NOTICE OF DETERMINATION
FOR THE
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
FOR THE
WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
(SCH No. 2016101033)
FOR THE
LAKESIDE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
The Lakeside Union School District as Lead Agency has completed an Initial Study (See Attachment 1)
evaluating the possible environmental effects of the above referenced project in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) guidelines and the State of California Division of Drinking
Water Federal Cross Cutter guidelines and has determined that a Mitigated Negative Declaration is
appropriate. All comments received by the Lead Agency have been reviewed and addressed in the final
version of the Initial Study.
The Lead Agency hereby finds that the proposed project as described and proposed to be mitigated in
the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (See Attachment 2) will not have a
significant effect on the environment. This determination has been made according to the CEQA
guidelines.
Said finding and subsequent Notice of Determination filing was approved by the Board of Directors of
the Lakeside Union School District during their Regular Board Meeting of
.

Ty Bryson
Superintendent of Schools
Lakeside Union School District

ATTACHMENT 1
INITIAL STUDY AND MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

Lakeside Union School District

Water Supply Project
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQAPlus)
Initial Study and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration

November 2016

LAKESIDE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
CEQA – Plus Initial Study for the
Water Supply Project
1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
Project Title:

Lakeside Union School District - Water Supply Project

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Lakeside Union School District
14535 Old River Road, Bakersfield, CA 93311

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Ty Bryson, Superintendent of Lakeside Schools
(661) 836-6658

Project Location:

Old River Road between McCutchen Road and Shafter Road in the
County of Kern, California.

Project sponsor’s name and address:

Same as lead agency

General Plan Description:

The General Plan designation within the project limits is generally
Intensive Agriculture. There are also minor areas of Highway
Commercial, General Commercial, Estate Residential, and Low
Density Residential at the community of Old River, and Public
School at the school site.

Zoning:

Between McCutchen Road and Taft Highway (State Route 119)
the City of Bakersfield zoning is residential and medium
commercial. Between Taft Highway and Shafter Road the County
of Kern zoning is agricultural.

Description of Project:

The project consists of the construction of approximately 4-miles
of 16-inch water pipeline along Old River Road from McCutchen
Road to Shafter Road. Construction of the water pipeline will be
kept within the designated right-of-way, which is developed with
paved roads and graded shoulders. The water pipeline will
connect to the City of Bakersfield’s existing domestic water
distribution network at Old River Road/McCutchen Road and will
serve Lakeside School at Old River Road/Shafter Road. A 6-inch
water service line will be furnished and installed within the
Lakeside School site. The existing groundwater well that currently
serves Lakeside School will be abandoned in accordance with
local, state, and federal requirements. Refer to Figures 1, 2, and 3
for schematics of the proposed pipeline alignments. Construction
operations are anticipated to last approximately 3 months.
Construction operations will consist of trenching along existing
paved roads and or graded shoulders, installation of the pipe,
backfilling, and restoration of the finish surface to pre project
conditions. Anticipated construction equipment includes pipe and
equipment delivery trucks, staff vehicles, excavator, loader,
backhoe, paver, and water truck. Construction crews needed for
the work are estimated at 1 crew consisting of 6 to 8 individuals
including the foreman, operators, and laborers.
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Surrounding Land Uses and Setting;

The project area is primarily situated along paved roads and
graded shoulders. The area is surrounded by agricultural farmland
with minor residential, commercial, and industrial facilities.

Other Public Agencies Whose
Approval is Required (e.g. Permits,
Financial Approval, or Participation
Agreements):

City of Bakersfield, County of Kern, California Department of
Public Health, Kern Delta Water District, and California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

2. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project. Please see the
checklist beginning on page 4 for additional information.
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic

Agriculture and Forestry
Cultural Resources
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Utilities/Service Systems

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Mandatory Findings of Significance

3. DETERMINATION:
On the basis of this initial evaluation:
I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially significant unless
mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier
analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing
further is required
Signature:

Date:

Printed Name: Ty Bryson, Superintendent of Schools

For: Lakeside Union School District

Page 3 of 21
November 2016

4. CEQA Environmental Checklist
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected by the
proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the projects indicate no
impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for
clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the applicable section of the checklist or is
within the body of the environmental document itself. The words "significant" and "significance" used
throughout the following checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form
are intended to encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of
significance.
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic
highway
c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
a – The project is not located near any scenic vistas.
b – There are no scenic highways or historic buildings at or adjacent to the project area.
c & d – The project consists of the construction of underground utilities along an improved dedicated Right of Way. Aesthetic
appearance of the area will be restored to its current conditions upon completion of the project.
II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining
whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether
impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and
Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project;
and the forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the
project:
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson
Act contract?
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland
zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code
section 51104(g))?
d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use?
e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
a, b, c, d, & e – The project planning area is within existing road Right-of-Way and a developed school site. While the project is
adjacent to agricultural farmland, the project will not affect or impact farming operations. Forest or timber land do not exist within the
limits of the project.

III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan?
b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an
existing or projected air quality violation?
c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non- attainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including
releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
a, b, c, d, & e – Refer to the attached Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions evaluation.

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations,
or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans,
policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
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c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife
nursery sites?
e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
a, b, & d – Because the project will take place along dedicated road Right of Ways and a developed school site, it is unlikely that
sensitive natural habitat will be disturbed. A reconnaissance level biological survey was conducted for the project area (see attached
report). Although no sensitive species were found, the referenced report notes the potential presence of the San Joaquin coachwhip,
western burrowing owl, San Joaquin kit fox, and the Tipton kangaroo rat. Mitigation measures to protect special status species
include pre construction surveys and protection of special status species, if found, worker environmental awareness training,
biological monitoring of any species found during the pre construction surveys, and wildlife entrapment hazards protection. More
detail mitigation procedures for each of the aforementioned species can be found in the attached Biological Resources Constraints
Analysis.
c – There are no wetlands within the limits of construction of the proposed project.
e – The project will not violate any policies or ordinances protecting biological resources such as tree preservation plans.
f – The project will be in compliance with the Kern County General Plan.
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5?
b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or
site or unique geologic feature?
d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?
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a, b, & c –This project consists of the construction of underground utilities within developed dedicated Right of Way and a developed
school site. The Native American Heritage Commission NAHC and the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS)
have been contacted and the determination has been made that there are no significant historical, archeological, or paleontological
resources within the affected project area. Consistent with the recommendations presented by CHRIS, some of the NAHC tribal
agencies contacted for comments, and AECOM’s survey results, the Lead Agency will implement the following Mitigation Measures
to satisfy some of the general concerns from CHRIS and the NAHC and member tribes.
•

CULT -1 : A qualified professional archaeologist will be available during ground disturbance activities at any time the
contractor finds any objects within the pipeline trench excavation that have the potential to be significant. Contractor will
receive training per Mitigation Measure CULT – 2 so they can distinguish trash Vs. items that have to be reported to the
archeologist. The archeologist will identify the significance of any unearthed cultural resources and make the appropriate
mitigation recommendations.

•

CULT-2 : Prior to any ground disturbance, contractor personnel shall attend a Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training to
be conducted by a qualified professional archeologist or tribal agency approved appointee trainer.

•

CULT-3 : Consistent with Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, the Lead Agency shall initiate formal
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission within 14 days of the Lead Agency approving the Project.

