the significance of the find and make
recommendations. Cultural resource materials may
include prehistoric resources such as flaked and
ground stone tools and debris, shell, bone,
ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as historic
resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick, or
structural remnants.

If the qualified professional archaeologist
determines that the discovery represents a
potentially significant cultural resource, additional
investigations may be required to mitigate adverse
impacts from project implementation. These
additional studies may include avoidance, testing,

and evaluation or data recovery excavation.

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction
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Summary of Measure

Monitoring
Responsibility

Timing

Verification
(Date and
Initials)

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered,
then the qualified professional archaeologist, the
Lead Agency, and the project proponent shall
arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource
or 2) test excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if
eligible, total data recovery. The determination shall
be formally documented in writing and submitted to
the Lead Agency as verification that the provisions
for managing unanticipated discoveries have been
met.

CULT-2

If human remains are discovered during
construction or operational activities, further
excavation or disturbance shall be prohibited
pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the California Health
and Safety Code and Project shall follow the
procedures and protocols set for un CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.4(e)(1). If human remains
are identified to be those of Native American,
California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 requires
the County coroner notify the NAHC within 24 hours
of discovery. All reports, correspondence, and
determinations regarding the discovery of human
remains on the project site shall be submitted to the
Lead Agency.

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction

Geological Resources

GEO-1

If prehistoric or historic-era cultural materials are
encountered during construction activities, all work

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction
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(Date and
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in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a
qualified  professional archaeologist and/or
paleontologist, can evaluate the significance of the
find and make recommendations. Cultural resource
materials may include prehistoric resources such as
flaked and ground stone tools and debris, shell,
bone, ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as
historic resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick,
or structural remnants.

If the qualified professional determines that the
discovery represents a potentially significant
cultural resource, additional investigations may be
required to mitigate adverse impacts from project
implementation. These additional studies may
include avoidance, testing, and evaluation or data
recovery excavation.

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered,
then the qualified professional archaeologist and/or
paleontologist, the Lead Agency, and the project
proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance
of the resource or 2) test excavations to evaluate
eligibility and, if eligible, total data recovery. The
determination shall be formally documented in
writing and submitted to the Lead Agency as
verification that the provisions for managing
unanticipated discoveries have been met.

Tribal Cultural Resources

TCR-1

If archaeological or tribal resources or materials are
encountered during construction activities, all work

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction
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in the immediate vicinity of the find shall halt until a
qualified professional archaeologist, can evaluate
the significance of the find and make
recommendations. Cultural resource materials may
include prehistoric resources such as flaked and
ground stone tools and debris, shell, bone,
ceramics, and fire-affected rock as well as historic
resources such as glass, metal, wood, brick, or
structural remnants.

If the qualified professional archaeologist
determines that the discovery represents a
potentially significant cultural resource, additional
investigations may be required to mitigate adverse
impacts from project implementation. These
additional studies may include avoidance, testing,
and evaluation or data recovery excavation.

If a potentially-eligible resource is encountered,
then the qualified professional archaeologist, the
Lead Agency, and the project proponent shall
arrange for either 1) total avoidance of the resource
or 2) test excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if
eligible, total data recovery. The determination shall
be formally documented in writing and submitted to
the Lead Agency as verification that the provisions
for managing unanticipated discoveries have been
met.

TCR-2

If human remains are discovered during
construction or operational activities, further
excavation or disturbance shall be prohibited
pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the California Health

City of Clovis Planning

Prior to Permits
and During
Construction
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and Safety Code and Project shall follow the
procedures and protocols set for un CEQA
Guidelines Section 15064.4(e)(1). If human remains
are identified to be those of Native American,
California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 requires
the County coroner notify the NAHC within 24 hours
of discovery. All reports, correspondence, and
determinations regarding the discovery of human
remains on the project site shall be submitted to the
Lead Agency.
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co carbon monoxide

CO, carbon dioxide

COze CO2 equivalents

DPM diesel particulate matter

EO Executive Order

EV electric vehicles

Fresno COG Fresno Council of Governments
GAMAQI Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts
GHG greenhouse gas

GHGRXx Greenhouse Gas Reduction Exchange
GWP Global Warming Potential

HFC hydrofluorocarbon

HI Hazard Index

HRA Health Risk Assessment

HVAC heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
IPCC Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
ISR Indirect Source Review

LED light-emitting diode

LESA Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
MEI maximum exposed individual

MERV minimum efficiency reporting value
MMT million metric tons

MPO Metropolitan Planning Organization

MT metric tons
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PM
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PMas
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RTP
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SJVAPCD
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nitrous oxide

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

nitrogen dioxide

naturally occurring asbestos

nitrogen oxides

ozone

California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
lead

perfluorocarbon

particulate matter

particulate matter that is 10 microns or less in diameter
particulate matter that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter
Peach and Behymer Residential Project

Regulatory Compliance Measure

reactive organic compound

reactive organic gas

Renewables Portfolio Standard

Regional Transportation Plan

Sustainable Communities Strategy

sulfur hexafluoride

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

sulfur dioxide

toxic air contaminant

Transportation Impact Analysis
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UNFCCC United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

VMT vehicle miles traveled

VOC volatile organic compound
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INTRODUCTION

This Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Impact Analysis has been prepared to evaluate the
potential air quality and GHG emissions impacts associated with the Peach and Behymer Residential
Project (project) in unincorporated Fresno County, California and proposed to be annexed into the
City of Clovis. This analysis was prepared using methods and assumptions recommended in the San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVAPCD) Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts (GAMAQI).! This analysis includes a description of the existing regulatory
framework, an assessment of project construction and operation period emissions, and an
assessment of GHG emissions and energy impacts resulting from the proposed project.

PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The approximately 37-acre project site is located southeast of the intersection of East Behymer
Avenue and North Peach Avenue Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APNs) 556-010-28 and 556-01-029, in
unincorporated Fresno County. The project site is currently primarily planted with orchards and
contains two existing residential units that would be demolished as part of the project. Figure 1
shows the project location, and Figure 2 shows the project’s site plan.

The proposed project is located within City’s sphere of influence (SOI) and within the northwest
urban center growth area. The proposed project would be annexed into the City of Clovis and would
include the construction of a 266-unit single-family residential development. The proposed project
would include approximately 0.84 acre of park space. The project is consistent with the City’s
General Plan. Based on the project’s Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA), the proposed project is
estimated to generate 2,508 average daily trips.2 The proposed project would comply with the 2022
California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code) building measures. In addition, based on
information provided by the Project Applicant, the proposed project would be all-electric and is
anticipated to include the following sustainable features®:

e Installation of ENERGY STAR dishwashers, bathroom exhaust fans, water heaters, and windows;

e Installation of high-efficiency heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems and
programmable thermostats;

e Installation of solar on each residence per CALGreen Code requirements;
e Installation of a breaker and wiring for electric vehicles (EV) at each residence;

e Installation of cool roof tiles and high-performance, formaldehyde-free insulation;

1 SanJoaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 2015. Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts. March 19. Website: www.valleyair.org/transportation/ceqa_idx.htm (accessed June 2024).

2 LSA. 2024. De Young Properties Peach and Behymer Project Transportation Impact Analysis. August.

3 De Young Properties, 2024. De Young EnergySmart Home Features. Website:
https://deyoungproperties.com/smart-home/#green-smart (accessed June 2024).
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e Installation of minimum efficiency reporting value (MERV)-8 filters;

e Installation of 100 percent light-emitting diode (LED) lighting;

e Use of drip irrigation;

e Installation of low-flow water fixtures;

e Use of low volatile organic compound (VOC) paints;

e Recycle up to 90 percent of construction waste; and

e Independent inspections at random for energy-efficiency verification.

Construction activities for the project would include demolition, site preparation, grading, building
construction, paving, and architectural coating. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated
to begin in 2024. The proposed project would not require the import or export of soil but would
include the demolition of approximately 6,500 square feet of existing buildings. Grading, site
preparation, and building activities would involve the use of standard earthmoving equipment such
as large excavators, cranes, and other related equipment.

EXISTING LAND USES IN THE PROJECT AREA

For the purposes of this analysis, sensitive receptors are areas of the population that have an
increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental contaminants. Sensitive receptor locations
include residences, schools, daycare centers, hospitals, parks, and similar uses that are sensitive to
air quality. Impacts on sensitive receptors are of particular concern because those receptors are the
population most vulnerable to the effects of air pollution.

The project site is surrounded primarily by agricultural uses with some residential and commercial
uses. The areas adjacent to the project site include the following uses:

e North: Existing agricultural uses and a few single-family residences opposite East Behymer
Avenue;

e East: Existing agricultural uses and a single-family residence at the southeast corner of the
project site;

e South: Existing agricultural uses and a single-family residence at the southeast corner of the
project site; and

e West: Existing agricultural uses, vacant land, and a few single-family residences.

The closest sensitive receptors to the project site include single-family residences located
approximately 75 feet west of the project site and 100 feet north of the project site.
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Figure 1: Regional Project Location
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Figure 2: Project Site
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BACKGROUND

This section provides current background information on air pollutants and their health effects. It
also provides current regulatory background information, including information from the California
Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook* (CARB Handbook), a description
of the general health risks of toxics, and the significance criteria for project evaluation.

AIR POLLUTANTS AND HEALTH EFFECTS

Both State and federal governments have established health-based ambient air quality standards
(California Ambient Air Quality Standards [CAAQS] and National Ambient Air Quality Standards
[NAAQS], respectively) for six criteria air pollutants:®> carbon monoxide (CO), ozone (0s), nitrogen
dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO,), lead (Pb), and suspended particulate matter (PM). In addition,
the State has set standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing
particles. These standards are designed to protect the health and welfare of the populace with a
reasonable margin of safety. Long-term exposure to elevated levels of criteria pollutants may result
in adverse health effects. However, emission thresholds established by an air district are used to
manage total regional emissions within an air basin based on the air basin’s attainment status for
criteria pollutants. These emission thresholds were established for individual projects that would
contribute to regional emissions and pollutant concentrations and could adversely affect or delay
the projected attainment target year for certain criteria pollutants.

Because of the conservative nature of the thresholds and the basin-wide context of individual
project emissions, there is no known direct correlation between a single project and localized air
quality-related health effects. One individual project that generates emissions exceeding a threshold
does not necessarily result in adverse health effects for residents in the project vicinity. This
condition is especially true when the criteria pollutants exceeding thresholds are those with regional
effects, such as ozone precursors like nitrogen oxides (NOx) and VOCs.

Occupants of facilities such as schools, daycare centers, parks and playgrounds, hospitals, and
nursing and convalescent homes are considered to be more sensitive than the general public to air
pollutants because these population groups have increased susceptibility to respiratory disease.
Persons engaged in strenuous outdoor work or exercise also have increased sensitivity to poor air
quality. Residential areas are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions, compared to
commercial and industrial areas, because people generally spend longer periods of time at their
residences, with greater associated exposure to ambient air quality conditions. Recreational uses
are also considered sensitive compared to commercial and industrial uses due to greater exposure
to ambient air quality conditions associated with exercise.

4 California Air Resources Board (CARB). 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health
Perspective. April.

Criteria pollutants are defined as those pollutants for which the federal and State governments have
established ambient air quality standards, or criteria, for outdoor concentrations in order to protect public
health.
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Ozone

Rather than being directly emitted, O3 (smog) is formed by photochemical reactions between NOx
and VOCs. Os is a pungent, colorless gas. Elevated ozone concentrations result in reduced lung
function, particularly during vigorous physical activity. This health problem is particularly acute in
sensitive receptors such as the sick, elderly, and young children. O3 levels peak during the summer
and early fall months.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is formed by the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, almost entirely from automobiles. It is a
colorless, odorless gas that can cause dizziness, fatigue, and impairments to central nervous system
functions. CO passes through the lungs into the bloodstream, where it interferes with the transfer of
oxygen to body tissues.

Particulate Matter

PM is the term used for a mixture of solid particles and liquid droplets found in the air. Coarse
particles are those that are 10 microns or less in diameter (PMyo). Fine, suspended particulate
matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM,s), is not readily filtered out by the
lungs. Nitrates, sulfates, dust, and combustion particulates are major components of PMjo and
PM3s. These small particles can be directly emitted into the atmosphere as byproducts of fuel
combustion; through abrasion, such as tire or brake lining wear; or through fugitive dust (wind or
mechanical erosion of soil). They can also be formed in the atmosphere through chemical reactions.
Particulates may transport carcinogens and other toxic compounds that adhere to the particle
surfaces and can enter the human body through the lungs.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO; is a reddish-brown gas that is a byproduct of combustion processes. Automobiles and industrial
operations are the main sources of NO,. Aside from its contribution to ozone formation, NO; also
contributes to other pollution problems, including a high concentration of fine particulate matter,
poor visibility, and acid deposition. NO, may be visible as a coloring component on high pollution
days, especially in conjunction with high ozone levels. NO; decreases lung function and may reduce
resistance to infection.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO, is a colorless, irritating gas formed primarily from incomplete combustion of fuels containing
sulfur. Industrial facilities also contribute to gaseous SO, levels in the region. SO, irritates the
respiratory tract, can injure lung tissue when combined with fine particulate matter, and reduces
visibility and the level of sunlight.

Lead

Leaded gasoline (phased out in the United States beginning in 1973), paint (on older houses and
cars), smelters (metal refineries), and the manufacture of lead storage batteries have been the
primary sources of lead released into the atmosphere. Lead has multiple adverse neurotoxic health
effects, and children are at special risk. Some lead-containing chemicals cause cancer in animals.
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Lead levels in the air have decreased substantially since leaded gasoline was eliminated. Ambient
lead concentrations are only monitored on an as-warranted, site-specific basis in California. On
October 15, 2008, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) strengthened the
NAAQS for lead by lowering it from 1.5 to 0.15 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3). The USEPA
revised the monitoring requirements for lead in December 2010. These requirements focus on
airports and large urban areas, resulting in an increase in 76 monitors nationally.

Volatile Organic Compounds

VOCs (also known as reactive organic gases [ROGs] and reactive organic compounds [ROCs]) are
formed from the combustion of fuels and the evaporation of organic solvents. VOCs are not defined
as criteria pollutants, however, because VOCs accumulate in the atmosphere more quickly during
the winter, when sunlight is limited and photochemical reactions are slower, they are a prime
component of the photochemical smog reaction. There are no attainment designations for VOCs.

Toxic Air Contaminants

In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, toxic air contaminants (TACs) are another
group of pollutants of concern. TACs are injurious in small quantities and are regulated by the USEPA
and the CARB. Some examples of TACs include benzene, butadiene, formaldehyde, and hydrogen
sulfide. The identification, regulation, and monitoring of TACs is relatively recent compared to that
for criteria pollutants.

TACs do not have ambient air quality standards (AAQS), but are regulated by the USEPA, the CARB,
and the SIVAPCD. In 1998, the CARB identified particulate matter from diesel-fueled engines as a
TAC. The CARB has completed a risk management process that identified potential cancer risks for a
range of activities using diesel-fueled engines.® High-volume freeways, stationary diesel engines, and
facilities attracting heavy and constant diesel vehicle traffic (e.g., distribution centers and truck
stops) were identified as posing the highest risk to adjacent receptors. Other facilities associated
with increased risk include warehouse distribution centers, large retail or industrial facilities, high-
volume transit centers, and schools with a high volume of bus traffic. Health risks from TACs are a
function of both concentration and duration of exposure.

Unlike TACs emitted from industrial and other stationary sources noted above, most diesel
particulate matter (DPM) is emitted from mobile sources—primarily “off-road” sources such as
construction and mining equipment, agricultural equipment, and truck-mounted refrigeration units,
as well as “on-road” sources such as trucks and buses traveling on freeways and local roadways.

Although not specifically monitored, recent studies indicate that exposure to DPM may contribute
significantly to a cancer risk (a risk of approximately 500 to 700 in 1,000,000) that is greater than all
other measured TACs combined.” The technology for reducing DPM emissions from heavy-duty trucks
is well established, and both State and federal agencies are moving aggressively to regulate engines
and emission control systems to reduce and remediate diesel emissions. The CARB anticipated that by

6 CARB. 2000. Stationary Source Division and Mobile Source Control Division. Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce

Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles. October.
7 lbid.
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2020, average statewide DPM concentrations will decrease by 85 percent from levels in 2000 with full
implementation of the CARB’s Diesel Risk Reduction Plan,® meaning that the statewide health risk
from DPM is expected to decrease from 540 cancer cases in 1,000,000 to 21.5 cancer cases in

1,000,000. The CARB 2000 Diesel Risk Reduction Plan is still the most recent version and has not been

updated.

Table A summarizes the sources and health effects of air pollutants discussed in this section. Table B
presents a summary of CAAQS and NAAQS.