CHRIS’s original recommendation to have a professional archeologist onsite during ground disturbance was modified to be present
for only at times when the contractor encounters any objects within the trench excavation with the potential to have historical
significance. The reason for the change is that the existing ground within the proposed pipeline construction has been previously
disturbed during the road and school site construction and no findings were noted. Additionally, there will be no structures that will
be disturbed as part of this project.
The NAHC completed a search of the Sacred Lands File for the USGS quadrangle. The results were negative. NAHC provided a
contact list for local tribes. The Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe and Kitanemuk and Yowlumne Tejon Indians have not
responded to multiple contact attempts. The Tejon Indian Tribe recommends that at a minimum a Cultural Presentation be given to the
construction contractors. The Tule River Indian Tribe stated that there is currently no information regarding cultural or prehistorical
items or areas within the project area. If during excavation activities, something is discovered the tribe should be contacted.
Furthermore, AECOM conducted a pedestrian archaeological survey to identify cultural resources present in the study area and to
determine if the project may cause impacts to cultural resources. The probability of unanticipated discoveries for the route is judged
to be moderate, due to the large presence of prehistoric and historic resources within the project area. Work within the survey areas is
unlikely to cause unanticipated cultural resource impacts.
d – It is not anticipated that findings of human remains will be encountered in the project. If this occurs, construction work will stop
and the appropriate authorities and agencies will be contacted for verification of significant historical findings. Work would then
proceed based on the recommendations of a qualified professional archeologist.
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publication 42?
ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
iv) Landslides?
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
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c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in onor off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or
collapse?
d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?
e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not
available for the disposal of waste water?
a i-iv – The project area is located within 14 miles of fault zones listed in the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map. The
construction of the proposed water facilities will not increase risks to humans or property from geologic hazards Additionally, the
project area is relatively flat and the potential for landslides is minimal.
b, c, & d – The possibility of erosion and loss of top soil is minimal. The contractor will be required to mitigate any potential of this
issue via the projects Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. Soils are anticipated to be suitable for installation of underground
utilities as these soils currently support road structures and school site facilities.
e – Septic systems are not part of the proposed potable water pipeline project.
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the project:
a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly,
that may have a significant impact on the environment?
b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
a & b – Refer to the attached Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions evaluation.
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment?
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing
or proposed school?
d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?
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f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?
g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent
to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
a & b – With the exception of temporary hazardous materials used by construction equipment, the construction of the proposed project
will not require the use of hazardous materials of any kind. The proposed project will present no additional health or safety hazards
above existing conditions.
c – The project will require construction adjacent to both Lakeside School to the south and Independence High School to the north.
Hazardous emissions will only be generated during construction by construction equipment. The effects of this will be managed by
having the construction contractor implement necessary BMPs as required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District as is
standard practice for construction projects in the San Joaquin Valley. Construction operations in the vicinity of these schools will be
short term (less than 5 days) and thus the impact is anticipated to be less than significant.
d - A review of the Department of Toxic Substances Control reveals that the construction site is not listed as a hazardous materials or
former hazardous waste site. Therefore, it is not anticipated that construction will pose as a threat (in terms of the release of hazardous
materials) to the surrounding population, human or otherwise.
e & f – There are no public or private airports located near the vicinity of the project area.
g - Operations of the project will not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan since the project does not include the development of physical structures. However, the project may
potentially affect emergency response plans and evacuation routes during construction for those few residents in the immediate
vicinity of the project. Alternative routes will be issued by means of appropriate traffic control measures. The construction effort will
also be coordinated with applicable agencies to ensure there will be no impairment of emergency response.
h - It is not anticipated that the project will expose any residents in the vicinity to potential wildfires as there is no wildlands in the
area.

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the project:
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements?
b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g.,
the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level
which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?
c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or
off-site?
d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner
which would result in flooding on- or off-site?
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
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f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would
impede or redirect flood flows?
i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?
j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow
a, b, & f - It is not anticipated that the proposed project will come into any contact with or degrade groundwater that may be below the
project area. The proposed project will also not violate any water quality or waste discharge requirements. Discharge from
construction related activities would also not violate water quality or waste discharge requirements as the construction contractor will
be subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and the Construction General Permit Guidelines. The
project is intended to provide potable water meeting current water quality standards to the Lakeside Union School District.
c & d – With the exception of temporary construction related activities, the project will not produce or leave any physical structures
that may alter or restrict existing drainage patterns in the area. The construction contractor will address drainage through the
construction site as part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan. Existing drainage patterns and runoff conditions will be
returned to pre project conditions upon completion of the project.
e - It is not anticipated that the project will generate a substantial amount of water from construction activities. Appropriate storm
water pollution prevention measures will be implemented in accordance with the requirements of the State of California Water
Resources Control Board’s Construction General Permit for Strom Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land
Disturbances Activities
g, h, & i - Based on a review of the Flood Insurance Rate Map for the area, the project is not located within a 100-year flood zone.
There are no levees or dams in the vicinity of the project area.
j - There are no bodies of water within the vicinity of the project area that would increase the chances of flooding caused by a seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow.
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the project:
a) Physically divide an established community?
b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited
to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural
community conservation plan?
a - The proposed project consists of underground utilities.
b - The current General Plan and Zoning Land Use scheme for the area is primarily intensive agriculture. The construction of the
proposed project will not alter or hinder this designation in any way.
c - The proposed project consists of the installation of underground utilities in a paved road and developed school site and will not
conflict with any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans.
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:
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a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?
a & b - A review of the County of Kern Zoning Maps indicates that the area is zoned for intensive agriculture and not marked for
mineral resource extraction. It is not anticipated that the proposed project will result in a divergence from the zoning in terms of
mineral Resources. The project will take place on a paved road with graded shoulders that is not currently used nor is it available for
mineral resources extraction.
XII. NOISE: Would the project result in:
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne
vibration or groundborne noise levels?
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the
project expose people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
a, b, c, & d - There will be a temporary increase in noise levels created by the use of dirt moving and pipeline installation equipment
during the construction phase of the project. Upon completion of the project noise levels will return to pre-project levels. Heavy
construction equipment typically generates noise levels up to around 95 dbA at 50 feet. To a large extent, these types of noises are
common and associated with any development activities. Consistent with the County of Kern municipal codes, construction hours
will be limited to daylight hours. Construction activities near the two schools sites will be short term (less than 5 days) and thus the
noise impact is anticipated to be less than significant. Construction operations within the school site have the potential to have a
significant impact to students when school is in session. To mitigate this impact, the applicant proposed the following Mitigation
Measure:
•

NOISE-1 : Construction operations inside the Lakeside Union School District are to be conducted on those times when
school is not in session on nights or weekends.

e & f - There are no private or public airports in the vicinity of the project.
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the project:
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
a, b, c - It is not anticipated that this project will cause the regional or local population to exceed projections or to affect a change in
the housing economy. Prior to the housing collapse a few years ago, much of the land adjacent to the project north of Taft Highway
(State Route 119) was being prepared for residential development and much of the land was annexed to the City of Bakersfield. When
subdivision of the land was no longer economically feasible, the land was returned to intensive agriculture. It is unlikely that
construction of the proposed water pipeline will induce residential development to restart in this area. The primary goal of the new
potable water pipeline is to provide water to the Lakeside Union School that meets current water quality standards.
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:
a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any
of the public services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?
a - Emergency (police, fire, and ambulance) services may see some temporary inconveniences at time of construction, although the
contractor will be required to maintain access for these services through appropriate traffic control measures. The project is intended
to resolve an existing water quality problem and is not intended to induce growth or other factors that would result in the need for
additional public services.
XV. RECREATION:
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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?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the environment?
a & b - The proposed action will not have an adverse effect on any recreational facilities. There are no State or local parks near the
vicinity of the project area.
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:
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a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation
system, taking into account all modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the
circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets,
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass
transit?
b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management program,
including, but not limited to level of service standards and travel
demand measures, or other standards established by the District
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase
in traffic levels or a change in location that result in substantial safety
risks?
d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?
e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs regarding public
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the
performance or safety of such facilities?
a, b, c - The project will be constructed on existing traveled roadways and within a developed school site. Construction operations
may cause some traffic congestion and drivers may be instructed to take alternative routes or to decrease driving speed within the
limits of construction. Contractor will be required to prepare and implement a traffic control plan to accommodate traffic during
construction. The project will not result in any changes to air traffic patterns. The project consists of the installation of underground
utilities.
d - There will be no hazards to safety from project design features. Project surface conditions will be returned to pre project
conditions after completion of the project.
e - During construction, emergency access will not be obstructed. In cases of emergencies, drivers may be instructed to take
alternative routes. The construction effort will be coordinated with applicable emergency response agencies to ensure there will be no
impairment of emergency response.
f - The project will not interfere with the existing bus or alternative transportation routes currently in use by the City or County.
During construction, the Contractor will be required to allow access to schools buses and other vehicles onto the school site. One of
the entrances to the parking lot adjacent to Old River Road will be closed while the service lateral is in place. Contractor will route
traffic to the other entrance/exit points through traffic control signs.
a though f – In accordance with the comments submitted as part of the CEQA Initial Study public review process, The Lead Agency
will be responsible for obtaining an encroachment permit from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans).

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the project:
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable
Regional Water Quality Control Board?
b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction
of which could cause significant environmental effects?
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c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which
could cause significant environmental effects?
d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed?
e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s
existing commitments?
f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?
a, b, c, d, e, f, g – The proposed project will not have adverse effects on any of the facilities listed above. The project will neither
create demand for nor result in construction of treatment facilities, storm drain facilities, or solid waste disposal. The project is
intended to provide potable water service to the Lakeside Union School District with water meeting current water quality standards.
This is being accomplished through a consolidation of the school’s water system with the City of Bakersfield Water system.
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to 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 selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,
substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the
major periods of California history or prehistory?
b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that
the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)?
c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?
a, b, c - The proposed project area is lacking in any types of water wildlife and will not have any kind of significant adverse effect on
the plant and animal populations. It is not anticipated that the project will negatively affect any kind of historical relevance in the
surrounding area, nor will there be any lasting negative effects on the residential population in the vicinity of the project.
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5. Evaluation of Federal Cross Cutters
1.

Clean Air Act
1.1. Affected Environment
The project will not violate air quality standards or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. The project
will result in short-term construction related air pollutant emissions, particularly dust (PM10), fine particles (PM2.5),
reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and carbon monoxide (CO) that may affect people near the project
location. There are very few sensitive receptors along the 4-mile reach of proposed construction. At the school site,
construction operations will be short term and are not anticipated to have an impact with respect to air quality on attending
students and school staff. In order to minimize any impact, the construction contractor will implement necessary BMPs as
required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District as is standard practice for construction projects in the San
Joaquin Valley. Refer to additional details in the Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation report.

1.2. Environmental Consequences
Temporary pollutant emissions as a result of construction activities.

1.3. Mitigation Measure
The contractor will be required to comply with BMPs in accordance with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District Guidelines.

2.

Coastal Zone Management Act
2.1. Affected Environment
The project planning area is not located in a coastal region.

2.2. Environmental Consequences
None

2.3. Mitigation Measures
None

3.

Endangered Species Act (ESA)
3.1. Affected Environment
Because the project will take place along dedicated road Right of Ways and a developed school site, it is unlikely that
sensitive natural habitat will be disturbed. A reconnaissance level biological survey was conducted for the project area
(see attached report). Although no sensitive species were found, the referenced report notes the potential presence of the
San Joaquin coachwhip, western burrowing owl, San Joaquin kit fox, and the Tipton kangaroo rat.

3.2. Environmental Consequences
None with implementation of mitigation measures.

3.3. Mitigation Measures
Preconstruction surveys for special status wildlife species, worker environmental awareness training, biological
monitoring of any species found during the preconstruction surveys, wildlife entrapment hazards protection, and
protection of the wildlife special status species listed above, if found. More detail mitigation procedures for each of the
aforementioned species can be found in the attached Biological Resources Constraints Analysis.

4.

Environmental Justice
4.1. Affected Environment
The project does not involve any activities that are likely to impact a minority, low income, indigenous, or tribal group.
The project involves the construction of a potable water line within dedicated roadways. The Lakeside Union School
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District currently operates and maintains its own water system which is in noncompliance with current water quality
standards. This project was the selected alternative for resolving this issue. The project will serve the school water
meeting current water quality standards from the City of Bakersfield Water system.

4.2. Environmental Consequences
None

4.3. Mitigation Measures
None

5.

Farmland Protection Policy Act
5.1. Affected Environment
The project consisting of installation of underground pipelines is proposed to take place within dedicated Right of Way along
paved roads and graded shoulders and will not affect any farmland.

5.2. Environmental Consequences
None

5.3. Mitigation Measures
None

6.

Flood Plain Management
6.1. Affected Environment
The proposed action will not have any effect on any floodplains. The project planning area is designated by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as a Zone X defined by FEMA as areas determined to be outside the 0.2%
annual chance floodplain. The project consists of the installation of underground utilities. Ground surface will be
returned to pre project conditions after completion of the project.

6.2. Environmental Consequences
None

6.3. Mitigation Measures
None

7.

National Historic Preservation Act
7.1. Affected Environment
The Native American Heritage Commission NAHC and the California Historical Resource Information System (CHRIS)
have been contacted and the determination has been made that there are no significant historical, archeological, or
paleontological resources within the project area (Road Right of Way). Consistent with the recommendations presented
by CHRIS and some of the tribal agencies contacted for comments, the Lead Agency will implement Mitigation Measures
to satisfy some of the general concerns from CHRIS and the NAHC and member tribes.

CHRIS’s original recommendation to have a professional archeologist onsite during ground disturbance was modified to
be present for only at times when the contractor encounters any objects within the trench excavation with the potential to
have historical significance. The reason for the change is that the existing ground within the proposed pipeline
construction has been previously disturbed during the road and school site construction and no findings were noted.
Additionally, there will be no structures that will be disturbed as part of this project.

7.2. Environmental Consequences
There are no environmental consequences anticipated with respect to cultural resources as a result of this project. The
mitigation measures presented below are intended to serve as safety nets in the event that an unknown resource is
discovered during construction.