Table A: Sources and Health Effects of Air Pollutants

Pollutants

Sources

Primary Effects

Carbon
Monoxide (CO)

Incomplete combustion of fuels
and other carbon-containing

substances, such as motor exhaust

Natural events, such as
decomposition of organic matter

Reduced tolerance for exercise

Impairment of mental function

Impairment of fetal development

Death at high levels of exposure
Aggravation of some heart diseases (angina)

Nitrogen
Dioxide (NO,)

Motor vehicle exhaust

High temperature stationary
combustion

Atmospheric reactions

Aggravation of respiratory illness
Reduced visibility

Reduced plant growth
Formation of acid rain

Ozone Atmospheric reaction of organic Aggravation of respiratory and cardiovascular diseases
(03) gases with nitrogen oxides in Irritation of eyes

sunlight Impairment of cardiopulmonary function

Plant leaf injury

Lead Contaminated soil Impairment of blood functions and nerve construction
(Pb) Behavioral and hearing problems in children
Suspended Stationary combustion of solid Reduced lung function
Particulate fuels Aggravation of the effects of gaseous pollutants
Matter Construction activities Aggravation of respiratory and cardiorespiratory diseases
(PM>5 and Industrial processes Increased cough and chest discomfort
PMy) Atmospheric chemical reactions Soiling

Reduced visibility

Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)

Combustion of sulfur-containing
fossil fuels

Smelting of sulfur-bearing metal
ores Industrial processes

Aggravation of respiratory diseases (asthma, emphysema)
Reduced lung function

Irritation of eyes

Reduced visibility

Plant injury

Deterioration of metals, textiles, leather, finishes,
coatings, etc.

Source: California Air Resources Board (2015).

8

CARB. 2000. Stationary Source Division and Mobile Source Control Division. Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce

Particulate Matter Emissions from Diesel-Fueled Engines and Vehicles. October.
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Table B: Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

Federal Standards?

Averaging California Standards?
Pollutant Time Concentration3 Method* Primary35 Secondary3:6 Method’
0.09 ppm
1-H -
Ozone our (180 pg/m3) Ultraviolet i?inr;zfs Ultraviolet
(0s3)® 8-Hour 0.07 ppm Photometry 0.070 ppm Standartj Photometry
(137 pg/m3) (137 pg/m’)
Respirable 24-Hour 50 pg/m3 150 pg/m3 Inertial
. . . Same as .

Particulate Annual Gravimetric or Beta Primar Separation and

Matter Arithmetic 20 pg/m? Attenuation - Standar\ii Gravimetric

(PMyo)® Mean Analysis
Fine 24-Hour 35 ug/m? Inertial
. Same as .
Particulate Annual Gravimetric or Beta Primar Separation and

Matter Arithmetic 12 ug/m3 Att i 9.0 ug/m3® Standar\ii Gravimetric

(PM2s)° Mean enuation Analysis
8-Hour 9.0 ppm3 . . 9 ppm . . .
(10 mg/m?3) Non-Dispersive (10 mg/m?3) Non-Dispersive
Carbon -
Monosxide 1-Hour 20 ppm Infrared 35 ppm Infrared
(o) (23 mg/m?3) Photometry (40 mg/m?3) Photometry
8-Hour 6 ppm (NDIR) _ _ (NDIR)
(Lake Tahoe) (7 mg/m?3)
Annual Same as
. . . 0.03 ppm 53 ppb .

Nitrogen Arithmetic 3 3 Primary Gas Phase
Dioxide Mean (57 ve/m?) Chem?_?jn'::’::’:cence (100 pg/m?) Standard Chemi-
(NOy) 1H 0.18 ppm 100 ppb ) luminescence

o (339 pg/m’) (188 pg/m’)
30-Day 1.5 ug/m3 - -
Average High-Volume
Calendar ) 1.5 ug/m?3 s
Lead Quarter B Atomic (for certain areas)*? S Sampler and
(Pb)213 - Absorption ame as Atomic
Rolling 3- Primary .
Absorption
Month - 0.15 pg/m3 Standard
Average®
0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm _
24-Hour (105 ug/m3) (for certain areas) .
Ultraviolet
0.5 ppm
Sulfur 3-Hour - - (1300 pg/m?) Fluorescence;
Dioxide Ultraviolet He Spectro-
(SO2)** 1-Hour 0.25 ppm Fluorescence 75 ppb - photometry
3 3)11
Ao (655 pg/m’) (196 pg/m?) (Pararosaniline
Method
Arithmetic - 0'039 pem - sthod)
(for certain areas)!
Mean

Visibility- Beta Attenuation
Reducing 8-Hour See footnote 14 and Transmittance No

Particles!? through Filter Tape.

Sulfates 24-Hour 25 pg/m? lon Chromatography Federal
Hydrogen 1-Hour 0.03 ppm Ultraviolet

Sulfide (42 pg/m3) Fluorescence Standards

Vinyl 0.01 ppm
Chloride™ 24-Hour (26 pg/m?) Gas Chromatography
Source: California Air Resources Board (2016) (Website: https://www.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqgs/aaqs2.pdf).
Table notes are provided on the following page.
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California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1- and 24-hour), nitrogen dioxide, and
particulate matter (PMio, PM2.s, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be
equaled or exceeded. California Ambient Air Quality Standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the
California Code of Regulations.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more
than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year,
averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PMio, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of
days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m? is equal to or less than one. For PM,;, 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.
Contact USEPA for further clarification and current national policies.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based upon a reference
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference
temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per
mole of gas.

Any equivalent measurement method which can be shown to the satisfaction of the CARB to give equivalent results at or near the level
of the air quality standard may be used.

National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.
National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse
effects of a pollutant.

Reference method as described by the USEPA. An “equivalent method” of measurement may be used but must have a “consistent
relationship to the reference method” and must be approved by the USEPA.

On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm.

On December 14, 2012, the national annual PM.; primary standard was lowered from 15 pg/m3 to 12.0 ug/m?3. The existing national
24- hour PM,s standards (primary and secondary) were retained at 35 ug/m?3, as was the annual secondary standard of 15 pug/m3. The
existing 24-hour PMyo standards (primary and secondary) of 150 ug/m3 also were retained. The form of the annual primary and
secondary standards is the annual mean, averaged over 3 years.

To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98" percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at
each site must not exceed 100 ppb. Note that the national 1-hour standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are
in units of parts per million (ppm). To directly compare the national 1-hour standard to the California standards the units can be
converted from ppb to ppm. In this case, the national standard of 100 ppb is identical to 0.100 ppm.

On June 2, 2010, a new 1-hour SO standard was established, and the existing 24-hour and annual primary standards were revoked. To
attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99t percentile of the 1-hour daily maximum concentrations at
each site must not exceed 75 ppb. The 1971 SO national standards (24-hour and annual) remain in effect until one year after an area
is designated for the 2010 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1971 standards, the 1971 standards remain
in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2010 standards are approved.

Note that the 1-hour national standard is in units of parts per billion (ppb). California standards are in units of parts per million (ppm).
To directly compare the 1-hour national standard to the California standard the units can be converted to ppm. In this case, the
national standard of 75 ppb is identical to 0.075 ppm.

The CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as ‘toxic air contaminants’ with no threshold level of exposure for adverse health
effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations
specified for these pollutants.

The national standard for lead was revised on October 15, 2008, to a rolling 3-month average. The 1978 lead standard (1.5 ug/m3as a
quarterly average) remains in effect until one year after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated
nonattainment for the 1978 standard, the 1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008
standard are approved.

In 1989, the CARB converted both the general statewide 10-mile visibility standard and the Lake Tahoe 30-mile visibility standard to
instrumental equivalents, which are “extinction of 0.23 per kilometer” and “extinction of 0.07 per kilometer” for the statewide and
Lake Tahoe Air Basin standards, respectively.

On February 7, 2024, the federal annual PM. s standard was revised from 12.0 ug/m?3 to 9.0 pug/m?3.

°C = degrees Celsius

ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

CARB = California Air Resources Board

mg/m?3 = milligrams per cubic meter

PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
PMa.s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size
ppb = parts per billion

ppm = parts per million

USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
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GREENHOUSE GASES

Global climate change is the observed increase in the average temperature of the Earth’s
atmosphere and oceans in recent decades. The Earth’s average near-surface atmospheric
temperature rose 0.6 + 0.2 degrees Celsius (°C) or 1.1 + 0.4 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in the 20"
century. The prevailing scientific opinion on climate change is that most of the warming observed
over the last 50 years is attributable to human activities. The increased amounts of carbon dioxide
(CO,) and other GHGs are the primary causes of the human-induced component of warming. GHGs
are released by the burning of fossil fuels, land clearing, agriculture, and other activities, and lead to
an increase in the greenhouse effect.’

GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, or are formed from
secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The gases that are widely seen as the principal
contributors to human-induced global climate change are:

CO,

Methane (CH,)

Nitrous oxide (N,O)
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)
e Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
o  Sulfur hexafluoride (SFs)

Over the last 200 years, humans have caused substantial quantities of GHGs to be released into the
atmosphere. These extra emissions are increasing GHG concentrations in the atmosphere, and
enhancing the natural greenhouse effect, which is believed to be causing global warming. While
manmade GHGs include naturally-occurring GHGs such as CO,, methane, and N,0, some gases, like
HFCs, PFCs, and SFgare completely new to the atmosphere.

Certain gases, such as water vapor, are short-lived in the atmosphere. Others remain in the atmos-
phere for significant periods of time, contributing to climate change in the long term. Water vapor is
excluded from the list of GHGs above because it is short-lived in the atmosphere and its atmospheric
concentrations are largely determined by natural processes, such as oceanic evaporation. For the
purposes of this air quality analysis, the term “GHGs"” will refer collectively to the six gases listed
above.

These gases vary considerably in terms of Global Warming Potential (GWP), which is a concept
developed to compare the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another
gas. The global warming potential is based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of
a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere

The temperature on Earth is regulated by a system commonly known as the “greenhouse effect.” Just as
the glass in a greenhouse lets heat from sunlight in and reduces the heat escaping, greenhouse gases like
carbon dioxide, methane, and nitrous oxide in the atmosphere keep the Earth at a relatively even
temperature. Without the greenhouse effect, the Earth would be a frozen globe; thus, although an excess
of greenhouse gas results in global warming, the naturally occurring greenhouse effect is necessary to
keep our planet at a comfortable temperature.
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(“atmospheric lifetime”). The GWP of each gas is measured relative to carbon dioxide, the most
abundant GHG; the definition of GWP for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by one unit
mass of the GHG to the ratio of heat trapped by one unit mass of CO; over a specified time period.
GHG emissions are typically measured in terms of pounds or tons of CO; equivalents (CO,e). Table C
shows the GWP for each type of GHG. For example, SF¢ is 23,500 times more potent at contributing
to global warming than CO..

Table C: Global Warming Potential of Greenhouse Gases

Atmospheric Lifetime Global Warming Potential

Gas (Years) (100-Year Time Horizon)
Carbon Dioxide 50-200 1
Methane 12 28
Nitrous Oxide 114 265
HFC-23 270 12,400
HFC-134a 14 1,300
HFC-152a 1.4 138
PFC: Tetrafluoromethane (CF,) 50,000 6,630
PFC: Hexafluoromethane (C,Fs) 10,000 11,100
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SFg) 3,200 23,500

Source: Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fifth Assessment Report (AR5) (IPCC 2014).
CARB = California Air Resources Board

HFC = hydrofluorocarbons

PFC = perfluorocarbons

The following discussion summarizes the characteristics of the six GHGs and black carbon.

Carbon Dioxide

In the atmosphere, carbon generally exists in its oxidized form, as CO,. Natural sources of CO; include
the respiration (breathing) of humans, animals, and plants, volcanic out gassing, decomposition of
organic matter and evaporation from the oceans. Human caused sources of CO; include the
combustion of fossil fuels and wood, waste incineration, mineral production, and deforestation.
Natural sources release approximately 150 billion tons of CO; each year, far outweighing the 7 billion
tons of manmade emissions of CO; each year. Nevertheless, natural removal processes, such as
photosynthesis by land- and ocean-dwelling plant species, cannot keep pace with this extra input of
manmade CO;, and consequently, the gas is building up in the atmosphere.

In 2021, total annual CO; accounted for approximately 81.2 percent of California's overall GHG
emissions.'® Transportation is the single largest source of CO, in California, which is primarily
comprised of on-road travel. Electricity production, industrial and residential sources also make
important contributions to CO, emissions in California.

10 CARB. 2022b. GHGs Descriptions & Sources in California. Website: ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-descriptions-

sources (accessed June 2024).
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Methane

CH4 is produced when organic matter decomposes in environments lacking sufficient oxygen.
Natural sources include wetlands, termites, and oceans. Decomposition occurring in landfills
accounts for the majority of human-generated CH4 emissions in California and in the United States
as a whole. Agricultural processes such as intestinal fermentation, manure management, and rice
cultivation are also significant sources of CH,4 in California. Total annual emissions of CH, accounted
for approximately 9.8 percent of GHG emissions in California in 2021.1

Nitrous Oxide

N,O is produced naturally by a wide variety of biological sources, particularly microbial action in soils
and water. Tropical soils and oceans account for the majority of natural source emissions. Nitrous
oxide is a product of the reaction that occurs between nitrogen and oxygen during fuel combustion.
Both mobile and stationary combustion emit N»,O, and the quantity emitted varies according to the
type of fuel, technology, and pollution control device used, as well as maintenance and operating
practices. Agricultural soil management and fossil fuel combustion are the primary sources of
human-generated N,O emissions in California. Nitrous oxide emissions accounted for approximately
3.4 percent of GHG emissions in California in 2021.*

Hydrofluorocarbons, Perfluorocarbons, and Sulfur Hexafluoride

HFCs are primarily used as substitutes for ozone-depleting substances regulated under the Montreal
Protocol.’® PFCs and SFs are emitted from various industrial processes, including aluminum smelting,
semiconductor manufacturing, electric power transmission and distribution, and magnesium
casting. There is no aluminum or magnesium production in California; however, the rapid growth in
the semiconductor industry leads to greater use of PFCs. HFCs, PFCs, and SFs accounted for about
5.6 percent of GHG emissions in California in 2021.%

Black Carbon

Black carbon is the most strongly light-absorbing component of PM formed by burning fossil fuels
such as coal, diesel, and biomass. Black carbon is emitted directly into the atmosphere in the form of
PM2; and is the most effective form of PM, by mass, at absorbing solar energy. Per unit of mass in
the atmosphere, black carbon can absorb one million times more energy than CO,.*> Black carbon
contributes to climate change both directly, such as absorbing sunlight, and indirectly, such as

11 CARB. 2022b. GHGs Descriptions & Sources in California. Website: ww2.arb.ca.gov/ghg-descriptions-

sources (accessed June 2024).

2 |bid.

13 The Montreal Protocol is an international treaty that was approved on January 1, 1989, and was
designated to protect the ozone layer by phasing out the production of several groups of halogenated
hydrocarbons believed to be responsible for ozone depletion.

14 CARB. 2022. op. cit.

15 United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2015. Black Carbon, Basic Information. February
14, 2017. Website: 19january2017snapshot.epa.gov/www3/airquality/blackcarbon/basic.html (accessed
June 2024).
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affecting cloud formation. However, because black carbon is short-lived in the atmosphere, it can be
difficult to quantify its effect on global warming.

Most U.S. emissions of black carbon come from mobile sources (52 percent), particularly from diesel-
fueled vehicles. The other major source of black carbon is open biomass burning, including wildfires,
although residential heating and industry also contribute. The CARB estimates that the annual black
carbon emissions in California will be reduced approximately 50 percent below 2013 levels by 2030.°

16 CARB. 2017b. Short-Lived Climate Pollutant Reduction Strategy. March. Website: https://ww?2.arb.ca.gov/
sites/default/files/2020-07/final_SLCP_strategy.pdf (accessed June 2024).

P:\20241700 DeYoung Behymer Technical\PRODUCTS\02_AQ_GHG\DeYoung Peach and Behymer - AQ Report.docx (10/23/24) 14



AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT ANALYSIS PEACH AND BEHYMER RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
OcCTOBER 2024 CiTY oF CLoVIS, CALIFORNIA

REGULATORY SETTING

AIR QUALITY REGULATIONS

The USEPA and the CARB regulate direct emissions from motor vehicles. The SIVAPCD is the regional
agency primarily responsible for regulating air pollution emissions from stationary sources (e.g.,
factories) and indirect sources (e.g., traffic associated with new development), as well as monitoring
ambient pollutant concentrations.

Federal Regulations
Federal Clean Air Act

The 1970 federal Clean Air Act (CAA) authorized the establishment of national health-based air
quality standards and also set deadlines for their attainment. The Federal Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 changed deadlines for attaining national standards as well as the remedial
actions required of areas of the nation that exceed the standards. Under the Clean Air Act, State and
local agencies in areas that exceed the national standards are required to develop State
Implementation Plans to demonstrate how they will achieve the national standards by specified
dates.

State Regulations
California Clean Air Act

In 1988, the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) required that all air districts in the State endeavor to
achieve and maintain CAAQS for CO, O3, SO,, and NO; by the earliest practical date. The CCAA
provides districts with authority to regulate indirect sources and mandates that air quality districts
focus particular attention on reducing emissions from transportation and area-wide emission
sources. Each nonattainment district is required to adopt a plan to achieve a 5 percent annual
reduction, averaged over consecutive 3-year periods, in district-wide emissions of each
nonattainment pollutant or its precursors. A Clean Air Plan shows how a district would reduce
emissions to achieve air quality standards. Generally, the State standards for these pollutants are
more stringent than the national standards.