7.3. Mitigation Measures
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CULT -1 : A qualified professional archaeologist will be available during ground disturbance activities at any time the
contractor finds any objects within the pipeline trench excavation that have the potential to be significant. Contractor will
receive training per Mitigation Measure CULT – 2 so they can distinguish trash Vs. items that have to be reported to the
archeologist. The archeologist will identify the significance of any unearthed cultural resources and make the appropriate
mitigation recommendations.
CULT-2 : Prior to any ground disturbance, contractor personnel shall attend a Cultural Resources Sensitivity Training to be
conducted by a qualified professional archeologist or tribal agency approved appointee trainer.
CULT-3 : Consistent with Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, the Lead Agency shall initiate formal
consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission within 14 days of the Lead Agency approving the Project.

8.

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
8.1. Affected Environment
There are no bodies of water with the affected project area that have habitat suitable for the formation of fishery
communities.

8.2. Environmental Consequences
None

8.3. Mitigation Measures
None

9.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
9.1. Affected Environment
The attached Biological Constraints analysis identifies the western burrowing owl (Athene Cunicularia) and other nesting
birds as a bird not observed but with potential to occur within the project area.

9.2. Environmental Consequences
None with implementation of mitigation measures.

9.3. Mitigation Measures
Refer to Biological Constraints Analysis Report and Section 6 of the checklist for a detailed list of the mitigation
measures that will be used if migratory birds are found during preconstruction surveys.

10. Protection of Wetlands
10.1. Affected Environment
A search of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory maps does not show any wetlands
near the project planning area.

10.2. Environmental Consequences
None

10.3. Mitigation Measures
None

11. Safe Drinking Water Act, Sole Source Aquifer Protection
11.1. Affected Environment
The purpose of the proposed action is to provide potable water to the school site, due to one of the onsite wells being
contaminated with arsenic. Therefore, the installation and connection of the water pipeline will help reduce the potential
of contaminated water entering the system. During construction, the potential for construction related storm water
discharges may exist.

11.2. Environmental Consequences
Minimal temporary construction related storm water discharge.

11.3. Mitigation Measures
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Appropriate storm water pollution prevention plan measures will be implemented in accordance with the requirements of
the State of California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbances
Activities.

12. Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
12.1. Affected Environment
There are no rivers within the limits of the project planning area.

12.2. Environmental Consequences
None

12.3. Mitigation Measures
None

13. National Forest Lands
13.1. Affected Environment
There are no forests within the limits of the project planning area.

13.2. Environmental Consequences
None

13.3. Mitigation Measures
None

14. Clean Water Act (Section 404) and Rivers and Harbors Act (Section 10)
14.1. Affected Environment
The project is not located in or near navigable waters of the United States. There will be no modification of existing
structures in or near designated navigable waters, nor will the project result in the placement of dredge or fill material into
the waters of the United States.

14.2. Environmental Consequences
None

14.3. Mitigation Measures
None
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6. Mitigation Measures
This section summarizes the mitigation measures and Best Management Practices (BMP’s) which will be utilized to implement the
proposed action. All of the mitigation measures are minimal and are standard practice for the majority of construction projects in the
area.
Environmental
Summary of Mitigation Measures and BMP’s
Factor
Air Quality

AIR-1: In order to minimize any impact, the construction contractor will implement necessary BMPs as
required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District as is standard practice for construction projects in
the San Joaquin Valley.
BIO-1: Special-Status Plants Protection. If sensitive plant species are observed during pre-construction
surveys, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than 5-feet from the edge of the root zone should be established to
protect the individuals from direct impacts.
BIO-2: Pre-Construction Surveys. A qualified biologist should conduct a comprehensive pre-construction
survey for special-status wildlife species within the Project footprint and buffer at least 2 weeks prior to the
start of construction. In the event that a special status or listed species is observed, the appropriate agency or
agencies should be contacted for consultation and to determine an approved course of action.
BIO-3: Worker Environmental Awareness Training (WEAT). Prior to construction, a Worker Environmental
Awareness Training should be prepared and presented to all construction personnel at the start of Projectrelated activities. The training should discuss sensitive-status species with the potential to occur within the
Project footprint, including their regulatory status, description, and habitat requirements, and any sensitive
habitat areas that may be encountered. The program should emphasize the importance of minimizing
disturbance, and describe the federal, state, and local regulations protecting biological resources and the
potential penalties for non-compliance with these laws and statutes.
BIO-4: Biological Monitor. If special-status wildlife species are detected within the Project area or buffer
during pre-construction surveys, a qualified biological monitor should be on-site during all grounddisturbing activities, including vegetation removal. The biological monitor should be the principal agent in
the direct implementation of project mitigation measures, including administering the WEAT, conducting
compliance monitoring and pre-construction surveys, and completing necessary reporting.

Biological Resources

BIO-5: Wildlife Entrapment Hazards. Where pre-construction surveys indicate presence of special-status
wildlife species, exclusionary fencing (silt or construction fencing) should be installed around work areas to
prevent individuals from entering the work area.
All trenches that are to be left open overnight should be either securely covered or have wildlife escape
ramps installed during non-work hours to prevent entrapment of common and special-status wildlife species.
BIO-6: Western Burrowing Owl Protection. Within two (2) weeks prior to construction, a qualified biologist
should conduct pre-construction clearance surveys within all potentially suitable habitats for western
burrowing owls within the work area and buffer. Surveys should focus on identifying any western burrowing
owls, active or inactive western burrowing owl burrows, and their sign, including pellets, white wash, prey
remains, tracks, feathers and other signs of occurrence, etc.
a.
If occupied, non-breeding burrows are observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than 160 feet
will be established around the burrow. If a burrow is located within 160 feet of the work area, the
CDFW should be consulted to determine an appropriate course of action.
b. If occupied, breeding burrows are observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than 300 feet will
be established around the burrow. A qualified biologist will monitor the burrow until it has been
determined that the nest has failed or the young have fledged. If a burrow is located within 300
feet of the work area, the CDFW should be consulted to determine an appropriate course of
action.
BIO-7: San Joaquin Kit Fox Protection. Within two (2) weeks prior to the start of construction, a qualified
biologist should conduct pre-construction clearance surveys of the work area and buffer for signs of San
Joaquin kit fox, including active and inactive natal and non-natal dens, scat, prey remains, and tracks. All
suitable denning locations should be investigated for use. Any observation of an active den should result in
consultation with the USFWS and CDFW to determine if Project modifications or further mitigation
measures may be necessary. Generally, a 150-foot no-disturbance buffer should be established around any
active, non-natal dens observed, and a 300-foot no-disturbance buffer should be established around active,
natal dens observed.
a.
If active San Joaquin kit fox dens are found within the work area or buffer during construction
activities, all work should immediately stop and the USFWS and CDFW should be notified to
establish suitable exclusion zones.
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b.

c.

Biological Resources
Continued

If active San Joaquin kit fox dens are found within the work area or buffer during construction
activities, all work should immediately stop and the USFWS and CDFW should be notified to
establish suitable exclusion zones.
If a San Joaquin kit fox is encountered during Project activities, all work that could result in a
direct injury, disturbance, or harassment should immediately cease and the Project biologist
should be notified.

BIO-8: Tipton Kangaroo Rat Protection. No more than two (2) weeks prior to construction, a qualified
biologist should conduct surveys within the Project footprint and buffer to identify potential kangaroo rat
burrows. Where potential burrows are identified, a live-trap survey should be conducted following the
methods provided in the USFWS-approved Survey Protocol for Determining Presence of San Joaquin
Kangaroo Rats (USFWS 2013). If any Tipton kangaroo rats are identified during surveys, consultation with
the USFWS and CDFW should be conducted to determine an approved course of action.
a.
If any Tipton kangaroo rats are observed during work activities, all work in the vicinity should
immediately stop and the appropriate agencies (CDFW, USFWS) should be contacted for
consultation. If uninvestigated kangaroo rat burrows are observed during construction, work in
the vicinity should immediately stop and the appropriate agencies (CDFW, USFWS) should be
contacted for consultation. If uninvestigated kangaroo rat burrows are observed during
construction, work in the vicinity should stop and appropriate live-trap surveys should be
conducted to confirm the species.
BIO-9: Nesting Birds Protection. When construction activities will occur during avian breeding season
(February 1 through August 31), a qualified biologist should conduct a nesting bird survey of the Project
footprint and a minimum of a 300-foot adjacent buffer no more than seven (7) days prior to the start of
construction or vegetation clearing activities.
a.
If any active nests are identified within the Project footprint or buffer, a no-disturbance buffer
should be established, measuring no less than 500 feet for nesting raptors and 300 feet for all
other species. A qualified biologist should monitor the nest for progress until such time as the
nest has been determined to have failed or successfully fledged.
b. All vegetation clearing activities required by the Project should be conducted outside the breeding
bird season to the extent feasible. Where vegetation clearing must be conducted within the
breeding bird season, these activities should be preceded by a nesting bird survey conducted by a
qualified biologist no more than seven (7) days prior to the start of vegetation clearing.
c.
Vegetation clearing activities during avian breeding season within suitable nesting bird habitat
should be monitored by a qualified biologist.
CULT -1 : A qualified professional archaeologist will be available during ground disturbance activities at
any time the contractor finds any objects within the pipeline trench excavation that have the potential to be
significant. Contractor will receive training per Mitigation Measure CULT – 2 so they can distinguish trash
Vs. items that have to be reported to the archeologist. The archeologist will identify the significance of any
unearthed cultural resources and make the appropriate mitigation recommendations.

Cultural

Geology and Soils
Hydrology and
Water Quality
Noise
Transportation /
Traffic

CULT-2 : Prior to any ground disturbance, contractor personnel shall attend a Cultural Resources Sensitivity
Training to be conducted by a qualified professional archeologist or tribal agency approved appointee
trainer.
CULT-3 : Consistent with Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, the Lead Agency shall
initiate formal consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission within 14 days of the Lead
Agency approving the Project.
GEO-1: Construction contractor will be required to develop and implement a storm water pollution
prevention plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the State of California Construction General Permit
Guidelines.
HYDRO-1: The construction contractor will address drainage through the construction site as part of the
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
NOISE-1: Construction operations inside the Lakeside Union School District are to be conducted on those
times when school is not in session on nights or weekends.
TRA-1: Construction contractor will be required to develop and implement a traffic control plan in
accordance with local, State, and Federal requirements.
TRA-2: As requested by CALTRANS, an encroachment permit must be obtained by the Agency for any
utility installations within and across State Right of Way.
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EXHIBITS AND SUPPORTING DOCUMENTS
1.

Project Schematics (Figures 1, 2, and 3)

2.

Aerial Map of Project Location

3.

General Plan Designations Map(s)

4.

City of Bakersfield Zoning Map(s)

5.

Kern County Zoning Map(s)

6.

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation

7.

Biological Resources Constraints Analysis

8.

NAHC Consultation Documents

9.

CHRIS Consultation Documents

10. Cultural Resource Study
11. Fault Zone Map
12. Envirostor Cleanup Sites Map
13. Flood Zone Map(s)
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Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Evaluation

Lakeside Union School District Water Supply Project IS/MND

3.3

Section 3.0

AIR QUALITY

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or
air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the
project:
a)

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
Less than Significant Impact. Air quality plans describe air pollution control strategies to be
implemented by a city, county, or regional air district. The primary purpose of an air quality plan
is to bring an area that does not attain National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and
California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) into compliance with those standards
pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Air Act and California Clean Air Act. NAAQS and
CAAQS have been established for the following criteria pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide
(CO), sulfur dioxide (SO 2 ), nitrogen dioxide (NO 2 ), particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diameter (PM 10 ), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM 2.5 ), and lead.
The proposed project is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) under the
jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). The SJVAPCD
is responsible for preparing air quality attainment plans (AQAP) for each criteria pollutant that
does not meet the standard. AQAP documents are transmitted to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for incorporation into the
State Implementation Plan (SIP), a general plan to attain and maintain the NAAQS for complying
with the federal Clean Air Act (CAA).
The AQAPs present comprehensive strategies to reduce emissions from stationary, area, mobile,
and indirect sources. Recent AQAPs include:





2016 Plan for the 2008 8-Hour Ozone Standard adopted in June 2016.
2015 Plan for the 1997 PM 2.5 standard adopted in April 2015 as plan to achieve
attainment of the 1997 standards by 2020.
2012 PM 2.5 Plan adopted in December 2012 as a plan to achieve attainment of
the 2006 federal standards by 2019.
2007 PM 10 Maintenance Plan adopted in September 2007 to assure the SJVAB’s
continued attainment of the federal standard.

Consistency with the AQAPs is based on whether the project would exceed the estimated
emissions in the air quality plan, which are based on assumptions of equipment use, projections
of population and vehicle miles traveled. AQAPs include strategies such as the adoption of rules
and regulation; enhancement of CEQA participation; implementation of new and modified
indirect-source review program; adoption of local air quality plans; and stationary, mobile, and
indirect source control measures.
Construction of the proposed project would involve the use of off-road equipment, haul trucks,
and an estimated construction workforce of eight workers per day. The contribution of
construction equipment emissions forecasted in the AQAP emissions inventory is estimated for
the region on an annual basis. The proposed project would not increase the assumptions for offroad equipment use in AQAPs. As discussed in more detail in Section 3.3(b) below, emissions
generated from the construction of the proposed project would not exceed the SJVAPCD CEQA
thresholds and therefore would not create or contribute substantially to existing or projected
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violations of the NAAQS or CAAQS. Implementation of the proposed project would also not
result in changes to existing operational and maintenance (O&M) activities.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not exceed the assumptions used to
develop the AQAPs and would not obstruct or conflict with implementation strategies.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
No substantial adverse direct or indirect effects would occur under NEPA.
b)