California Air Resources Board

The CARB is the State’s “clean air agency.” The CARB’s goals are to attain and maintain healthy air
quality, protect the public from exposure to toxic air contaminants, and oversee compliance with air
pollution rules and regulations.

Assembly Bill 2588 Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act. Under Assembly Bill
(AB) 2588, stationary sources of air pollutants are required to report the types and quantities of
certain substances their facilities routinely released into the air. The goals of the Air Toxics “Hot
Spots” Act are to collect emission data, identify facilities having localized impacts, determine health
risks, and notify nearby residents of significant risks.
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The California Air Resources Board Handbook. The CARB has developed an Air Quality and Land Use
Handbook’ which is intended to serve as a general reference guide for evaluating and reducing air
pollution impacts associated with new projects that go through the land use decision-making
process. According to the CARB Handbook, air pollution studies have shown an association between
respiratory and other non-cancer health effects and proximity to high traffic roadways. Other
studies have shown that diesel exhaust and other cancer-causing chemicals emitted from cars and
trucks are responsible for much of the overall cancer risk from airborne toxics in California. The
CARB Handbook recommends that county and city planning agencies strongly consider proximity to
these sources when finding new locations for “sensitive” land uses such as homes, medical facilities,
daycare centers, schools, and playgrounds.

Land uses that can produce air pollution sources of concern include freeways, rail yards, ports,
refineries, distribution centers, chrome plating facilities, dry cleaners, and large gasoline service
stations. Key recommendations in the CARB Handbook include taking steps to avoid siting new,
sensitive land uses:

e Within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 100,000 vehicles/day or rural roads with 50,000
vehicles/day;

e  Within 1,000 feet of a major service and maintenance rail yard;
e Immediately downwind of ports (in the most heavily impacted zones) and petroleum refineries;

e Within 300 feet of any dry cleaning operation (for operations with two or more machines,
provide 500 feet); and

e Within 300 feet of a large gas station (defined as a facility with a throughput of 3.6 million
gallons per year or greater).

The CARB Handbook specifically states that its recommendations are advisory and acknowledges
land use agencies have to balance other considerations, including housing and transportation needs,
economic development priorities, and other quality of life issues.

The recommendations are generalized and do not consider site-specific meteorology, freeway truck
percentages, or other factors that influence risk for a particular project site. The purpose of this
guidance is to help land use agencies determine when to further examine project sites for actual
health risk associated with the location of new sensitive land uses.

Regional Regulations

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

The SIVAPCD is responsible for controlling emissions primarily from stationary sources. The SIVAPCD
maintains air quality monitoring stations throughout the basin. The SIVAPCD, in coordination with
the eight county transportation agencies, is also responsible for developing, updating, and

17 CARB. 2005. Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective. April.
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implementing air quality attainment plans for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The SIVAPCD
also has roles under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. The SIVAPCD prepared the GAMAQI to
assist lead agencies and project applicants in evaluating the potential air quality impacts of projects
in the SIVAB. The GAMAQI provides SJIVAPCD-recommended procedures for evaluating potential air
quality impacts during the CEQA environmental review process. The GAMAQI provides guidance on
evaluating short-term (construction) and long-term (operational) air emissions. The most recent
version of the GAMAQI, adopted on March 19, 2015, was used in this evaluation. It contains
guidance on the following:

e C(Criteria and thresholds for determining whether a project may have a significant adverse air
quality impact

e Specific procedures and modeling protocols for quantifying and analyzing air quality impacts
e Methods to mitigate air quality impacts

e Information for use in air quality assessments and environmental documents, including air
quality, regulatory setting, climate, and topography data

Current Air Quality Plans. The SIVAPCD is responsible for formulating and implementing the Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the SJVAB. The main purpose of an AQMP is to bring the area
into compliance with federal and State air quality standards. The SIVAPCD does not have one single
AQMP for criteria pollutants, rather the SJIVAPCD address each criteria pollutant with its own Plan.
The SIVAPCD has the following AQMPs:

e 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard

e 2018 Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM, s Standards

e 2016 Moderate Area Plan for the 2012 PM, s Standard

e 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard

e 2013 Plan for the Revoked 1-Hour Ozone Standard

e 2007 PMoMaintenance Plan

e 2004 Revision to the California State Implementation Plan for Carbon Monoxide

The SJVAPCD’s AQMPs incorporate the latest scientific and technological information and planning
assumptions, including updated emission inventory methodologies for various source categories.

The SIVAPCD’s AQMPs included the integrated strategies and measures needed to meet the
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS), implementation of new technology measures, and
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demonstrations of attainment of the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone NAAQS as well as the latest 24-hour
and annual PM;s standards.

The SIVAPCD’s current air quality plans are discussed below.

Ozone Plans. The SJVAPCD’s Governing Board approved the 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-hour
ozone standard on December 15, 2022. The comprehensive strategy in this plan will reduce NOx
emissions by 72 percent by 2037 and will bring the San Joaquin Valley into attainment of
USEPA’s 2015 8-hour ozone standard as expeditiously as practicable by the 2037 attainment
deadline.

Particulate Matter Plans. The SIVAPCD adopted the 2007 PM1o Maintenance Plan in September
2007 to assure the SJVAB’s continued attainment of the USEPA’s PMyo standard. The USEPA
designated the valley as an attainment/maintenance area for PMyj.

The 2008 PM 5 Plan builds upon the comprehensive strategy adopted in the 2007 Ozone Plan to
bring the SJVAB into attainment of the 1997 national standards for PM,s. The USEPA has
identified NOx and SO, as precursors that must be addressed in air quality plans for the 1997
PM s standards. The 2008 PM,s Plan is a continuation of the SIVACPD’s strategy to improve the
air quality in the SJVAB.

The SIVAPCD prepared the 2012 PM; s Plan to bring the San Joaquin Valley into attainment of
the USEPA’s most recent 24-hour PM, s standard of 35 ug/m3. The CARB approved the
SJVAPCD’s 2012 PM; s Plan at a public hearing on January 24, 2013. The plan, approved by the
SJVAPCD Governing Board on December 20, 2012, will bring the San Joaquin Valley into
attainment of USEPA’s 1997 PM, s standard as expeditiously as practicable, but no later than,
December 31, 2020.

The SIVAPCD adopted the 2018 Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM, s federal standards on
November 15, 2018. This plan addresses the USEPA federal 1997 annual PM, s standard of

15 pg/m3 and 24-hour PM,s standard of 65 pg/m?3, the 2006 24-hour PM, s standard of 35
pg/m3, and the 2012 annual PM, s standard of 12 pg/m3. This plan demonstrates attainment of
the federal PM, s standards as expeditiously as practicable.

Rules and Regulations. The SIVAPCD rules and regulations that may apply to the proposed project
include, but are not limited to, the following:

e Rule 8011—General Requirements: Fugitive Dust Emission Sources. Fugitive dust regulations
are applicable to outdoor fugitive dust sources. Operations, including construction operations,
must control fugitive dust emissions in accordance with SIVAPCD Regulation VIII. According to
Rule 8011, the SIVAPCD requires the implementation of control measures for fugitive dust
emission sources.

e Regulation VIll—Fugitive PMy, Prohibitions. Rules 8011-8081 are designed to reduce PMyo
emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by human activity, including construction and
demolition activities, road construction, bulk materials storage, paved and unpaved roads, and
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carryout and track out. All development projects that involve soil disturbance are subject to at
least one provision of the Regulation VIl series of rules.

o Rule 2201—New and Modified Stationary Source Review Rule. This rule provides the review of
new and modified stationary sources of air pollution to operate without interfering with the
attainment or maintenance of ambient air quality standards and results in no net increase in
emissions above specified thresholds.

o 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.

e Rule 4601—Architectural Coatings. The purpose of this rule is to limit VOC emissions from
architectural coatings. Emissions are reduced by limits on VOC content and providing
requirements on coatings storage, cleanup, and labeling.

e Rule 4901—Wood Burning Fireplaces and Wood Burning Heaters. The purpose of this rule is to
limit emissions of carbon monoxide and particulate matter from wood burning fireplaces, wood
burning heaters, and outdoor wood burning devices.

e Rule 9510—Indirect Source Review. This rule reduces the impact of NOx and PMj, emissions
from new development projects. The rule places application and emission reduction
requirements on development projects meeting applicability criteria in order to reduce
emissions through on-site mitigation, off-site SJVAPCD-administered projects, or a combination
of the two. Compliance with SIVAPCD Rule 9510 reduces emissions impacts through
incorporation of on-site measures as well as payment of an off-site fee that funds emission
reduction projects in the SJIVAB. The emissions analysis for Rule 9510 is detailed and is
dependent on the exact project design that is expected to be constructed or installed.
Compliance with Rule 9510 is separate from the CEQA process, though the control measures
used to comply with Rule 9510 may be used to mitigate significant air quality impacts.

Fresno County Association of Governments

Fresno Council of Governments (Fresno COG) is responsible for regional transportation planning in
Fresno County and participates in developing mobile source emission inventories used in air quality
attainment plans. Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) are State-mandated plans that identify long-
term transportation needs for a region’s transportation network. Fresno COG’s 2022 RTP charts the
long-range vision of regional transportation in Fresno county through the year 2042. The RTP
identifies existing and future transportation related needs, while considering all modes of travel,
analyzing alternative solutions, and identifying priorities for the anticipated available funding for the
1,100 projects and multiple programs included within it. Senate Bill (SB) 375, which went into effect
in 2009, added statutes to the California Government Code to encourage planning practices that
create sustainable communities. It calls for each metropolitan planning organization to prepare a
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) as an integrated element of the RTP that is to be updated
every four years. The SCS is intended to show how integrated land use and transportation planning
can lead to lower GHG emissions from autos and light trucks. Fresno COG has included the SCS in its
2022 RTP.
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Local Regulations
City of Clovis General Plan

The City of Clovis (City) addresses air quality in the Air Quality Element of the General Plan. The Air
Quality Element provides goals, policies, and action items that work to meet or exceed all State and
federal air quality standards. Applicable air quality policies and action items from the Air Quality
Element are listed below.

e Policy 1.1: Land use and transportation. Reduce greenhouse gas and other local pollutant
emissions through mixed use and transit-oriented development and well-designed transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle systems.

e Policy 1.3: Construction activities. Encourage the use of best management practices during
construction activities to reduce emissions of criteria pollutants as outlined by the SIVAPCD.

e Policy 1.6: Alternative fuel infrastructure. Encourage public and private activity and
employment centers to incorporate electric charging and alternative fuel stations.

e Policy 1.8: Trees. Maintain or plant trees where appropriate to provide shade, absorb carbon,
improve oxygenation, slow stormwater runoff, and reduce the heat island effect.

e Policy 2.1: Regional coordination. Support regional efforts to reduce air pollution (criteria air
pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions) and collaborate with other agencies to improve air
quality at the emission source and reduce vehicle miles traveled.

e Policy 2.6: Innovative mitigation. Encourage innovative mitigation measures to reduce air
quality impacts by coordinating with the SIVAPCD, project applicants, and other interested
parties.

GREENHOUSE GAS REGULATORY SETTING

This section describes regulations related to GHGs at the federal, State, and local level.

Federal Regulations

The United States has historically had a voluntary approach to reducing GHG emissions. However,
on April 2, 2007, the United States Supreme Court ruled that the USEPA has the authority to
regulate CO, emissions under the CAA.

While there currently are no adopted federal regulations for the control or reduction of GHG
emissions, the USEPA commenced several actions in 2009 to implement a regulatory approach to
global climate change, including the 2009 USEPA final rule for mandatory reporting of GHGs from
large GHG emission sources in the United States. Additionally, the USEPA Administrator signed an
endangerment finding action in 2009 under the CAA, finding that seven GHGs (CO,, CH4, N>O, HFCs,
NFs, PFCs, and SFg) constitute a threat to public health and welfare, and that the combined
emissions from motor vehicles cause and contribute to global climate change, leading to national
GHG emission standards.
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State Regulations

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

Assembly Bill 32 (2006), California Global Warming Solutions Act

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

o Improved emissions standards for light-duty vehicles (estimated reductions of 31.7 MMT COe);
e The Low-Carbon Fuel Standard (15.0 MMT COze);

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

e Arenewable portfolio standard for electricity production (21.3 MMT CO.e).

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

18 CARB. 2017a. California’s 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan. November.
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Most recently, the 2022 Scoping Plan®® was approved in December 2022 and assesses progress
towards achieving the SB 32 2030 target and lay out a path to achieve carbon neutrality no later
than 2045. The 2022 Scoping Plan focuses on outcomes needed to achieve carbon neutrality by
assessing paths for clean technology, energy deployment, natural and working lands, and others,
and is designed to meet the State’s long-term climate objectives and support a range of economic,
environmental, energy security, environmental justice, and public health priorities.

Senate Bill 375 (2008)

Signed into law on October 1, 2008, SB 375 supplements GHG reductions from new vehicle
technology and fuel standards with reductions from more efficient land use patterns and improved
transportation. Under the law, the CARB approved GHG reduction targets in February 2011 for
California’s 18 federally designated regional planning bodies, known as Metropolitan Planning
Organizations (MPOs). The CARB may update the targets every 4 years and must update them every
8 years. MPOs, in turn, must demonstrate how their plans, policies, and transportation investments
meet the targets set by the CARB through SCSs. The SCSs are included with the Regional
Transportation Plan, a report required by State law. However, if an MPO finds that its SCS will not
meet the GHG reduction target, it may prepare an Alternative Planning Strategy (APS). The APS
identifies the impediments to achieving the targets.

Executive Order B-30-15 (2015)

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

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

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

Senate Bill 350 (2015) Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction Act

SB 350, signed by Governor Jerry Brown on October 7, 2015, updates and enhances AB 32 by
introducing the following set of objectives in clean energy, clean air, and pollution reduction for
2030:

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

The 50 percent renewable energy standard will be implemented by the CPUC for the private utilities
and by the CEC for municipal utilities. Each utility must submit a procurement plan showing it will

13 CARB. 2021. 2022 Scoping Plan Update. May 10. Website: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/
2022-12/2022-sp.pdf (accessed June 2024).
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purchase clean energy to displace other non-renewable resources. The 50 percent increase in
energy efficiency in buildings must be achieved through the use of existing energy efficiency retrofit
funding and regulatory tools already available to state energy agencies under existing law. The
addition made by this legislation requires State energy agencies to plan for and implement those
programs in a manner that achieves the energy efficiency target.

Senate Bill 32, California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2016, and Assembly Bill 197

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

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

Senate Bill 100

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

Executive Order B-55-18

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

Assembly Bill 1279

AB 1279 was signed in September of 2022, and codifies the State goals of achieving net carbon
neutrality by 2045 and maintaining net negative GHG emissions thereafter. This bill also requires
California to reduce statewide GHG emissions by 85 percent compared to 1990 levels by 2045 and
directs CARB to work with relevant state agencies to achieve these goals.
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Executive Order N-79-20

EO N-79-20, which was signed by the Governor on September 23, 2020, sets the following goals for
the State: 100 percent of in-state sales of new passenger cars and trucks shall be zero-emission by
2035; 100 percent of medium- and heavy-duty vehicles in the State shall be zero-emission by 2045
for all operations where feasible and by 2035 for drayage trucks; and 100 percent of off-road
vehicles and equipment in the State shall be zero-emission by 2035, where feasible.

Regional Regulations
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

Tulare County is located within the SIVAB, which is under the jurisdiction of the SIVAPCD. The
SJVAPCD has regulatory authority over certain stationary and industrial GHG emission sources and
provides voluntary technical guidance on addressing GHGs for other emission sources in a CEQA
context. SJVAPCD initiatives related to GHGs are described below:

Climate Change Action Plan. The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Climate Change
Action Plan (CCAP) was adopted on August 21, 2008. The CCAP includes suggested best performance
standards (BPS) for proposed development projects. However, the SIVAPCD’s CCAP was adopted in
2009 and was prepared based on the State’s 2020 GHG targets, which are now superseded by State
policies (i.e., the 2022 CALGreen Code) and the 2030 GHG targets, established in SB 32.

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

The SIVAPCD incorporated a method to register voluntary GHG emission reductions with
amendments to Rule 2301. The purposes of the amendments to the rule include the following:

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

e Provide an administrative mechanism for sources to transfer banked GHG emission reductions
to others for any use

e Define eligibility standards, quantitative procedures, and administrative practices to ensure that
banked GHG emission reductions are real, permanent, quantifiable, surplus, and enforceable

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

The City of Clovis General Plan provides goals, policies, and action items that work to meet or
exceed all current and future state-mandated targets for reducing emissions of greenhouse gases.
The following policies and action items from the General Plan, listed below, would be applicable to
the proposed project.

e Policy 1.1: Land use and transportation. Reduce greenhouse gas and other local pollutant
emissions through mixed use and transit-oriented development and well-designed transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle systems.

e Policy 1.6: Alternative fuel infrastructure. Encourage public and private activity and
employment centers to incorporate electric charging and alternative fuel stations.

e Policy 2.1: Regional coordination. Support regional efforts to reduce air pollution (criteria air
pollutants and greenhouse gas emissions) and collaborate with other agencies to improve air
quality at the emission source and reduce vehicle miles traveled.

e Policy 2.2: Cross-jurisdictional issues. Collaborate with regional agencies and surrounding
jurisdictions to address cross-jurisdictional transportation and air quality issues.

e Policy 2.3: Valleywide programs. Establish parallel air quality programs and implementation
measures with other communities across the San Joaquin Valley.

e Policy 2.4: Public participation. Encourage participation of local citizens, the business
community, and interested groups and individuals in air quality planning and implementation.

e Policy 2.6: Innovative mitigation. Encourage innovative mitigation measures to reduce air
quality impacts by coordinating with the SIVAPCD, project applicants, and other interested
parties.
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SETTING

This section provides the current SJVAPCD attainment status, climate and air quality, ambient air
quality monitoring results, and GHG emissions inventory.