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violation?
Less than Significant Impact. Construction emissions are short term or temporary but have the
potential to result in a significant impact on air quality. Construction activities for the proposed
project would generate temporary emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of
nitrogen (NO X ), CO, PM 10 , and PM 2.5 . ROG, NO X , and CO emissions are associated primarily
with mobile equipment exhaust, including off-road construction equipment and on-road motor
vehicles. Fugitive particulate matter dust emissions are associated primarily with site preparation
and travel on unpaved roads and vary as a function of parameters such as soil silt content, soil
moisture, wind speed, acreage of disturbance area, and miles traveled by construction vehicles.
Construction of the proposed project is expected to begin in 2017 and would last approximately 3
months. The estimated construction workforce is a maximum of eight workers per day. To
conservatively estimate maximum daily emissions, the proposed project’s construction emissions
were modeled based on a worst-case scenario representing an intensive day of construction where
there is an overlap in pipeline installation and surface restoration construction phases. The
analysis assumes that the construction site would be approximately 1.70 acres, given a 3.5 feet
construction area width and 4 mile long pipeline. The equipment for the project consists of an
excavator, loader, backhoe, paver, water truck and delivery trucks. Off-road construction
equipment was assumed to operate simultaneously for 8 hours per day.
Emissions generated by typical construction activities were modeled using the California
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), Version 2013.2.2 (see Appendix A). This model
allows the user to enter project-specific construction information, such as the types, number, and
horsepower of construction equipment, and the number and length of off-site motor vehicle trips.
Project construction emissions were estimated for construction worker commutes, haul trucks,
and the use of off-road equipment.
The project’s emissions were assessed in accordance with SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Assessing
and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts under CEQA (SJVAPCD, 2015). The guide presents
information and general guidance for assessing and mitigating project-related impacts on air
quality and SJVAPCD-recommended procedures relating to CEQA. Following the guide,
additional technical guidance is provided for characterizing project related impacts, such as the
thresholds of significance.
As an effort to attain and maintain NAAQS, Congress adopted General Conformity requirements
as part of the CAA Amendments and were implemented by EPA regulations in November 1993.
General Conformity requires that all federal actions conform to the SIP as approved or
promulgated by EPA. The proposed project’s construction emissions are required to be evaluated
against the applicable General Conformity Rule thresholds of significance, which are called de
minimis levels. The de minimis levels are based on the area designations for the project area. The
three basic designation categories are nonattainment, attainment, and unclassified. An
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“attainment” designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations did not exceed the
established standard. In contrast, a “nonattainment” designation indicates that a pollutant
concentration has exceeded the established standard. If the emissions would exceed the de
minimis levels, a formal air quality conformity determination is required (EPA, 2016).
The SJVAB is a nonattainment area for ozone (NO x and ROG) and PM 2.5 and a maintenance area
for CO and PM 10 . The de minimis thresholds for NO x , ROG, PM 2.5 , CO, and PM 10 are presented
in Table 3.3-1. The SJVAB is in attainment for SO 2 and NO 2 ; therefore, there are no de minimis
levels for these pollutants.
As shown in Table 3.3-1, construction activities for the proposed project would generate annual
emissions of approximately 0.06 tons of ROG, 0.63 tons of NO X , 0.47 tons of CO, 0.04 tons of
PM 10 , and 0.03 tons of PM 2.5 . Additional modeling assumptions and details are provided in
Appendix A.
TABLE 3.3-1
ESTIMATED UNMITIGATED ANNUAL CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS
Source/Description

ROG
0.06
10

Maximum Annual Emissionsa
SJVAPCD Regional Thresholdsb
General Conformity De Minimis
Thresholds in SJVABc
Exceed Regional or De Minimis
Threshold?
a

Emissions (Tons per Year)
NOx
CO
PM 10
0.63
0.47
0.04
10
100
15

10
No
b

PM 2.5
0.03
15

10

100

100

100

No

No

No

No

c

Source:
Modeled by AECOM in 2016; SJVAPCD, 2016; EPA, 2016.
1. ROG = reactive organic gases; NOx = oxides of nitrogen

As shown in Table 3.3-1, the maximum annual construction-related emissions of the proposed
project would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s regional emission thresholds or the de minimis levels
set by the General Conformity requirements. Implementation of the proposed project would also
not result in operational and maintenance activities beyond existing conditions. Therefore, the
proposed project would not violate an ambient air quality standard or contribute substantially to
an existing violation. As such, the impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation
measures would be required. No substantial adverse direct or indirect effects would occur under
NEPA.
c)

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions, which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?
Less than Significant Impact. The SJVAPCD cumulative analysis focuses on whether a
specific project would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions. By its very
nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The nonattainment status of regional
pollutants is a result of past and present development within the SJVAB, and this regional impact
is cumulative rather than being attributable to any one source. A project’s emissions may be
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable when taken in combination with past, present,
and future development projects.
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As discussed in Section 3.3(b) above, the proposed project would result in the generation of
criteria air pollutant emissions, but at levels that do not exceed any of the SJVAPCD regional
thresholds or the de minimis levels. These thresholds are designed to identify those projects that
would result in significant levels of air pollution and to assist the region in attaining the
applicable state and federal ambient air quality standards. Projects that would not exceed the
thresholds of significance would not contribute a considerable amount of criteria air pollutant
emissions to the region’s emissions profile, and would not impede attainment and maintenance of
ambient air quality standards.
Because the proposed project would not exceed any de minimis levels or SJVAPCD thresholds,
the proposed project’s emissions would not be cumulatively considerable. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. No substantial
adverse direct or indirect effects would occur under NEPA.
d)

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
Less than Significant Impact. Some members of the population are especially sensitive to air
pollutant emissions and should be given special consideration when projects’ air quality impacts
are evaluated. These groups include children, older adults, persons with preexisting respiratory or
cardiovascular illness, and athletes and others who engage in frequent exercise. Sensitive
receptors include residences, schools, playgrounds, child care centers, athletic facilities, longterm health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes.
The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are schools and single-family residential
properties located approximately 80 to 530 feet to the east and west of the project area. Pollutants
that could be generated by project activities and could result in adverse health effects on sensitive
receptors include diesel exhaust particulate matter (i.e., PM 10 and PM 2.5 ), which is classified as a
toxic air contaminant (TAC). However, due to the nature of pipeline installation, similar to a
moving assembly line, trucks and off-road equipment would not operate in the immediate vicinity
of any sensitive receptor for an extended period of time.

Because off-road, heavy-duty equipment would be used for a relatively short time period in the
vicinity of sensitive receptors, construction activities would not be anticipated to expose sensitive
receptors to substantial TAC concentrations. Operation of the proposed project would only
involve minimal and infrequent maintenance activities. The proposed project would not expose
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Therefore, the impacts would be less
than significant and no mitigation measures would be required. No substantial adverse direct or
indirect effects would occur under NEPA.
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
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Less than Significant Impact. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depend on numerous
factors: the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind speed and direction; and the
presence of sensitive receptors. Although offensive odors rarely cause any physical harm, they
still can be very unpleasant, and they can generate citizen complaints to local governments and
regulatory agencies.
Potential construction-related sources of odors include diesel construction equipment that emit
exhaust. However, because of the amount and types of equipment (refer to Section 3.3(b) for
equipment estimate), the temporary nature of these emissions, and the highly diffusive properties
of diesel exhaust, nearby receptors would not be affected by diesel exhaust odors associated with
project construction. The proposed project would use typical construction techniques, and the
odors would be typical of most construction sites and temporary in nature.
Operation of the proposed project would not add any new odor sources. Infrequent maintenance
worker trips would not be anticipated to generate or expose any persons to substantial odor
emissions. As a result, the proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people. Therefore, impacts related to odors would be less than significant
and no mitigation measures would be required.
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

Would the project:
a)

Generate greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs), either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?
Less than Significant Impact. Certain gases in the earth’s atmosphere, classified as greenhouse
gases (GHG), play a critical role in determining the earth’s surface temperature. A portion of the
solar radiation that enters earth’s atmosphere is absorbed by the earth’s surface, and a smaller
portion of this radiation is reflected back toward space. Infrared radiation (i.e., thermal heat) is
absorbed by GHGs; as a result, infrared radiation released from the earth that otherwise would
have escaped back into space is instead “trapped,” resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This
phenomenon, known as the “greenhouse effect,” is responsible for maintaining a habitable
climate on Earth.
GHGs are present in the atmosphere naturally, are released by natural sources, and are formed
from secondary reactions taking place in the atmosphere. The following are GHGs that are widely
seen as the principal contributors to human-induced global climate change:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Carbon dioxide (CO 2 )
Methane (CH 4 )
Nitrous oxide (N 2 O)
Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs)
Perfluorocarbons (PFCs)
Sulfur Hexafluoride (SF 6 )

Global warming potential (GWP) is a concept developed to compare the ability of each GHG to
trap heat in the atmosphere relative to CO 2 . The GWP of a GHG is based on several factors,
including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and length of time (i.e.,
lifetime) that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The GWP of each gas
is measured relative to CO 2 , the most abundant GHG. GHGs with lower emissions rates than
CO 2 may still contribute to climate change because they are more effective at absorbing outgoing
infrared radiation than CO 2 (i.e., high GWP). The concept of CO 2 -equivalents (CO 2 e) is used to
account for the different GWP potentials of GHGs to absorb infrared radiation.
The quantity of GHGs that it takes to ultimately result in climate change is not precisely known;
however, no single project alone is expected to measurably contribute to a noticeable incremental
change in the global average temperature, or to a global, local, or micro climate. Given the nature
of environmental consequences from GHGs and global climate change, CEQA requires that lead
agencies evaluate the cumulative impacts of GHGs, even relatively small additions, on a global
basis.
In December 2009, the SJVAPCD adopted the Final Guidance Staff Report Addressing
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts under CEQA. The SJVAPCD also developed guidance for
land-use agencies to address GHG emission impacts for new development projects. Projects
complying with an approved GHG emission reduction plan or GHG mitigation program would
have a less-than-significant individual and cumulative impact for GHG emissions. Projects
implementing Best Performance Standards (BPS) and reducing project-specific GHG emissions
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by at least 29% compared to business-as-usual (BAU) condition would have a less than
significant individual and cumulative impact on global climate change.
The SJVAPCD methodology was developed primarily to address long-term operational activities
of land use development projects (e.g. residential and commercial buildings). Thus, the
SJVAPCD has not developed a BPS for the proposed project. The SJVAPCD, the City of
Bakersfield, and Kern County have not established numerical significance thresholds for the
evaluation of construction-related GHG emissions.
In order to establish additional context in which to consider the proposed project’s GHG
emissions, this analysis reviewed guidelines used by other public agencies. The most conservative
threshold was included in the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA)
2008 report, CEQA and Climate Change: Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions
from Projects Subject to the California Environmental Quality Act. CAPCOA recommends a
threshold of 900 MT CO 2 e per year for any residential, commercial, or industrial project
(CAPCOA, 2008). In 2014, the Sacramento Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
adopted a significance threshold for GHG emissions of 1,100 MT CO 2 e per year that applies for
construction and operational emissions (SMAQMD, 2016). These significance thresholds were
developed to assess consistency of a project’s emissions with the statewide framework for
reducing GHG emissions and used in this analysis.
In addition to the significance thresholds mentioned previously, the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) released final GHG and climate change guidance in August 2016. The final
guidance applies to all proposed federal agency actions, including land and resource management
actions. This guidance explains that agencies should consider both the potential effects of a
proposed action on climate change, as indicated by its estimated GHG emissions, and the
implications of climate change for the environmental effects of a proposed action. The guidance
recommends that agencies quantify a proposed agency action’s projected direct and indirect GHG
emissions, taking into account available data and GHG quantification tools that are suitable for
the proposed agency action.
Heavy-duty off-road equipment, materials transport, and worker commutes during construction of
the proposed project would result in exhaust-related GHG emissions. Total construction-related
GHG emissions were estimated using the same methodology discussed earlier under Section 3.3
(Air Quality). CalEEMod estimates GHG emissions associated with development of a project,
including off-road construction equipment, transportation, electricity, natural gas, solid waste,
water and wastewater, and area-source emissions.
GHG emissions associated with construction of the proposed project would be 74 MT CO 2 e (see
Appendix A, Air Quality Calculations). The proposed project is not anticipated to generate new
vehicle trips and would not generate any additional activities related to maintenance or operations
that would exceed existing levels. The proposed project would not significantly increase the
generation or use of electricity, water, wastewater, and solid waste. Thus, implementation of the
proposed project would not create GHG emissions from operations.
The total construction-related CO 2 e emissions of 74 MT CO 2 e associated with the proposed
project would be less than any of the proposed or adopted GHG thresholds discussed earlier in
this section (i.e., 900 MT CO 2 e per year for residential, commercial, industrial projects). The
proposed project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment. Therefore, impacts related to GHG would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
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According to CEQ guidance, agencies should not limit themselves to calculating a proposed
action’s emissions as a percentage of sector, nationwide, or global emissions in deciding whether
or to what extent to consider climate change impacts under NEPA. When considering GHG
emissions and their significance, agencies should use appropriate tools and methodologies for
quantifying GHG emissions and comparing GHG quantities across alternative scenarios (CEQ
(2016). Therefore, the NEPA analysis is based on the emissions reporting limit as required by the
Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule. If the proposed project exceeds 25,000 MT CO2e
per year, the project would have a substantial adverse effect on the environment. The total
construction-related CO 2 e emissions would be less than 25,000 MT CO2e per year. No
substantial adverse direct or indirect effects would occur under NEPA.

b)

Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purposed of reducing
the emissions of greenhouse gases?
Less than Significant Impact. In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming
Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill [AB] 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5,
Sections 38500, et seq.). AB 32 requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels
by 2020 In December 2008, ARB adopted its Climate Change Scoping Plan (Scoping Plan),
which contains the main strategies California will implement to achieve the required GHG
reductions required by AB 32 (ARB 2008).
The Scoping Plan also includes ARB-recommended GHG reductions for each emissions sector of
California’s GHG inventory. ARB further acknowledges that decisions about how land is used
will have large impacts on the GHG emissions that will result from the transportation, housing,
industry, forestry, water, agriculture, electricity, and natural gas emissions sectors. ARB is
required to update the Scoping Plan at least once every 5 years to evaluate progress and develop
future inventories that may guide this process. ARB approved the first update to the Climate
Change Scoping Plan: Building on the Framework in June 2014 (ARB 2014). The Scoping Plan
update includes a status of the 2008 Scoping Plan measures and other federal, state, and local
efforts to reduce GHG emissions in California, and potential actions to further reduce GHG
emissions by 2020.
None of the measures listed in the Scoping Plan update directly relate to construction activity.
While the Scoping Plan update does include some measures that would indirectly address GHG
emissions levels associated with construction activity, including the phasing in of cleaner
technology for diesel engine fleets (including construction equipment) and the development of a
Low Carbon Fuel Standard, successful implementation of these measures will predominantly
depend on the development of future laws and policies at the state level, rather than separate
actions by individual agencies or local governments. Thus, it is assumed that those polices
formulated under the mandate of AB 32 that are applicable to construction-related activity, either
directly or indirectly, would be implemented during construction of the project if those policies
and laws are developed before the commencement of project construction. Therefore, it is
assumed that project construction would not conflict with the Scoping Plan update.
The SJVAPCD has not developed any BPS related to construction of the proposed project and the
City of Bakersfield has not established a Climate Action Plan or included specific GHG reduction
goals and policies in the General Plan (City of Bakersfield, 2002). As discussed earlier, the
proposed project would not exceed the conservative significance thresholds for GHG emissions
from other counties and air districts. The approach to developing a threshold of significance for
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GHG emissions is to identify the level of emissions for which a project would not be expected to
substantially conflict with existing California legislation that has been adopted to reduce
statewide GHG emissions. As such, the proposed project would not conflict with any applicable
plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, impacts would
be less than significant and no mitigation measures would be required.
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1.70

User Defined Industrial

3

Pacific Gas & Electric Company

641.35

Climate Zone

Utility Company

CO2 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

0.029

2.7

N2O Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

Operational Year

Precipitation Freq (Days)

User Defined Unit

Metric

Kern-San Joaquin County, Annual

0.006

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

Area Coating -

Trips and VMT - Based on maximum 8 workers/day

Off-road Equipment - Based on assumption of 8 hours/day.