ATTAINMENT STATUS

The CARB is required to designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified
for all State standards. An attainment designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations
did not violate the standard for that pollutant in that area. A nonattainment designation indicates
that a pollutant concentration violated the standard at least once, excluding those occasions when a
violation was caused by an exceptional event, as defined in the criteria. An unclassified designation
signifies that data do not support either an attainment or nonattainment status. The CCAA divides
districts into moderate, serious, and severe air pollution categories, with increasingly stringent
control requirements mandated for each category.

The USEPA designates areas for O3, CO, and NO; as either does not meet the primary standards, or
cannot be classified, or better than national standards. For SO, areas are designated as does not
meet the primary standards, does not meet the secondary standards, cannot be classified, or better
than national standards.

Table D provides a summary of the attainment status for the SJVAB with respect to NAAQS and
CAAQS.

Table D: San Joaquin Valley Air Basin Air Quality Attainment Status

Pollutant State Federal
Ozone (1-hour) Severe/Nonattainment Not Applicable
Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Extreme Nonattainment
PM1o Nonattainment Attainment (Maintenance)
PM; s Nonattainment Nonattainment
Carbon Monoxide Attainment Attainment (Maintenance)
Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Lead Attainment Unclassified/Attainment
Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Unclassified
Sulfates Attainment No Federal Standard
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified No Federal Standard

Source: California Air Resources Board and USEPA (2023).
PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size
PM2s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size

EXISTING CLIMATE AND AIR QUALITY

Air quality is a function of both local climate and local sources of air pollution. The amount of a given
pollutant in the atmosphere is determined by the amount of the pollutant released and the
atmosphere's ability to transport and dilute the pollutant. The major determinants of transport and
dilution are wind, atmospheric stability, terrain, and for photochemical pollutants, sunshine.
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The project site is located within the SIVAB and is under the jurisdiction of the SIVAPCD. A region’s
topographic features have a direct correlation with air pollution flow and therefore are used to
determine the boundary of air basins. The SIVAB is comprised of approximately 25,000 square miles
and covers of eight counties including Fresno, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus and
Tulare, and the western portion of Kern. The SIVAB is defined by the Sierra Nevada mountains in the
east (8,000 to 14,000 feet in elevation), the Coast Ranges in the west (averaging 3,000 feet in
elevation), and the Tehachapi mountains in the south (6,000 to 8,000 feet in elevation). The valley is
basically flat with a slight downward gradient to the northwest. The valley opens to the sea at the
Carquinez Straits where the San Joaquin-Sacramento Delta empties into San Francisco Bay.

An aerial view of the SJVAB would simulate a “bowl” opening only to the north. These topographic
features restrict air movement through and out of the basin.

Although marine air generally flows into the basin from the San Joaquin River Delta, the Coast Range
hinders wind access into the SIVAB from the west, the Tehachapi Mountains prevent southerly
passage of air flow, and the high Sierra Nevada range is a significant barrier to the east. These
topographic features result in weak air flow which becomes blocked vertically by high barometric
pressure over the SIVAB. As a result, the SIVAB is highly susceptible to pollutant accumulation over
time. Most of the surrounding mountains are above the normal height of summer inversion layers
(1,500 to 3,000 feet).

Local climatological effects, including wind speed and direction, temperature, inversion layers,
precipitation and fog, can exacerbate the air quality in the SIVAB. Wind speed and direction play an
important role in dispersion and transport of air pollutants. Wind at the surface and aloft can
disperse pollution by mixing vertically and by transporting it to other locations. For example, in the
summer, wind usually originates at the north end of the SIVAB and flows in a south-southeasterly
direction through the SJVAB, through Tehachapi pass, into the Southeast Desert Air Basin. In the
winter, wind direction is reversed and flows in a north-northwesterly direction. In addition to the
seasonal wind flow, a sea breeze flows into SJVAB during the day and a land breeze flowing out of
the SIVAB at night. The diversified wind flow enhances the pollutant transport capability within
SJVAB.

The annual average temperature varies throughout the SIVAB, ranging from the low 40s to high 90s,
measured in degrees Fahrenheit (°F). With a more pronounced valley influence, inland areas show
more variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than coastal areas. The
climatological station closest to the site is the Fresno Yosemite International Airport Station
(043257). The monthly average maximum temperature recorded at this station from January 1948
to June 2016 ranged from 54.6°F in January to 98.3°F in July, with an annual average maximum of
76.5°F. The monthly average minimum temperature recorded at this station ranged from 35.3°F in
December to 65.7°F in July, with an annual average minimum of 50.4°F.?° These levels are still

20 Western Regional Climate Center. n.d. Fresno Yosemite International Airport (043257), Period of Record

Monthly Climate Summary. Website: https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca3257 (accessed January
2023).
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representative of the project area. January and December are typically the coldest months and July
is typically the warmest month in this area of the SIVAB.

The majority of annual rainfall in the SJVAB occurs between November and March. Summer rainfall
is minimal and is generally limited to scattered thundershowers in desert regions and slightly
heavier showers near the lower portion of the SJVAB and along the Sierra Nevada mountains to the
east. Average monthly rainfall during that period varied from 0.01 inches in July and August to 2.09
inches in January, with an annual total of 10.89 inches.?! Patterns in monthly and yearly rainfall
totals are predictable due to the recognizable differences in seasons within the valley.

The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the SJVAB is limited by the presence of persistent
temperature inversions. Because of cooling of the atmosphere, air temperature usually decreases
with altitude. A reversal of this atmospheric state, where the air temperature increases with height,
is termed an inversion. Inversions can exist at the surface, or at any height above the ground. The
height of the base of the inversion is known as the “mixing height.” This is the level within which
pollutants can mix vertically. Air above and below the inversion base does not mix because of the
differences in air density. Semi-permanent systems of high barometric pressure fronts frequently
establish themselves over the SIVAB, preventing low pressure systems that might otherwise bring
rain and winds that clean the air.

Inversion layers are significant in determining ozone formation, and CO and PM, concentrations.
Ozone and its precursors will mix and react to produce higher ozone concentrations under an
inversion. The inversion will also simultaneously trap and hold directly emitted pollutants such as
carbon monoxide. PMyg is both directly emitted and created in the atmosphere as a chemical
reaction. Concentration levels of pollutants are directly related to inversion layers due to the
limitation of mixing space.

Surface or radiation inversions are formed when the ground surface becomes cooler than the air
above it during the night. The earth’s surface goes through a radiative process on clear nights,
where heat energy is transferred from the ground to a cooler night sky. As the earth’s surface cools
during the evening hours, the air directly above it also cools, while air higher up remains relatively
warm. The inversion is destroyed when heat from the sun warms the ground, which in turn heats
the lower layers of air; this heating stimulates the ground level air to float up through the inversion
layer.

The combination of stagnant wind conditions and low inversions produces the greatest pollutant
concentrations. On days of no inversion or high wind speeds, ambient air pollutant concentrations
are lowest. Periods of low inversions and low wind speeds are conditions favorable to high
concentrations of CO and PMyy. In the winter, the greatest pollution problems are CO and NOy
because of extremely low inversions and air stagnation during the night and early morning hours. In

21 Western Regional Climate Center. n.d. Fresno Yosemite International Airport (043257), Period of Record

Monthly Climate Summary. Website: https://wrcc.dri.edu/cgi-bin/cliMAIN.pl?ca3257 (accessed January
2023).
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the summer, the longer daylight hours and the brighter sunshine combine to cause a reaction
between hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen to form photochemical smog.

AIR QUALITY MONITORING RESULTS

Air quality monitoring stations are located throughout the nation and are maintained by the local air
pollution control district and State air quality regulating agencies. The SIVAPCD, together with the
CARB, maintains ambient air quality monitoring stations in the SJVAB. The air quality monitoring
stations closest to the project area are located at 908 North Villa Avenue in Clovis and 3727 North
First Street in Fresno, California.

Pollutant monitoring results for years 2021 to 2023 at the nearby ambient air quality monitoring
stations, shown in Table E, indicate that air quality in the area has generally been moderate. As
indicated in the monitoring results, the State PMo standard was exceeded 111 times in 2021, 73
times in 2022 and an unknown number of times in 2023. In addition, the federal PM1o standard was
exceeded an unknown number of times in 2021 but not exceeded in 2022 or 2023. The federal PM;s
standard had 22 exceedances in 2021, four exceedances in 2022, and no exceedances in 2023. The
State 1-hour ozone standard was exceeded six times in 2021, no times in 2022, and an unknown
number of times in 2023. The State 8-hour ozone standard was exceeded 37 times in 2021, 26 times
in 2022, and 21 times in 2023. The federal 8-hour standard was exceeded 34 times in 2021, 23 times
in 2022, and 21 times in 2023. The CO, NO,, and SO, standards were not exceeded in this area
during the 3-year period.

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS INVENTORY

An emissions inventory that identifies and quantifies the primary human-generated sources and
sinks of GHGs is a well-recognized and useful tool for addressing climate change. This section
summarizes the latest information on global, United States, and California GHG emission
inventories.

Global Emissions

Worldwide emissions of GHGs in 2020 totaled 22.9 billion metric tons (MT) of CO,e. Global
estimates are based on country inventories developed as part of the programs of the United Nations
Framework Convention on Climate Change.?

United States Emissions

In 2022, the year for which the most recent data are available, the United States emitted about
6,343.2 MMT CO.e. Overall, net emissions increased by 1.3 percent from 2021 to 2022 and
decreased by 16.7 percent from 2005 levels. The increase in total GHG emissions was driven by an
increase in CO; emissions from fossil fuel combustion.

22 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC). 2021. GHG Data from UNFCCC.
Website: unfccc.int/process-and-meetings/transparency-and-reporting/greenhouse-gas-data/ghg-data-
unfccc/ghg-data-from-unfccc (accessed April 2024).
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Table E: Ambient Air Quality at Nearby Monitoring Stations

Pollutant | Standard | 2021 | 2022 2023
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 1.3 1.3 1.5
Number of days exceeded: State: > 20 ppm 0 0 0
Federal: > 35 ppm 0 0 0
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 1.2 1.1 1.3
Number of days exceeded: State: >9 ppm 0 0 0
Federal: > 9 ppm 0 0 0
Ozone (0O3)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.123 0.109 0.102
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.09 ppm 6 0 ND
Maximum 8-hour concentration (ppm) 0.100 0.084 0.083
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.07 ppm 37 26 21
Federal: > 0.07 ppm 34 23 21
Coarse Particulates (PMjo)
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 208.8 127.0 104.0
Number of days exceeded: State: > 50 pg/m3 111 73 ND
Federal: > 150 ug/m3 ND 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ug/m3) 43.2 36.2 ND
Exceeded for the year: State: > 20 pug/m3 Yes Yes ND
Federal: > 50 pg/m3 No No ND
Fine Particulates (PM,s)
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ug/m3) 104.6 41.9 34.7
Number of days exceeded: Federal: > 35 pug/m3 22 4 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ug/m3) 15.1 10.5 8.6
Exceeded for the year: State: > 12 pg/m3 Yes No No
Federal! > 12 ug/m3 Yes No No
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO>)
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.049 0.051 0.048
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.250 ppm 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.008 0.009 0.008
Exceeded for the year: | Federal: > 0.053 ppm No No No
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)?2
Maximum 1-hour concentration (ppm) 0.008 0.003 0.005
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.25 ppm 0 0 0
Maximum 24-hour concentration (ppm) 0 0 0
Number of days exceeded: State: > 0.04 ppm 0.003 0.001 0.002
Federal: > 0.14 ppm 0 0 0
Annual arithmetic average concentration (ppm) 0.0004 0.0003 0.0004
Exceeded for the year: | Federal: > 0.030 ppm No No No

Sources: CARB (2023) and USEPA (2023).

1 On February 7, 2024, the federal annual PM2s standard was revised from 12.0 pg/m? to 9.0 ug/m3. However, since the data
presented in Table E is through 2022, it uses the 12.0 pg/m? standard that was in effect through 2022.
2 Data for SO, was taken from 3727 North First Street, Fresno monitoring station. All other data was taken from 908 North Villa

Avenue, Clovis Monitoring Station.
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
CARB = California Air Resources Board

ND = No data. There were insufficient (or no) data to determine the value.

ppm = parts per million

USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
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In 2022, CO, emissions from fossil fuel combustion increased by 1 percent relative to the previous
year. This increase in fossil fuel consumption emissions was due primarily to economic activity
rebounding after the height of the COVID-19 pandemic. Of the five major sectors (e.g., residential
and commercial, agricultural, industry, transportation, and electricity generation), transportation
accounted for the highest amount of GHG emissions in 2022 (approximately 28 percent), with
electricity generation second at 25 percent and emissions from industry third at 23 percent.?

State of California Emissions

The State emitted approximately 381.3 MMT COe emissions in 2021, which was 12.1 MMT CO.e
higher than 2020 levels and 49.7 MMT CO,e below the 2020 GHG limit of 431 MMT CO,e.?* CARB
estimates that transportation was the source of approximately 38 percent of the State’s GHG
emissions in 2021. The next largest sources included industrial sources at approximately 19 percent
and electricity generation at 16 percent. The remaining sources of GHG emissions were commercial
and residential activities at 10 percent, agriculture at 8 percent, high GWP at 6 percent, and waste at
2 percent.?

23 USEPA. 2024. Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2022. Website:
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-04/us-ghg-inventory-2024-main-text_04-18-
2024.pdf (accessed June 2024).

24 CARB. 2023. California Greenhouse Gas Emissions for 2000 to 2021, Trends of Emissions and Other
Indicators Report. Website: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2023-12/2000_2021_ghg_
inventory_trends.pdf (accessed June 2024).

% bid.
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METHODOLOGY

The methodology used to estimate air quality and GHG impacts is described below.

CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS

Construction activities can generate a substantial amount of air pollution. Construction activities are
considered temporary; however, short-term impacts can contribute to exceedances of air quality
standards. Construction activities include site preparation, earthmoving, and general construction.
The emissions generated from these common construction activities include fugitive dust from soil
disturbance, fuel combustion from mobile heavy-duty diesel- and gasoline-powered equipment,
portable auxiliary equipment, and worker commute trips.

The California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 2022.1 computer program was used
to calculate emissions from on-site construction equipment and emissions from worker and vehicle
trips to the site. Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in 2024, which was
included in CalEEMod. The construction duration of the proposed project is not yet known;
therefore, this analysis utilizes a CalEEMod default construction schedule, which assumes
construction would begin December 2024 and end October 2028. The proposed project would not
require the import or export of soil but would require the demolition of approximately 6,500 square
feet of existing buildings, which was also included in CalEEMod. This analysis also assumes the use of
Tier 2 construction equipment and that the proposed project would comply with SIVAPCD
Regulation VIII for fugitive dust control. Other detailed construction information is currently
unavailable; therefore, this analysis utilizes CalEEMod default assumptions.

CONSTRUCTION HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

A construction Health Risk Assessment (HRA), which evaluates construction-period health risk to off-
site receptors, was performed for the proposed project, and the analysis is presented below. To
estimate the potential cancer risk associated with construction of the proposed project from
equipment exhaust (including DPM), a dispersion model was used to translate an emission rate from
the source location to a concentration at the receptor location of interest (i.e., a nearby residence
and worksites). Dispersion modeling varies from a simpler, more conservative screening-level
analysis to a more complex and refined detailed analysis. This refined assessment was conducted
using the CARB exposure methodology with the air dispersion modeling performed using the USEPA
dispersion model AERMOD. The model provides a detailed estimate of exhaust concentrations
based on site and source geometry, source emissions strength, distance from the source to the
receptor, and meteorological data.

OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS

The air quality analysis includes estimating emissions associated with long-term operation of the
proposed project. Consistent with the SIVAPCD guidance for estimating emissions associated with
land use development projects, the CalEEMod computer program was used to calculate the long-
term operational emissions associated with the project.
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As discussed in the Project Description section, the proposed project would include the construction
of 266 single-family residential units and approximately 0.84 acre of park space. The proposed
project analysis was conducted using land use codes Single Family Housing and City Park. Trip
generation rates used in CalEEMod for the project were based on the project’s TIA, which identifies
that the proposed project would generate approximately 2,508 average daily trips. In addition, the
following project features were included in CalEEMod:

e Installation of ENERGY STAR dishwashers;

e |nstallation of LED lighting;

e Use of drip irrigation;

e Installation of low-flow water fixtures;

e Use of low VOC paints;

e Recycling of up to 90 percent of construction waste; and

Independent inspections at random for energy-efficiency verification.

In addition, consistent with SJIVAPCD Rule 4901, this analysis assumes that the proposed project
would not include any wood burning (or natural gas) fireplaces. Where project-specific data were
not available, default assumptions (e.g., energy usage, water usage, and solid waste generation)
from CalEEMod were used to estimate project emissions. CalEEMod output sheets are included in
Attachment B.

GREENHOUSE GAS ANALYSIS

GHG emissions associated with the project would occur over the short term from construction
activities, consisting primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust. There would also be long-term
GHG emissions associated with project-related area sources, energy consumption, water
conveyance and treatment, and waste generation.
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THRESHOLDS OF SIGNIFICANCE

AIR QUALITY

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant adverse air
quality impact if project-generated pollutant emissions would do any of the following:

e Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;

e Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project
is nonattainment under applicable federal or State ambient air quality standards;

e Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or

e Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial number of
people.

Regional Emissions Thresholds

The SJVAPCD defines emissions thresholds in the GAMAAQI, established based on the attainment
status of the air basin in regard to air quality standards for specific criteria pollutants. Because the
concentration standards were set at a level that protects public health with an adequate margin of
safety, these emission thresholds are regarded as conservative and would overstate an individual
project’s contribution to health risks. The related impacts are discussed further in the Project
Impacts section. The SIVAPCD regional emission thresholds for construction and operation are
shown in Table F.

Table F: Regional Thresholds for Construction and Operational Emissions

Emissions Source Pollutant Emissions Threshold (tons per year)
co NOx ROG SOx PMy, PM, 5
Construction 100 10 10 27 15 15
Operations 100 10 10 27 15 15

Source: Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SIVAPCD 2015).

CO = carbon monoxide ROG = reactive organic gas

NOx = nitrogen oxides SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
PMg2; = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size SOx = sulfur oxides

PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

Local Microscale Concentration Standards

The significance of localized project impacts under CEQA depends on whether ambient CO levels in
the vicinity of the project are above or below State and federal CO standards. Because ambient CO
levels are below the standards throughout the SJVAB, a project would be considered to have a
significant CO impact if project emissions result in an exceedance of one or more of the 1-hour or
8-hour standards. The following are applicable local emission concentration standards for CO:
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e (California State 1-hour CO standard of 20 ppm
e (California State 8-hour CO standard of 9 ppm

Health Risk Thresholds

Both the State and federal governments have established health-based AAQS for seven air
pollutants. For other air pollutants without defined significance standards, the definition of
substantial pollutant concentrations varies. For TACs, “substantial” is taken to mean that the
individual health risk exceeds a threshold considered to be a prudent risk management level.

The following limits for maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) and noncancer acute and chronic
Hazard Index (HI) from project emissions of TACs are considered appropriate for use in determining
the health risk for projects in the SJVAB:

e MICR: MICR is the estimated probability of a maximum exposed individual (MEI) contracting
cancer as a result of exposure to TACs over a period of 30 years for adults and 9 years for
children in residential locations, 350 days per year. The SIVAPCD’s Update to the District’s Risk
Management Policy to Address the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) Revised Risk Assessment Guidance Document states that emissions of TACs are
considered significant if an HRA shows an increased risk of greater than 20 in 1 million.

e Chronic HI: Chronic Hl is the ratio of the estimated long-term level of exposure to a TAC for a
potential MEI to its chronic reference exposure level. The chronic HI calculations include multi-
pathway consideration when applicable. The project would be considered significant if the
cumulative increase in total chronic Hl for any target organ system would exceed 1.0 at any
receptor location.

e Acute HI: Acute Hl is the ratio of the estimated maximum 1-hour concentration of a TAC for a
potential MEI to its acute reference exposure level. The project would be considered significant
if the cumulative increase in total acute HI for any target organ system would exceed 1.0 at any
receptor location.

GREENHOUSE GAS THRESHOLDS

The State CEQA Guidelines indicate that a project would normally have a significant adverse GHG
emission impact if the project would:

e Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the
environment; or

e Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs.

Neither the City nor the SJVAPCD has developed or adopted numeric GHG significance thresholds.
Therefore, this analysis evaluates the GHG emissions based on the project’s consistency with
applicable State GHG reduction goals.
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IMPACTS ANALYSIS

This section identifies the air quality and GHG emissions impacts associated with implementation of
the proposed project.

AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Air pollutant emissions associated with the project would occur over the short term from
construction activities and over the long term from operational activities associated with the
proposed project.

Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans

An air quality plan describes air pollution control strategies to be implemented by a city, county, or
region classified as a nonattainment area. . As discussed above, the SIVAB is designated as non-
attainment for O3 and PM;s for federal standards and non-attainment for Os, PMyo, and PM, s for
State standards. The main purpose of the air quality plan is to bring the area into compliance with
the requirements of the federal and State air quality standards. To bring the San Joaquin Valley into
attainment, the SJVAPCD adopted the 2022 Plan for the 2015 8-Hour Ozone Standard in December
2022 to satisfy Clean Air Act requirements and ensure attainment of the 75 parts per billion (ppb) 8-
hour ozone standard.?®

To ensure the SJVAB’s continued attainment of the USEPA PM1 standard, the SIVAPCD adopted the
2007 PM1o Maintenance Plan in September 2007.%” The SIVAPCD adopted the 2018 Plan for the
1997, 2006, and 2012 PM, s Standards in November 2018, to address the USEPA 1997 annual PM5s
standard of 15 pg/m? and 24-hour PM s standard of 65 pg/m?3, the 2006 24-hour PM; s standard of
35 pg/m?3, and the 2012 annual PMys standard of 12 pg/m3.2®

For a project to be consistent with SIVAPCD air quality plans, the pollutants emitted from a project
should not exceed the SIVAPCD emission thresholds or cause a significant impact on air quality. In
addition, emission reductions achieved through implementation of offset requirements are a major
component of the SJVAPCD air quality plans. As discussed below, construction of the proposed
project would not result in the generation of criteria air pollutants that would exceed SIVAPCD
thresholds of significance. In addition to the construction period thresholds of significance, the
SJVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIII measures for dust control during construction. These
control measures are intended to reduce the amount of PM3o emissions during the construction
period. Implementation of the fugitive dust control measures outlined in Regulatory Compliance
Measure (RCM) AIR-1, would ensure that the proposed project complies with Regulation VIII, further
reduces the short-term construction period air quality impacts, and ensures compliance with air

26 SJVAPCD. 2016. 2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard. June 16. Website: www.valleyair.org/
Air_Quality_Plans/Ozone-Plan-2016.htm (accessed June 2024).

27 SJVAPCD. 2007. 2007 PM1o Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation. Website: www.valleyair.org/
Air_Quality_Plans/docs/Maintenance%20Plan10-25-07.pdf (accessed June 2024).

28 SJVAPCD. 2018. 2018 Plan for the 1997, 2006, and 2012 PM2.s Standards. November 15. Website:
http://valleyair.org/pmplans/documents/2018/pm-plan-adopted/2018-Plan-for-the-1997-2006-and-
2012-PM2.5-Standards.pdf (accessed June 2024).
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quality plans. In addition, as discussed below and shown in Table H, long-term operational emissions
associated with the proposed project, including area, energy, and mobile source emissions, would
also not exceed SIVAPCD established significance thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project would
not conflict with or obstruct implementation of SIVAPCD air quality plans.

Criteria Pollutant Analysis

The SIVAB is currently designated as nonattainment for the federal and State standards for O; and
PMas. In addition, the SJVAB is in honattainment for the PMyo standard. The SJVAB’s nonattainment
status is attributed to the region’s development history. Past, present, and future development
projects contribute to the region’s adverse air quality impacts on a cumulative basis. By its very
nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. No single project is sufficient in size to, by itself,
result in nonattainment of an ambient air quality standard. Instead, a project’s individual emissions
contribute to existing cumulatively significant adverse air quality impacts. If a project’s contribution
to the cumulative impact is considerable, then the project’s impact on air quality would be
considered significant.

In developing thresholds of significance for air pollutants, the SIVAPCD considered the emission
levels for which a project’s individual emissions would be cumulatively considerable. If a project
exceeds the identified significance thresholds, its emissions would be cumulatively considerable,
resulting in significant adverse air quality impacts to the region’s existing air quality conditions. The
following analysis assesses the potential construction- and operation-related air quality impacts.

Construction Emissions

During construction, short-term degradation of air quality may occur due to the release of
particulate emissions generated by demolition, grading, paving, building, and other activities.
Emissions from construction equipment are also anticipated and would include CO, NO,, ROG,
directly-emitted particulate matter (PM,s and PMyg), and TACs such as diesel exhaust particulate
matter.

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would include demolition, site
preparation, grading, paving, and building activities. Construction-related effects on air quality from
the proposed project would be greatest during the site preparation phase due to the disturbance of
soils. If not properly controlled, these activities would temporarily generate particulate emissions.
Sources of fugitive dust would include disturbed soils at the construction site. Unless properly
controlled, vehicles leaving the site would deposit dirt and mud on local streets, which could be an
additional source of airborne dust after it dries. PM1o emissions would vary from day to day,
depending on the nature and magnitude of construction activity and local weather conditions. PMyg
emissions would depend on soil moisture, silt content of soil, wind speed, and the amount of
operating equipment. Larger dust particles would settle near the source, while fine particles would
be dispersed over greater distances from the construction site.

Water or other soil stabilizers can be used to control dust, resulting in emission reductions of 50
percent or more. The SIVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIIl measures for reducing fugitive dust
emissions (PMyg). With the implementation of Regulation VIl measures, fugitive dust emissions
from construction activities would not result in adverse air quality impacts.
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In addition to dust-related PMo emissions, heavy trucks and construction equipment powered by
gasoline and diesel engines would generate CO, SO, NOy, ROG, and some soot particulate (PM,sand
PM1o) in exhaust emissions. If construction activities were to increase traffic congestion in the area,
CO and other emissions from traffic would increase slightly while those vehicles idle in traffic. These
emissions would be temporary in nature and limited to the immediate area surrounding the
construction site.

Construction emissions were estimated for the project using CalEEMod and are summarized in
Table G. Appendix A provides CalEEMod output sheets.

Table G: Short-Term Regional Construction Emissions

Construction Year Pollutant Emissions (Tons per Year)

ROG NOy (o) SOx PMjo PM; 5
2024 <0.1 0.3 0.2 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
2025 0.1 4.0 3.1 <0.1 0.4 0.2
2026 0.1 2.6 2.3 <0.1 0.2 0.1
2027 0.1 1.6 2.2 <0.1 0.2 0.1
2028 1.7 13 11 <0.1 0.1 0.1
Maximum Emissions 1.7 4.0 3.1 <0.1 0.2 0.2
SJVAPCD Threshold 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Significant? No No No No No No
Source: Compiled by LSA (June 2024).
CO = carbon monoxide ROG = reactive organic gas
NOx = nitrogen oxides SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
PMg:s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size SOx = sulfur oxides

PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

As shown in Table G, construction emissions associated with the proposed project would not exceed
the SJVAPCD’s thresholds for ROG, NOy, CO, SO, PM1o, and PM,s emissions. In addition to the
construction period thresholds of significance, the SIVAPCD has implemented Regulation VIII
measures for dust control during construction. Implementation of Regulatory Compliance Measure
(RCM) AIR-1 would ensure that the proposed project complies with Regulation VIII.

RCM AIR-1 Consistent with San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD)
Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM1g Prohibitions), the following controls are required to be
included as specifications for the proposed project and implemented at the
construction site:

e All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively utilized
for construction purposes, shall be effectively stabilized of dust emissions using
water or chemical stabilizer/suppressant or covered with a tarp or other
suitable cover or vegetative ground cover.

e 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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e Allland 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.

e When materials are transported off site, all material shall be covered, or
effectively wetted to limit visible dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of
freeboard space from the top of the container shall be maintained.

e All operations shall limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or
dirt from adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. (The use of dry
rotary brushes is expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied
by sufficient wetting to limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is
expressly forbidden.)

¢ 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.

Construction emissions associated with the proposed project would be less than significant with
implementation of RCM AIR-1. Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not 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.

Operational Air Quality Impacts

Long-term air pollutant emission impacts associated with the proposed project are those related to
mobile sources (e.g., vehicle trips), energy sources (e.g., natural gas), and area sources (e.g.,
architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance equipment).

Mobile source emissions include ROG and NOx emissions that contribute to the formation of ozone.
Additionally, PMjo emissions result from running exhaust, tire and brake wear, and the entrainment
of dust into the atmosphere from vehicles traveling on paved roadways.

Energy source emissions result from activities in buildings for which natural gas is used. The quantity
of emissions is the product of usage intensity (i.e., the amount of natural gas) and the emission
factor of the fuel source. However, the proposed project would not include natural gas and no
natural gas demand is anticipated during operation of the proposed project.

Typically, area source emissions consist of direct sources of air emissions located at the project site,
including architectural coatings and the use of landscape maintenance equipment. Area source
emissions associated with the project would include emissions from the use of landscaping
equipment and the use of consumer products.

Long-term operational emissions associated with the proposed project were calculated using
CalEEMod. Table H provides the proposed project’s estimated operational emissions. Appendix A
provides CalEEMod output sheets.
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Table H: Project Operational Emissions

Emission Type Pollutant Emissions (Tons per Year)

ROG NOx co SOx PMjo PM, s
Mobile Sources 14 1.3 9.1 <0.1 2.2 0.6
Area Sources 2.3 <0.1 1.4 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1
Energy Sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Project Emissions 3.7 1.3 10.5 <0.1 2.2 0.6
SJVAPCD Threshold 10.0 10.0 100.0 27.0 15.0 15.0
Exceeds Threshold? No No No No No No

Source: Compiled by LSA (June 2024).
Note: Some values may not appear to add correctly due to rounding.

CO = carbon monoxide ROG = reactive organic gas
NOx = nitrogen oxides SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
PMg2s = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in size SOx = sulfur oxides

PMio = particulate matter less than 10 microns in size

The results shown in Table H indicate the proposed project would not exceed the significance
criteria for daily ROG, NOy, CO, SOx, PM1o, or PM3 s emissions. Therefore, operation of the proposed
project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or State AAQS.

Long-Term Microscale (CO Hot Spot) Analysis

Vehicular trips associated with the proposed project would contribute to congestion at intersections
and along roadway segments in the vicinity of the proposed project site. Localized air quality
impacts would occur when emissions from vehicular traffic increase as a result of the proposed
project. The primary mobile-source pollutant of local concern is CO, a direct function of vehicle
idling time and, thus, of traffic flow conditions. CO transport is extremely limited; under normal
meteorological conditions, it disperses rapidly with distance from the source. However, under
certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway or
intersection may reach unhealthful levels, affecting local sensitive receptors (e.g., residents,
schoolchildren, the elderly, and hospital patients).

Typically, high CO concentrations are associated with roadways or intersections operating at
unacceptable levels of service or with extremely high traffic volumes. In areas with high ambient
background CO concentrations, modeling is recommended to determine a project’s effect on local
CO levels.

An assessment of project-related impacts on localized ambient air quality requires that future
ambient air quality levels be projected. Ambient CO levels monitored at the Clovis air quality
monitoring stations, the closest stations to the project site, showed a highest recorded 1-hour
concentration of 1.5 ppm (the State standard is 20 ppm) and a highest 8-hour concentration of 1.3
ppm (the State standard is 9 ppm) during the past 3 years (Table E). The highest CO concentrations
would normally occur during peak traffic hours; hence, CO impacts calculated under peak traffic
conditions represent a worst-case analysis.
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Based on the project’s TIA, the proposed project would result in 186 a.m. and 250 p.m. peak-hour
trips. With implementation of the recommended improvements outlined in the TIA, the proposed
project would not result in any operational deficiencies to the surrounding roadway system. The
evaluation of the study area intersections shows that the addition of traffic associated with the
proposed project is not expected to create a significant level of service changes. Therefore, given
the extremely low level of CO concentrations in the project area and the lack of traffic impacts at
any intersections, project-related vehicles are not expected to result in CO concentrations exceeding
the State or federal CO standards. No CO hot spots would occur, and the project would not result in
any project-related impacts on CO concentrations.

Health Risk on Nearby Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors are defined as residential uses, schools, daycare centers, nursing homes, and
medical centers. Individuals particularly vulnerable to diesel particulate matter are children, whose
lung tissue is still developing, and the elderly, who may have serious health problems that can be
aggravated by exposure to diesel particulate matter. The project site is surrounded primarily by
agricultural uses with some residential and commercial uses. The closest sensitive receptors to the
project site include single-family residences located approximately 75 feet west of the project site
and 100 feet north of the project site.

A construction HRA, which evaluates construction-period health risk to off-site receptors, was
performed for the proposed project. Table I, below, identifies the results of the analysis assuming
the use of Tier 2 construction equipment as proposed by the project. Model snapshots of the
sources are shown in Appendix B.

Table I: Health Risks from Project Construction to Off-Site Receptors

Carcinogenic

Chronic Inhalation

Acute Inhalation

Location Inhalation He.al.th Risk in Hazard Index Hazard Index
One Million
Residential Receptor Risk 9.92 0.010 0.000
Worker Receptor Risk 6.02 0.010 0.000
School Receptor 0.24 <0.001 0.000
SJVAPCD Significance Threshold 20.0 in one million 1.0 1.0
Significant? No No No

Source: LSA (June 2024).
SJVAPCD = San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District

As shown in Table I, the maximum cancer risk for the residential receptor MEI would be 9.92 in one
million, which would not exceed the SJVAPCD cancer risk threshold of 20 in one million. The worker
receptor risk would be lower at 6.02 in one million and the school receptor risk would be 0.24 in one
million, which would also not exceed the SJVAPCD cancer risk thresholds. The total chronic hazard
index would be 0.010 for the residential receptor MEI and worker receptor MEI and less than 0.001
for the school receptor MEI, which are all below the threshold of 1.0. In addition, the total acute
hazard index would be nominal (0.000), which would also not exceed the threshold of 1.0.
Therefore, construction of the proposed project would not exceed SJIVAPCD thresholds and would
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not expose nearby sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. No significant health
risk would occur from project construction emissions.

The proposed project would include the construction of a 266-unit single-family residential
development. As identified in Table H, project operational emissions of criteria pollutants would be
below SJVAPCD significance thresholds; thus, they are not likely to have a significant impact on
sensitive receptors. In addition, the proposed project would be required to implement District Rule
9510, Indirect Source Review (ISR). Implementation of Rule 9510 would reduce operational
emissions of NOx and PMo by 33.3 percent and 50 percent, respectively. Compliance with SJIVAPCD
rules would further limit doses and exposures, reducing potential health risk related to vehicle and
equipment emissions to a level that is not significant. Once the proposed project is constructed, the
proposed project would not be a source of substantial emissions. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not result in new sources of TACs. Therefore, the project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial levels of TACs.

Odors

The SJVAPCD addresses odor criteria within the GAMAQI. The district has not established a rule or
standard regarding odor emissions, rather, the district has a nuisance rule: “Any project with the
potential to frequently expose members of the public to objectionable odors should be deemed to
have a significant impact.”

During project construction, some odors may be present due to diesel exhaust. However, these
odors would be temporary and limited to the construction period. The proposed uses are not
anticipated to emit any objectionable odors. Any odors in general would be confined mainly to the
project site and would readily dissipate. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in other
emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people.

Naturally Occurring Asbestos

The project is in Fresno County, which is among the counties found to have serpentine and
ultramafic rock in their soils.?® However, according to the California Geological Survey, no such rock
has been identified in the project vicinity. In addition, the proposed project would require
demolition of the existing residential uses. As such, demolition activities may expose asbestos used
in building materials; however, the proposed project would be required to comply with the
SJVAPCD’s rules related to demolition, including SIVAPCD Rule 3050: Asbestos Removal Fees and
Rule 4002: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, which would help reduce
asbestos exposure. Therefore, with compliance of SIVAPCD Rules 3050 and 4002, the potential risk
for naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) during project construction is small and would not be
significant.

2 California Department of Conservation (DOC). n.d. California Geological Survey. Asbestos. Website:

https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/mineral-hazards (accessed June 2024).
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Valley Fever

The closest sensitive receptors to the project site include single-family residences located
approximately 75 feet west of the project site and 100 feet north of the project site. Except under
high wind conditions, this distance is sufficient that particulate matter would settle prior to reaching
the nearest sensitive receptor. In addition, crosswinds influenced by the adjacent roadways would
help dissipate any particulate matter associated with the construction phase of the project.
Therefore, any Valley fever spores suspended with the dust would not be anticipated to reach the
sensitive receptors. However, during project construction, it is possible that workers could be
exposed to Valley fever through fugitive dust. Dust control measures, consistent with SJIVAPCD
Regulation VIII, would reduce the exposure to the workers and sensitive receptors. Therefore, dust
from the construction of the project is not anticipated to significantly add to the existing exposure of
people to Valley fever.

GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACTS

This section describes the potential GHG impacts associated with implementation the proposed
project.

Generation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions

This section describes the proposed project’s construction- and operational-related GHG emissions
and contribution to global climate change.

Short-Term Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Construction activities associated with the construction of residential and nonresidential
development capacity would cause short-term GHG emissions. Construction activities with the
proposed project would produce combustion emissions from various sources. During construction,
GHGs would be emitted through the operation of construction equipment and from worker and
builder supply vendor vehicles, each of which typically use fossil-based fuels to operate. The
combustion of fossil-based fuels creates GHGs such as CO,, CHs, and N,O. Furthermore, CH, is
emitted during the fueling of heavy equipment. Exhaust emissions from on-site construction
activities would vary daily as construction activity levels change.

The SJVAPCD does not have an adopted threshold of significance for construction-related GHG
emissions. However, lead agencies are encouraged to quantify and disclose GHG emissions that
would occur during construction. Using CalEEMod, it is estimated that the annual emissions
associated with construction of the proposed project would be approximately 1,545.0 metric tons of
COse per year. Construction GHG emissions were amortized over the life of the project (assumed to
be 30 years) and added to the operational emissions. When annualized over the life of the project,
amortized construction emissions would be approximately 51.5 MT CO.e per year.

Long-Term Greenhouse Gas Emissions

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

Following guidance from the SJVAPCD, GHG emissions for operation of the project were calculated
using CalEEMod. Based on the analysis results, summarized in Table J, the proposed project would
result in emissions of approximately 2,650.4 MT CO.e per year. These estimated emissions are
provided for informational purposes, and the significance of the proposed project is further
analyzed below. CalEEMod output sheets are provided in Attachment B.

Table J: Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Emission Type Operational Emissions (Metric Tons per Year)
COz CH4 Nzo COze

Mobile Sources 2,225.3 0.1 0.1 2,266.2
Area Sources 6.6 <0.1 <0.1 6.7
Energy Sources 229.7 <0.1 <0.1 231.9
Water Sources 12.3 0.3 <0.1 21.3
Waste Sources 21.1 2.1 0.0 72.8
Amortized Construction Emissions 51.5
Total Operational Emissions 2,650.4
Source: Compiled by LSA (June 2024).
CHs = methane CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent
CO: = carbon dioxide N20O = nitrous oxide

As discussed, the SJIVAPCD has not established a numeric threshold for GHG emissions. The
significance of GHG emissions may be evaluated based on locally adopted quantitative thresholds or
consistency with a regional GHG reduction plan (such as a Climate Action Plan [CAP]). Neither the
City nor the SIVAPCD has developed or adopted numeric GHG significance thresholds. Therefore,
the proposed project was analyzed for consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan.

The 2022 Scoping Plan includes key project attributes that reduce operational GHG emissions in
Appendix D, Local Actions,*® of the 2022 Scoping Plan. As discussed in Appendix D of the 2022
Scoping Plan, absent consistency with an adequate, geographically specific GHG reduction plan such
as a CEQA-qualified CAP, the first approach the State recommends for determining whether a
proposed residential or mixed-use residential development would align with the State’s climate
goals is to examine whether the project includes key project attributes that reduce operational GHG
emissions.

30 CARB. 2022a. 2022 Scoping Plan Appendix D Local Actions. November. Website: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/
sites/default/files/2022-11/2022-sp-appendix-d-local-actions.pdf (accessed June 2024).
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LSA

The project’s consistency with key project attributes from the 2022 Scoping Plan that would be
applicable to residential and mixed-use development is shown in Table K.

Table K: Project Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan Key Residential and
Mixed-Use Project Attributes that Reduce GHGs

Priority Areas

Key Project Attribute

Project Consistency

Transportation
Electrification

Provides EV charging infrastructure that,
at minimum, meets the most ambitious
voluntary standard in the CALGreen
Code at the time of project approval

Consistent. CALGreen Code requires provision of
infrastructure to accommodate EV chargers. The
proposed project would install a breaker and wiring
for EV at each residence, consistent with CALGreen
requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would
be consistent with this key project attribute.

VMT Reduction

Is located on infill sites that are
surrounded by existing urban uses and
reuses or redevelops previously
undeveloped or underutilized land that is
presently served by existing utilities and
essential public services (e.g., transit,
streets, water, sewer)

Not consistent. The project site is surrounded
primarily by agricultural uses with some residential
and commercial uses. The surrounding residential uses
are presently served by existing utilities and essential
public services (e.g., transit, streets, water, sewer).
However, as described in the TIA, the project’s vehicle
miles traveled (VMT) was calculated to be 14.9 VMT
per capita, 5.5 percent higher than the City’s VMT per
capita threshold. As further discussed in the TIA, the
project is consistent with the City’s General Plan.
While preparation of the General Plan, an
Environmental Impact Report was prepared, along
with a statement of Overriding consideration, that
discussed the potential environmental impacts and
required mitigation measures to be
implemented/followed by all future projects that are
consistent with the General Plan. The project will be
conditioned to implement and follow these measures.
Therefore, the though project will have a significant
and unavoidable transportation impact under CEQA,
no further mitigation measure would be required for
the project. However, because the proposed project
would result in a significant and unavoidable VMT
impact, the proposed project would not be consistent
with this key project attribute.

Does not result in the loss or conversion
of natural and working lands

Not consistent. The project site is currently being used
for residential and agricultural uses including an active
orchard. The project site is zoned Exclusive
Agricultural with a minimum 20-acre lot size. Based on
California DOC FMMP information, the project site is
designated as Prime Farmland and Farmland of
Statewide Importance. According to the County of
Fresno Assessor's Map, no portion of the project site is
under an active Williamson Act contract. A site-
specific LESA model was prepared for the project,
which found that the conversion of the agricultural
land (Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance) on the
project site to a non-agricultural use would constitute
a significant impact. Therefore, the proposed project
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Table K: Project Consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan Key Residential and
Mixed-Use Project Attributes that Reduce GHGs

Priority Areas

Key Project Attribute

Project Consistency

would not be consistent with this key project
attribute.

Consists of transit-supportive densities
(minimum of 20 residential dwelling
units per acre) or is in proximity to
existing transit stops (within a half mile)
or satisfies more detailed and stringent
criteria specified in the region’s SCS

Not consistent. The proposed project would include
the construction of 266 single-family units on a 37-
acre project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in less than 20 residential dwelling units
per acre. In addition, the project site is not located
within 0.5 mile of a transit stop. As such, the proposed
project would not be consistent with this key project
attribute.

Reduces parking requirements by
eliminating parking requirements or
including maximum allowable parking
ratios (i.e., the ratio of parking spaces to
residential units or square feet); or
providing residential parking supply at a
ratio of less than one parking space per
dwelling unit; or for multifamily
residential development, requiring
parking costs to be unbundled from costs
to rent or own a residential unit

Consistent. The proposed project would consist of 266
single-family units and would be consistent with the
City’s parking requirements for single homes. The
proposed project would not provide additional on-site
street parking space. Thus, the project would be
consistent with the intent of this key project attribute.

At least 20 percent of units included are
affordable to lower-income residents

Consistent. The proposed project would not include
affordable residential units. Although the proposed
project would not include affordable housing, the
proposed project would provide needed single-family
housing. Therefore, the proposed project would be
consistent with this key project attribute.

Results in no net loss of existing
affordable units

Consistent. The proposed project would demolish two
existing residential uses; however, the proposed
project would not result in the removal of any existing
affordable units. As such, the proposed project would
be consistent with this key project attribute.

Building
Decarbonization

Uses all-electric appliances without any
natural gas connections and does not
use propane or other fossil fuels for
space heating, water heating, or indoor
cooking

Consistent. The proposed project would be all-electric,
which is consistent with this key project attribute.

Source: Compiled by LSA (June 2024).

CALGreen Code = California Green Building Standards Code
DOC = California Department of Conservation

EV = electric vehicle

FMMP = Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

GHG = greenhouse gas

GPA = General Plan Amendment
LESA = Land Evaluation and Site Assessment

SCS = Sustainable Communities Strategy

VMT = vehicle miles traveled.
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Residential and mixed-use projects that have all of the key project attributes as outlined in Table K
would be considered to accommodate growth in a manner consistent with State GHG reduction and
equity prioritization goals as outlined in the 2022 Scoping Plan. As demonstrated in Table K, the
proposed project would not be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan key residential and mixed-use
project attributes related to VMT reduction.

As discussed in Table K and in the project’s TIA, the proposed project would result in a significant
and unavoidable VMT impact. As previously noted, the project is consistent with the City’s General
Plan. During preparation of the General Plan, an EIR was prepared, along with a Statement of
Overriding Consideration, that discussed the potential environmental impacts and required
mitigation measures to be implemented/followed by all future projects that are consistent with the
General Plan. The proposed project would be conditioned to implement and follow these measures.
Therefore, though proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable transportation impact
under CEQA, no further mitigation measure would be required for the project related to VMT.

The proposed project would implement required VMT mitigation measures as identified in the City’s
General Plan EIR. However, they would not reduce the impact to a less than significant level.
Additionally, the proposed project would result in less than 20 residential dwelling units per acre
and is not located within 0.5 mile of a transit stop. Further, as determined by the site-specific Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA), conversion of the agricultural land (Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance) on the project site to a non-
agricultural use would constitute a significant impact. There are no additional feasible mitigation
measures that would reduce this impact. As such, the proposed project would not be consistent
with all project attributes in the 2022 Scoping Plan GHG emission thresholds. As such, the proposed
project would result in the generation of GHG emissions would have a significant and unavoidable
impact on the environment.

Consistency with Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plans

An evaluation of the proposed project’s consistency with the 2022 Scoping Plan and the 2024—2050
RTP/SCS is provided below.

2022 Scoping Plan

The following discussion evaluates the proposed project according to the goals of the 2022 Scoping
Plan, EO B-30-15, AB 1279, SB 32, and AB 197.

EO B-30-15 added the immediate target of reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels
by 2030. CARB released a second update to the Scoping Plan, the 2017 Scoping Plan, to reflect the
2030 target set by EO B-30-15 and codified by SB 32. SB 32 affirms the importance of addressing
climate change by codifying into statute the GHG emissions reductions target of at least 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030 contained in EO B-30-15. SB 32 builds on AB 32 and keeps us on the path
toward achieving the State’s 2050 objective of reducing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
The companion bill to SB 32, AB 197, provides additional direction to the CARB related to the
adoption of strategies to reduce GHG emissions. Additional direction in AB 197 intended to provide
easier public access to air emissions data that are collected by CARB was posted in December 2016.
AB 1279 establishes State policy to achieve net zero GHG emissions no later than 2045 and for
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Statewide anthropogenic GHG emissions to be reduced to at least 85 percent below 1990 levels by
2045.

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

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

Energy efficient measures are intended to maximize energy efficiency building and appliance
standards, pursue additional efficiency efforts including new technologies and new policy and
implementation mechanisms, and pursue comparable investment in energy efficiency from all retail
providers of electricity in California. In addition, these measures are designed to expand the use of
green building practices to reduce the carbon footprint of California’s new and existing inventory of
buildings. As identified above, buildout of the proposed project would be required to comply with
the latest Title 24 and CALGreen Code standards regarding water efficiency and energy conservation
requirements. Additionally, the proposed project would be all-electric. The elimination of natural
gas in new development would help projects implement their “fair share” of achieving long-term
2045 carbon neutrality consistent with State goals. As such, if a project does not utilize natural gas, a
lead agency can conclude that it would be consistent with achieving the 2045 neutrality goal and will
not have a cumulative considerable impact on climate change.®! In addition, the proposed project
would include the following sustainable features: installation of ENERGY STAR dishwashers,
bathroom exhaust fans, water heaters, and windows; installation of high-efficiency HVAC systems
and programmable thermostats; installation of solar on each residence per CALGreen Code
requirements; installation of cool roof tiles and high-performance, formaldehyde-free insulation;
installation of MERV-8 filters; installation of LED lighting; and independent inspections at random for

31 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). 2022. Justification Report: CEQA Thresholds for
Evaluating the Significance of Climate Impacts From Land Use Projects and Plans. April. Website:
https://www.baagmd.gov/~/media/files/planning-and-research/ceqa/ceqa-guidelines-2022/appendix-b-
thresholds-for-evaluating-significance-of-climate-impacts_final-pdf (accessed June 2024).
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energy-efficiency verification. Therefore, the proposed project would comply with applicable energy
measures.

Water conservation and efficiency measures are intended to continue efficiency programs and use
cleaner energy sources to move and treat water. Increasing the efficiency of water transport and
reducing water use would reduce GHG emissions. As noted above, buildout associated with the
proposed project would be required to comply with the latest Title 24 and CALGreen Code
standards, which include a variety of different measures, including reduction of wastewater and
water use. In addition, the proposed project would use drip irrigation and install low-flow water
fixtures. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with any of the water conservation and
efficiency measures.

The goal of transportation and motor vehicle measures is to develop regional GHG emissions
reduction targets for passenger vehicles. Specific regional emission targets for transportation
emissions would not directly apply to the proposed project. The Pavley Il (LEV Ill) Advanced Clean
Cars Program will reduce GHG emissions from new cars by 34 percent from 2016 levels by 2025,
resulting in a 3 percent decrease in average vehicle emissions for all vehicles by 2020. Vehicles
traveling to the project site would comply with the Pavley Il (LEV IIl) Advanced Clean Cars Program.
Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the identified transportation and motor
vehicle measures.

Fresno COG 2022 RTP/SCS

The Fresno COG RTP/SCS reflects transportation planning for Fresno County through 2046. The
vision, goals, and policies in the 2022 RTP are intended to serve as the foundation for both short and
long-term planning and guide implementation activities. The core vision in the 2022 RTP is to create
a region of diverse, safe, resilient, and accessible transportation options that improve the quality of
life for all residents by fostering sustainability, equity, a vibrant economy, clean air, and healthy
communities. The 2022 RTP contains transportation projects to help more efficiently distribute
population, housing, and employment growth, as well as forecast development that is generally
consistent with regional-level general plan data. The actions in the 2022 RTP address all
transportation modes (e.g., highways, local streets and roads, mass transportation, rail, bicycle, and
aviation facilities and services) and consists of short and long-term activities that address regional
transportation needs. While the actions are organized by the five key policy areas, many of them
support multiple goals and policies. Some actions are intended to support the SCS and reduce GHG
emissions directly, while others are focused on the RTP’s broader goals. The 2022 RTP does not
require that local General Plans, Specific Plans, or zoning be consistent with the 2022 RTP, but
provides incentives for consistency for governments and developers.

The proposed project would not interfere with the Fresno COG’s ability to achieve the region’s GHG
reductions. Furthermore, the proposed project is not regionally significant per State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15206, and it would not conflict with the 2022 RTP targets because those targets
were established and are applicable on a regional level. The proposed project would include the
construction of 266 single-family residential units. As such, the proposed project land uses would be
consistent with the growth assumptions used in the 2022 RTP. Therefore, it is anticipated that

P:\20241700 DeYoung Behymer Technical\PRODUCTS\02_AQ_GHG\DeYoung Peach and Behymer - AQ Report.docx (10/23/24) 49



AIR QUALITY AND GREENHOUSE GAS IMPACT ANALYSIS PEACH AND BEHYMER RESIDENTIAL PROJECT
OcCTOBER 2024 CiTY oF CLoVIS, CALIFORNIA

implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with Fresno COG’s ability to implement
the regional strategies outlined in the 2022 RTP.

Summary

As described above, the proposed project would generally comply with existing State regulations
adopted to achieve the overall GHG emissions reduction goals identified in the 2022 RTP. However,
as described above, the proposed project would not be consistent with the 2022 Scoping Plan key
residential and mixed-use project attributes related to VMT reduction. As such, the proposed
project would not contribute to its “fair share” of emission reductions required to support achieving
long-term State GHG reduction goals due to project’s significant and unavoidable VMT impact.
Therefore, the proposed project would conflict with the plans and policies adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases, including the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, Executive
Order B-30-15, SB 32, and AB 1279.
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CONCLUSION

Based on the analysis presented above, construction and operation of the proposed project would
not result in the generation of criteria air pollutants that would exceed SIVAPCD thresholds of
significance. In addition, the proposed project is not expected to produce significant emissions that
would affect nearby sensitive receptors. The project would also not result in other emissions (such
as those leading to odors) affecting a substantial number of people. Operation of the proposed
project would generate GHG emissions that would have a significant and unavoidable impact on the
environment. In addition, the proposed project would be consistent with the growth assumptions
used in the Fresno COG 2022 RTP/SCS, but would not be consistent with the goals of the 2022
Scoping Plan.
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APPENDIX A

CALEEMOD OUTPUT SHEETS
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1. Basic Project Information

1.1. Basic Project Information

Project Name De Young Properties Peach & Behymer Project
Construction Start Date 12/2/2024
Operational Year 2028

Lead Agency —

Land Use Scale Project/site

Analysis Level for Defaults County

Windspeed (m/s) 2.70

Precipitation (days) 21.2

Location 36.88062613315833, -119.71577194386307
County Fresno

City Unincorporated

Air District San Joaquin Valley APCD

Air Basin San Joaquin Valley

TAZ 2569

EDFzZ 5

Electric Utility Pacific Gas & Electric Company
Gas Utility Pacific Gas & Electric

App Version 2022.1.1.24

1.2. Land Use Types

Land Use Subtype Building Area (sq ft) [Landscape Area (sq |Special Landscape |Population Description
ft) Area (sq ft)

9/85



De Young Properties Peach & Behymer Project Custom Report, 6/20/2024

Single Family 266 Dwelling Unit 36.2 518,700 3,115,620 — 851 —
Housing
City Park 0.84 Acre 0.84 0.00 36,590 36,590 — —

1.3. User-Selected Emission Reduction Measures by Emissions Sector

Construction C-6 Use Diesel Particulate Filters

Energy E-2 Require Energy Efficient Appliances

Energy E-7* Require Higher Efficacy Public Street and Area Lighting

Energy E-22* Obtain Third-party HVAC Commissioning and Veri cation of Energy
Savings

Water W-4 Require Low-Flow Water Fixtures

Water W-5 Design Water-Efficient Landscapes

Waste S-4* Recycle Demolished Construction Material

* Qualitative or supporting measure. Emission reductions not included in the mitigated emissions results.

2. Emissions Summary

2.1. Construction Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 59.1 48.9 36.1 0.06 1.36 3.70 5.06 1.23 1.45 2.68 — 6,720 6,720 0.27 0.10 6,745
Mit. 59.1 48.9 36.1 0.06 0.20 3.70 3.90 0.18 1.45 1.64 — 6,720 6,720 0.27 0.10 6,745

% — — — — 85% — 23% 85% — 39% — — — — — —
Reduced
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Dalily,
Winter
(Max)

Unmit.
Mit.

%
Reduced

Average
Daily
(Max)

Unmit.
Mit.

%
Reduced

Annual
(Max)

Unmit.
Mit.

%
Reduced

50.1

50.1

9.23
9.23

1.69
1.69

48.9

48.9

22.1

22.1

4.03
4.03

36.0

36.0

17.3
17.3

3.15

3.15

0.06

0.06

0.03
0.03

0.01
0.01

1.36
0.20

85%

0.67
0.10
85%

0.12
0.02
85%

7.76

7.76

1.62
1.62

0.30
0.30

2.2. Construction Emissions by Year, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

o Jros  [oc |

Daily -
Summer
(Max)

2025
2026
2027
2028

1.42
1.02
1.00
59.1

8.88
7.93

11%

2.29
1.72

25%

0.42
0.31
25%

1.23
0.18

85%

0.62
0.09
85%

0.11
0.02
85%
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3.96

3.96

0.68
0.68

0.12
0.12

4.98
411

17%

1.29
0.77
40%

0.24
0.14
40%

6,706

6,706

3,244
3,244

537
537

6,706

6,706

3,244
3,244

537
537

0.27

0.27

0.13
0.13

0.02
0.02

0.10

0.10

0.07
0.07

0.01
0.01

6,731

6,731

3,264
3,264

540
540

NOx PM10E PM10D PM10T PM2.5E PM2.5D [PM2.5T BCO2 NBCO2 coz2T

48.9
19.7
19.6
19.6

36.1
17.8
17.6
17.4

0.06
0.03
0.03
0.03

1.36
0.69
0.69
0.69

3.70
0.62
0.62
0.62

5.06
131
131
131

1.23
0.65
0.65
0.65
11/85

1.45
0.15
0.15
0.15

2.68
0.80
0.80
0.80

6,720
3,333
3,313
3,294

6,720
3,333
3,313
3,294

0.27
0.12
0.12
0.12

0.10
0.10
0.09
0.09

6,745
3,368
3,347
3,327
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Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2024 0.78 25.1 18.7 0.03 0.79 0.19 0.98 0.71 0.04 0.75 — 3,615 3,615 0.15 0.05 3,633
2025 141 48.9 36.0 0.06 1.36 7.76 8.88 1.23 3.96 4.98 — 6,706 6,706 0.27 0.10 6,731
2026 0.98 19.7 17.2 0.03 0.69 0.62 1.31 0.65 0.15 0.80 — 3,270 3,270 0.13 0.10 3,302
2027 0.94 19.7 17.0 0.03 0.69 0.62 1.31 0.65 0.15 0.80 — 3,251 3,251 0.13 0.10 3,283
2028 59.1 19.7 16.8 0.03 0.69 0.62 1.31 0.65 0.15 0.80 — 3,233 3,233 0.13 0.10 3,265
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 0.05 147 1.10 < 0.005 0.05 0.01 0.06 0.04 < 0.005 0.04 — 212 212 0.01 < 0.005 213
2025 0.79 22.1 17.3 0.03 0.67 1.62 2.29 0.62 0.68 1.29 — 3,244 3,244 0.13 0.05 3,264
2026 0.70 141 12.3 0.02 0.50 0.43 0.93 0.46 0.10 0.57 — 2,348 2,348 0.09 0.07 2,372
2027 0.69 14.0 12.2 0.02 0.50 0.43 0.93 0.46 0.10 0.57 — 2,335 2,335 0.09 0.07 2,358
2028 9.23 7.25 6.23 0.01 0.28 0.18 0.46 0.26 0.04 0.30 — 1,114 1,114 0.04 0.03 1,124
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.01 0.27 0.20 < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 — 35.2 35.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 35.3
2025 0.14 4.03 3.15 0.01 0.12 0.30 0.42 0.11 0.12 0.24 — 537 537 0.02 0.01 540
2026 0.13 2.57 2.25 < 0.005 0.09 0.08 0.17 0.08 0.02 0.10 — 389 389 0.01 0.01 393
2027 0.13 2.56 2.22 < 0.005 0.09 0.08 0.17 0.08 0.02 0.10 — 387 387 0.01 0.01 390
2028 1.69 1.32 1.14 < 0.005 0.05 0.03 0.08 0.05 0.01 0.06 — 185 185 0.01 < 0.005 186

2.3. Construction Emissions by Year, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily - —
Summer
(Max)

2025 1.42 48.9 36.1 0.06 0.20 3.70 3.90 0.18 1.45 1.64 — 6,720 6,720 0.27 0.10 6,745
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2026 1.02 19.7 17.8 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,333 3,333 0.12 0.10 3,368
2027 1.00 19.6 17.6 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,313 3,313 0.12 0.09 3,347
2028 59.1 19.6 17.4 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,294 3,294 0.12 0.09 3,327
Daily - — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

2024 0.78 25.1 18.7 0.03 0.12 0.19 0.31 0.11 0.04 0.15 — 3,615 3,615 0.15 0.05 3,633
2025 141 48.9 36.0 0.06 0.20 7.76 7.93 0.18 3.96 4.11 — 6,706 6,706 0.27 0.10 6,731
2026 0.98 19.7 17.2 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,270 3,270 0.13 0.10 3,302
2027 0.94 19.7 17.0 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,251 3,251 0.13 0.10 3,283
2028 59.1 19.7 16.8 0.03 0.11 0.62 0.72 0.10 0.15 0.25 — 3,233 3,233 0.13 0.10 3,265
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

2024 0.05 1.47 1.10 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 < 0.005 0.01 — 212 212 0.01 < 0.005 213
2025 0.79 22.1 17.3 0.03 0.10 1.62 1.72 0.09 0.68 0.77 — 3,244 3,244 0.13 0.05 3,264
2026 0.70 141 12.3 0.02 0.08 0.43 0.51 0.07 0.10 0.18 — 2,348 2,348 0.09 0.07 2,372
2027 0.69 14.0 12.2 0.02 0.08 0.43 0.51 0.07 0.10 0.18 — 2,335 2,335 0.09 0.07 2,358
2028 9.23 7.25 6.23 0.01 0.04 0.18 0.23 0.04 0.04 0.08 — 1,114 1,114 0.04 0.03 1,124
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
2024 0.01 0.27 0.20 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 35.2 35.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 35.3
2025 0.14 4.03 3.15 0.01 0.02 0.30 0.31 0.02 0.12 0.14 — 537 537 0.02 0.01 540
2026 0.13 2.57 2.25 < 0.005 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.03 — 389 389 0.01 0.01 393
2027 0.13 2.56 2.22 < 0.005 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.01 0.02 0.03 — 387 387 0.01 0.01 390
2028 1.69 1.32 1.14 < 0.005 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.02 — 185 185 0.01 < 0.005 186

2.4. Operations Emissions Compared Against Thresholds

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Summer
(Max)

Unmit. 21.8 6.82 72.2 0.14 0.11 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.12 148 15,907 16,055 15.7 0.78 16,723
Mit. 21.8 6.82 72.2 0.14 0.11 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.12 144 15,867 16,010 15.2 0.77 16,664

% — — — — — — — — — — 3% < 0.5% < 0.5% 3% 1% <0.5%
Reduced

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

unmit. 19.5 7.60 50.2 0.13 0.10 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.11 148 14,687 14,835 15.8 0.83 15,480
Mit. 19.5 7.60 50.2 0.13 0.10 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.11 144 14,647 14,791 15.3 0.82 15,422

% — — — — — — — — — — 3% <0.5% < 0.5% 3% 1% <0.5%
Reduced

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily
(Max)

unmit. 20.3 7.23 57.3 0.13 0.11 11.7 11.8 0.10 2.97 3.07 148 14,966 15,114 15.7 0.80 15,766
Mit. 20.3 7.23 57.3 0.13 0.11 11.7 11.8 0.10 2.97 3.07 144 14,926 15,069 15.3 0.79 15,707

% — — — — — — — — — — 3% < 0.5% < 0.5% 3% 1% <0.5%
Reduced

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
(Max)

unmit. 3.70 1.32 10.5 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 245 2,478 2,502 2.60 0.13 2,610
Mit. 3.70 1.32 10.5 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 23.8 2,471 2,495 2.53 0.13 2,601

% — — — — — — — — — — 3% <0.5% < 0.5% 3% 1% <0.5%
Reduced

2.5. Operations Emissions by Sector, Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.
Total

Average
Daily

Mobile
Area
Energy
Water
Waste
Refrig.

Total

8.44
13.3

0.00

21.8

7.50
12.0
0.00

19.5

7.62
12.7

0.00

20.3

6.68
0.14

0.00

6.82

7.60
0.00
0.00

7.60

7.16
0.07

0.00

7.23

57.1
151

0.00

72.2

50.2
0.00
0.00

50.2

49.8
7.46

0.00

57.3

0.14
< 0.005

0.00

0.14

0.13
0.00
0.00

0.13

0.13
< 0.005

0.00

0.13

0.10
0.01

0.00

0.11

0.10
0.00
0.00

0.10

0.10
< 0.005

0.00

0.11

11.9

11.7

12.0
0.01

0.00

12.0

12.0
0.00
0.00

12.0

11.8
< 0.005

0.00

11.8

0.10
0.01

0.00

0.10

0.10
0.00
0.00

0.10

0.10
< 0.005

0.00

0.10

15/85

De Young Properties Peach & Behymer Project Custom Report, 6/20/2024

3.02

2.97

3.11
0.01

0.00

3.12

3.11
0.00
0.00

3.11

3.07
< 0.005

0.00

3.07

0.00

20.5
127

148

0.00

20.5
127

148

0.00

20.5
127

148

14,292
130
1,389
95.8

0.00

15,907

13,112
89.6
1,389
95.8
0.00

14,687

13,441
40.0
1,389
95.8

0.00

14,966

14,292
130
1,389
116
127

16,055

13,112
89.6
1,389
116
127

14,835

13,441
40.0
1,389
116
127

15,114

0.57
0.02
0.22
2.12

12.7

15.7

0.67
0.01
0.22
2.12

12.7

15.8

0.62
< 0.005
0.22
2.12

12.7

15.7

0.70
< 0.005
0.03
0.05

0.00

0.78

0.75
< 0.005
0.03
0.05
0.00

0.83

0.72
< 0.005
0.03
0.05

0.00

0.80

14,554
131
1,403
185
446
3.71

16,723

13,352
90.5
1,403
185
446
3.71
15,480

13,688
40.3
1,403
185
446
3.71

15,766
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Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 1.39 1.31 9.09 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 — 2,225 2,225 0.10 0.12 2,266
Area 231 0.01 1.36 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 6.63 6.63 < 0.005 < 0.005 6.67
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 230 230 0.04 < 0.005 232
Water — — — — — — — — — — 3.40 15.9 19.3 0.35 0.01 30.6
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 211 0.00 21.1 2.11 0.00 73.8
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 0.62
Total 3.70 1.32 10.5 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 245 2,478 2,502 2.60 0.13 2,610

2.6. Operations Emissions by Sector, Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Daily,

Summer

(Max)

Mobile 8.44 6.68 57.1 0.14 0.10 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.11 — 14,292 14,292 0.57 0.70 14,554
Area 13.3 0.14 151 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 0.00 130 130 0.02 < 0.005 131
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,387 1,387 0.22 0.03 1,401
Water — — — — — — — — — — 16.5 57.7 74.1 1.70 0.04 129
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 127 0.00 127 12.7 0.00 446
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — 3.71
Total 21.8 6.82 72.2 0.14 0.11 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.12 144 15,867 16,010 15.2 0.77 16,664
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Mobile 7.50 7.60 50.2 0.13 0.10 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.11 — 13,112 13,112 0.67 0.75 13,352
Area 12.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 89.6 89.6 0.01 <0.005 90.5
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,387 1,387 0.22 0.03 1,401
Water — — — — — — — — — — 16.5 57.7 74.1 1.70 0.04 129
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Waste — — — — — — — — — — 127 0.00 127
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 195 7.60 50.2 0.13 0.10 11.9 12.0 0.10 3.02 3.11 144 14,647 14,791
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Mobile 7.62 7.16 49.8 0.13 0.10 11.7 11.8 0.10 2.97 3.07 — 13,441 13,441
Area 12.7 0.07 7.46 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 40.0 40.0
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 1,387 1,387
Water — — — — — — — — — — 16.5 57.7 74.1
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 127 0.00 127
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 20.3 7.23 57.3 0.13 0.11 11.7 11.8 0.10 2.97 3.07 144 14,926 15,069
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Mobile 1.39 1.31 9.09 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 — 2,225 2,225
Area 2.31 0.01 1.36 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 0.00 6.63 6.63
Energy 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 0.00 — 0.00 — 230 230
Water — — — — — — — — — — 2.72 9.55 12.3
Waste — — — — — — — — — — 211 0.00 211
Refrig. — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Total 3.70 1.32 105 0.02 0.02 2.14 2.16 0.02 0.54 0.56 23.8 2,471 2,495

3. Construction Emissions Details

3.1. Demolition (2024) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

171785

12.7

15.3

0.62
< 0.005
0.22
1.70

12.7

15.3

0.10
< 0.005
0.04
0.28
211

2.53

0.00

0.82

0.72
< 0.005
0.03
0.04

0.00

0.79

0.12
< 0.005
< 0.005
0.01
0.00

0.13

446
3.71
15,422

13,688
40.3
1,401
129
446
3.71

15,707

2,266
6.67
232
213
73.8
0.62
2,601
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.72 24.9 18.2 0.03 0.79 — 0.79 0.71 — 0.71 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 3,437
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.04 1.46 1.07 < 0.005 0.05 — 0.05 0.04 — 0.04 — 201 201 0.01 < 0.005 202
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Off-Road 0.01 0.27 0.19 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 33.3 33.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 334
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — < 0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005 <0.005 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.05 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 82.4 82.4 < 0.005 < 0.005 83.7
Vendor 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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Hauling < 0.005 0.14 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 107 107 < 0.005 0.02 112
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 <0.005 — 5.01 5.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 5.10
Vendor 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
Hauling  <0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 — 6.28 6.28 < 0.005 < 0.005 6.59
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 0.83 0.83 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.84
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.04 1.04 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.09

3.2. Demolition (2024) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.72 24.9 18.2 0.03 0.12 — 0.12 0.11 — 0.11 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 3,437
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.04 1.46 1.07 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 201 201 0.01 < 0.005 202
Equipment
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Demolition

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Demolition

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.06
0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
<0.005
0.00
<0.005

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.14

<0.005
0.00
0.01
<0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.19

0.00

0.49
0.00

0.03

0.03
0.00
< 0.005
0.01
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005

3.3. Demolition (2025) - Unmitigated

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.08
0.00

0.03

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

<0.005
0.00
< 0.005

<0.005
0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.08
0.00

0.03

<0.005
0.00
<0.005

<0.005
0.00
<0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

< 0.005

0.00
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
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< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

33.3

0.00

82.4
0.00
107

5.01
0.00
6.28

0.83
0.00
1.04

0.00

33.3

0.00

82.4
0.00
107

5.01
0.00
6.28

0.83
0.00
1.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.02

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005

< 0.005
0.00
< 0.005
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0.00

33.4

0.00

83.7
0.00
112

5.10
0.00
6.59

0.84
0.00
1.09



Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.72
Equipment

Demolition —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average @ —
Daily

Off-Road  0.06
Equipment

Demolition —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.01
Equipment

Demolition —

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite

Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

24.9

0.00

2.00

0.00

0.37

0.00

18.2

0.00

1.46

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.79

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.08
0.00

0.01

0.00

<0.005
0.00

0.79

0.08
0.00

0.06

0.01

0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00

0.71

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00
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0.01
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.71

0.01
0.00

0.06

< 0.005

0.00

0.01

< 0.005
0.00

3,425

0.00

275

0.00

45.5

0.00

3,425

0.00

275

0.00

45.5

0.00

0.14

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.03

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00
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3,437

0.00

276

0.00

45.7

0.00
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Dalily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.04 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 80.7 80.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 82.0
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 0.13 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 105 105 < 0.005 0.02 110
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.71 6.71 < 0.005 < 0.005 6.82
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.42 8.42 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.82
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 111 111 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.13
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.39 1.39 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.46

3.4. Demolition (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 0.72 24.9 18.2 0.03 0.12 — 0.12 0.11 — 0.11 — 3,425 3,425 0.14 0.03 3,437
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.08 0.08 — 0.01 0.01 — — — — — —
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Onsite 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
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.06 2.00 1.46 < 0.005 0.01 — 0.01 0.01 — 0.01 — 275 275 0.01 < 0.005 276
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — 0.01 0.01 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Annual — — —_ — — — — — — _ — — _ _ _ _

Off-Road 0.01 0.37 0.27 < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 < 0.005 — < 0.005 — 455 45.5 < 0.005 < 0.005 45.7
Equipment

Demolition — — — — — < 0.005 <0.005 — < 0.005 <0.005 — — — — — —

Onsite 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
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.06 0.04 0.45 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.08 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 80.7 80.7 < 0.005 < 0.005 82.0
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 0.13 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 105 105 < 0.005 0.02 110

Average @ — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Daily

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 6.71 6.71 < 0.005 < 0.005 6.82
Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.42 8.42 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.82
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 111 111 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.13
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Vendor 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
Hauling < 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 <0.005 <0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.39 1.39 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.46

3.5. Site Preparation (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _ _
Summer
(Max)

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.07 39.9 28.3 0.05 1.12 — 1.12 1.02 — 1.02 — 5,295 5,295 0.21 0.04 5,314
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 7.67 7.67 — 3.94 3.94 — — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite 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
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.09 3.28 2.33 < 0.005 0.09 — 0.09 0.08 — 0.08 — 435 435 0.02 < 0.005 437
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 0.63 0.63 — 0.32 0.32 — — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite 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
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — — _ — — — _
Off-Road  0.02 0.60 0.42 < 0.005 0.02 — 0.02 0.02 — 0.02 — 72.1 72.1 < 0.005 < 0.005 72.3
Equipment
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Dust From — — — — — 0.11 0.11 — 0.06 0.06 — — — — — —
Material

Movement

Onsite 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
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer

(Max)

Dalily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.05 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 94.2 94.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 95.6
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.02 8.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.15
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.33 1.33 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.35
Vendor 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
Hauling 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

3.6. Site Preparation (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite
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Dalily, —
Summer
(Max)

Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road 1.07
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Average —
Daily

Off-Road  0.09
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Annual —

Off-Road 0.02
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

Offsite —

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

39.9

0.00

3.28

0.00

0.60

0.00

28.3

0.00

2.33

0.00

0.42

0.00

0.05

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.17

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

7.67

0.00

0.63

0.00

0.11

0.00

0.17

7.67

0.00

0.01

0.63

0.00

< 0.005

0.11

0.00

0.15

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

26/85

De Young Properties Peach & Behymer Project Custom Report, 6/20/2024

3.94

0.00

0.32

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.15

3.94

0.00

0.01

0.32

0.00

< 0.005

0.06

0.00

0.00

435

0.00

72.1

0.00

0.00

435

0.00

72.1

0.00

0.21

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.04

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

5,314

0.00

437

0.00

72.3

0.00
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Dalily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.07 0.05 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 94.2 94.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 95.6
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.01 < 0.005 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 8.02 8.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 8.15
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 1.33 1.33 < 0.005 < 0.005 1.35
Vendor 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
Hauling 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

3.7. Grading (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.33 48.8 35.3 0.06 1.36 — 1.36 1.23 — 1.23 — 6,599 6,599 0.27 0.05 6,622
Equipment

Dust From — — — — — 3.59 3.59 — 1.42 1.42 — — — — — —
Material
Movement

Onsite 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
truck

27185



Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

1.33

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.09
0.00

0.00

48.8

0.00

10.0

0.00

1.83

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.00

35.3

0.00

7.26

0.00

1.33

0.00

0.74
0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

1.36

0.00

0.28

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

3.59

0.00

0.74

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

1.36

3.59

0.00

0.28

0.74

0.00

0.05

0.13

0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

1.23

0.00

0.25

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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1.42

0.00

0.29

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

1.23

1.42

0.00

0.25

0.29

0.00

0.05

0.05

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

6,599

0.00

1,356

0.00

224

0.00

121
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

224

0.00

121
0.00

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

6,622

0.00

1,361

0.00

225

0.00

123
0.00

0.00



Daily, —
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.08
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

Average —
Daily

Worker 0.02
Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

Annual —

Worker < 0.005

Vendor 0.00
Hauling 0.00

3.8. Grading (2025) - Mitigated

0.05
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.60
0.00
0.00

0.13
0.00
0.00
0.02
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
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.02
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00
0.00
0.00

De Young Properties Peach & Behymer Project Custom Report, 6/20/2024

0.03
0.00
0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

0.01
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road 1.33
Equipment

Dust From —
Material
Movement

Onsite 0.00
truck

48.8

0.00

35.3

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.20

0.00

3.59

0.00

0.20

3.59

0.00

0.18

0.00
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1.42

0.00

0.18

1.42

0.00

108
0.00

0.00

22.9
0.00
0.00

3.79
0.00
0.00

6,599

0.00

108
0.00
0.00

22.9
0.00
0.00

3.79
0.00
0.00

6,599

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.27

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

< 0.005
0.00
0.00

0.05

0.00

109
0.00

0.00

23.3
0.00
0.00

3.85
0.00
0.00

6,622

0.00



Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Dust From
Material
Movement

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

1.33

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.09
0.00

0.00

48.8

0.00

10.0

0.00

1.83

0.00

0.05
0.00

0.00

35.3

0.00

7.26

0.00

1.33

0.00

0.74
0.00

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

0.20

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.00

0.00

3.59

0.00

0.74

0.00

0.13

0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.20

3.59

0.00

0.04

0.74

0.00

0.01

0.13

0.00

0.11
0.00

0.00

0.18

0.00

0.04

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
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1.42

0.00

0.29

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

0.18

1.42

0.00

0.04

0.29

0.00

0.01

0.05

0.00

0.03
0.00

0.00

6,599

0.00

1,356

0.00

224

0.00

121
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

224

0.00

121
0.00

0.00

0.27

0.00

0.06

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.05

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.01
0.00

0.00

6,622

0.00

1,361

0.00

225

0.00

123
0.00

0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.08 0.05 0.60 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.03 0.03 — 108 108 < 0.005 0.01 109
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.13 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 22.9 22.9 < 0.005 < 0.005 233
Vendor 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
Hauling 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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker < 0.005 < 0.005 0.02 0.00 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.00 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 3.79 3.79 < 0.005 < 0.005 3.85
Vendor 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
Hauling 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

3.9. Building Construction (2025) - Unmitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road  0.62 18.9 14.3 0.02 0.69 — 0.69 0.64 — 0.64 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 2,406
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - -

Winter
(Max)
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Off-Road  0.62 18.9 14.3 0.02 0.69 — 0.69 0.64 — 0.64 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 2,406
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Average @ — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _
Daily

Off-Road 0.21 6.46 4.90 0.01 0.24 — 0.24 0.22 — 0.22 — 821 821 0.03 0.01 824
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Off-Road  0.04 1.18 0.89 < 0.005 0.04 — 0.04 0.04 — 0.04 — 136 136 0.01 < 0.005 136
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Offsite — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — _

Summer
(Max)

Worker 0.41 0.22 3.56 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.12 0.12 — 581 581 0.02 0.02 591
Vendor 0.02 0.60 0.27 < 0.005 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.03 0.03 — 374 374 0.01 0.06 392
Hauling 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

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter
(Max)

Worker 0.36 0.26 2.89 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.12 0.12 — 515 515 0.02 0.02 523
Vendor 0.02 0.64 0.28 < 0.005 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.03 0.03 — 375 375 0.01 0.06 391
Hauling 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

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — - - — —
Daily

Worker 0.13 0.08 1.01 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.00 0.04 0.04 — 183 183 0.01 0.01 186

Vendor 0.01 0.21 0.09 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.03 0.03 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 — 128 128 < 0.005 0.02 134
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Hauling 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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Worker 0.02 0.01 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.03 0.00 0.01 0.01 — 30.3 30.3 < 0.005 < 0.005 30.8
Vendor < 0.005 0.04 0.02 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 21.2 21.2 < 0.005 < 0.005 22.2
Hauling 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

3.10. Building Construction (2025) - Mitigated

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)

Onsite

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — _ _ _ _ _
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road  0.62 18.9 14.3 0.02 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 2,406
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —

Winter
(Max)

Off-Road  0.62 18.9 14.3 0.02 0.10 — 0.10 0.10 — 0.10 — 2,398 2,398 0.10 0.02 2,406
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Off-Road 0.21 6.46 4.90 0.01 0.04 — 0.04 0.03 — 0.03 — 821 821 0.03 0.01 824
Equipment

Onsite 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
truck

Annual — — — — — — — — — — _ — _ _ _ _
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Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Worker
Vendor
Hauling

Average
Daily

Worker
Vendor
Hauling
Annual

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.04

0.00

0.41
0.02
0.00

0.36
0.02

0.00

0.13
0.01
0.00
0.02
< 0.005
0.00

1.18

0.00

0.22
0.60
0.00

0.26
0.64

0.00

0.08
0.21
0.00
0.01
0.04
0.00

0.89

0.00

3.56
0.27
0.00

2.89
0.28

0.00

1.01
0.09
0.00
0.18
0.02
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00
0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.52
0.10
0.00

0.52
0.10

0.00

0.18
0.03
0.00
0.03
0.01
0.00

3.11. Building Construction (2026) - Unmitigated

0.01

0.00

0.52
0.10
0.00

0.52
0.10

0.00

0.18
0.03

0.00

0.03
0.01
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00
0.01

0.00

0.00
< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.12
0.03

0.00

0.04
0.01

0.00

0.01
< 0.005
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.12
0.03

0.00

0.04
0.01
0.00
0.01
< 0.005
0.00

Criteria Pollutants (Ib/day for daily, ton/yr for annual) and GHGs (Ib/day for daily, MT/yr for annual)
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136

0.00

581
374
0.00

515
375

0.00

183
128

0.00

30.3
21.2
0.00

136

0.00

581
374
0.00

515
375

0.00

183
128

0.00

30.3
21.2
0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.02
0.01

0.00

0.01
< 0.005

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.06
0.00

0.02
0.06

0.00

0.01
0.02

0.00

< 0.005
< 0.005
0.00
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136

0.00

591
392
0.00

523
391

0.00

186
134

0.00

30.8
22.2
0.00



Onsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Daily,
Winter
(Max)

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Average
Daily

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Annual

Off-Road
Equipment

Onsite
truck

Offsite

Daily,
Summer
(Max)

Worker
Vendor

Hauling

0.62

0.00

0.62

0.00

0.44

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.38
0.02
0.00

18.9

0.00

18.9

0.00

13.5

0.00

2.46

0.00

0.20
0.58
0.00

14.3

0.00

14.3

0.00

10.2

0.00

1.86

0.00

3.28
0.26
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.00
< 0.005
0.00

0.69

0.00

0.69

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.52
0.10
0.00

0.69

0.00

0.69

0.00

0.49

0.00

0.09

0.00

0.52
0.10
0.00

0.64

0.00

0.64

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.00
0.01
0.00
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0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

0.64

0.00

0.64

0.00

0.46

0.00

0.08

0.00

0.12
0.03
0.00

2,397

0.00

2,397

0.00

1,712

0.00

283

0.00

568
367
0.00

2,397

0.00

2,397

0.00

1,712

0.00

283

0.00

568
367
0.00

0.10

0.00

0.10

0.00

0.07

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.02
0.01
0.00

0.02

0.00

0.02

0.00

0.01

0.00

< 0.005

0.00

0.02
0.06
0.00

2,405

0.00

2,405

0.00

1,718

0.00

284

0.00

578
385
0.00
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Daily, — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Winter

(Max)

Worker 0.34 0.24 2.65 0.00 0.00 0.52 0.52 0.00 0.12 0.12 — 505 505 0.02 0.02 513
Vendor 0.02 0.62 0.27 < 0.005 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.01 0.03 0.03 — 368 368 0.01 0.06 384
Hauling 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
Average — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Daily

Worker 0.25 0.16 1.93 0.00 0.00 0.37 0.37 0.00 0.09 0.09 — 373 373 0.01 0.02 380
Vendor 0.01 0.43 0.19 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.07 0.07 < 0.005 0.02 0.02 — 262 262 0.01 0.04 275
Hauling 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
Annual — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — —
Worker 0.04 0.03 0.35 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.07 0.00 0.02 0.02 — 61.8 61.8 < 0.005 < 0.005 62.8
Vendor < 0.005 0.08 0.03 < 0.005 < 0.005 0.01 0.01 < 0.005 < 0.005 < 0.005 — 43.4 434 < 0.005 0.01 454
Hauling 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

3.12. Building Construction (2026) - Mitigated

Criteria Po