Off-road Equipment - Based on project description.
Off-Highway Truck - Water Truck.

2017

32

1.70

Lot Acreage

Construction Phase - Based on Project Description and three month construction schedule. Overlapping phases.

Land Use - Based on a 4 mile (21,120 feet) pipeline and 3.5 feet construction area width.

Project Characteristics -

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

CH4 Intensity
(lb/MWhr)

Urban

Urbanization

Wind Speed (m/s)

Size

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
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Land Uses

1.1 Land Usage

1.0 Project Characteristics

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

73,920.00

Floor Surface Area

0

Population

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

ReapplicationRatePercent
NumDays
NumDays
PhaseEndDate
PhaseStartDate
AcresOfGrading
LandUseSquareFeet
LotAcreage
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
OffRoadEquipmentUnitAmount
PhaseName
PhaseName
UsageHours
UsageHours
OperationalYear
WorkerTripNumber
WorkerTripNumber

tblAreaCoating

tblConstructionPhase

tblConstructionPhase

tblConstructionPhase

tblConstructionPhase

tblGrading

tblLandUse

tblLandUse

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblOffRoadEquipment

tblProjectCharacteristics

tblTripsAndVMT

tblTripsAndVMT

2.0 Emissions Summary

Column Name

Table Name

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

3.00

10.00

2014

7.00

6.00

0.00

0.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

1.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

6/1/2017

8/31/2017

10.00

4.00

10

Default Value

Page 2 of 19

8.00

8.00

2017

8.00

8.00

Grading

Grading

1.00

1.00

0.00

2.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

1.70

73,920.00

1.50

3/2/2017

6/1/2017

66.00

66.00

0

New Value

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0608

Total

0.00

ROG

0.00

NOx

0.0608

Total

Percent
Reduction

0.6309

0.0608

0.6309

NOx

0.6309

2017

Year

ROG

NOx

0.6309

Mitigated Construction

0.0608

2017

Year

ROG

Unmitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

0.00

CO

0.4628

0.4628

CO

0.4628

0.4628

CO

SO2

0.00

SO2

8.0000e004

8.0000e004

SO2

8.0000e004

8.0000e004

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

0.0342

0.0342

Fugitive
PM10

4.6100e003

4.6100e003

0.00

Exhaust
PM10

0.0342

0.0342

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

5.0500e003

5.0500e003

8.71

Exhaust
PM10

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

1.12

PM10
Total

0.0388

0.0388

PM10
Total

0.0393

0.0393

PM10
Total

4.10

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.1700e003

1.1700e003

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.2200e003

1.2200e003

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.00

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0315

0.0315

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0315

0.0315

Exhaust
PM2.5
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0.15

PM2.5
Total

0.0327

0.0327

PM2.5
Total

0.0327

0.0327

PM2.5
Total

0.00

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

73.1384

73.1384

73.1383

73.1383

0.00

0.00

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

73.1383

73.1383

CH4

0.00

CH4

0.0214

0.0214

CH4

0.0214

0.0214

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

73.1384

73.1384

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.00

N20

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.00

CO2e

73.5876

73.5876

CO2e

73.5877

73.5877

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.2887

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Total

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM10

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

Water

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

2.0000e005

CO

0.0000

0.0000

Energy

0.0000

NOx

Waste

0.2887

Area

Category

ROG

Unmitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5
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0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.00

Grading

Paving

1

2

Phase
Number

Phase Name

Construction Phase

3.0 Construction Detail

Percent
Reduction

ROG

0.0000

0.00

NOx

CO

SO2

0.0000

Paving

0.00

0.00

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

Phase Type

0.0000

Grading

0.00

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.00

3/2/2017

3/1/2017

Start Date

0.00

6/1/2017

5/31/2017

End Date

0.00

0.00

5

5

Num Days
Week

0.00

66

66

Num Days

0.00

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

0.00

0.00

Phase Description

0.00

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

NBio-CO2 Total CO2

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

MT/yr

CH4

0.00

N20

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.00

CO2e

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

3.0000e005

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5
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PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

Exhaust
PM10

0.0000

0.2887

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Total

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM10

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

Water

0.0000

Mobile

0.0000

2.0000e005

CO

0.0000

0.0000

Energy

0.0000

NOx

Waste

0.2887

Area

Category

ROG

Mitigated Operational

2.2 Overall Operational

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2
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Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Cement and Mortar Mixers

Pavers

Paving Equipment

Rollers

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes

Grading

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

Paving

1

Paving

Water Exposed Area

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

4

Grading

Phase Name

8.00

8.00
0.00

0.00

Vendor Trip
Number

Rubber Tired Dozers

Grading

Worker Trip
Number

Off-Highway Trucks

Grading

Offroad Equipment
Count

Graders

Grading

Trips and VMT

Excavators

Offroad Equipment Type

Grading

Phase Name

OffRoad Equipment

0.00

0.00

Hauling Trip
Number

0

0

0

1

0

2

0

1

0

1

10.80

10.80

Worker Trip
Length

Amount

7.30

7.30

Vendor Trip
Length

8.00

7.00

8.00

8.00

6.00

8.00

6.00

4.00

6.00

8.00

Usage Hours

20.00 LD_Mix

HDT_Mix

HDT_Mix

HHDT

HHDT

Vendor
Hauling
Vehicle Class Vehicle Class

0.37

0.38

0.36

0.42

0.56

0.37

0.40

0.38

0.41

0.38

Load Factor

Worker Vehicle
Class
20.00 LD_Mix

Hauling Trip
Length

97

80

130

125

9

97

255

400

174

162

Horse Power

Residential Indoor: 0; Residential Outdoor: 0; Non-Residential Indoor: 0; Non-Residential Outdoor: 0 (Architectural Coating – sqft)

Acres of Paving: 0

Acres of Grading (Grading Phase): 1.5

Acres of Grading (Site Preparation Phase): 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

0.0473

Total

0.4957

0.4957

NOx

0.3482

0.3482

CO

0.0000

0.0000

8.5000e004

8.5000e004

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

Category

ROG

1.0700e003

1.0700e003

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0.0105

0.0105

0.0000

0.0000

CO

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0473

Off-Road

Fugitive Dust

Category

ROG

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.2 Grading - 2017

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

6.0000e004

6.0000e004

SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

0.0277

0.0277

0.0000

2.1300e003

2.1300e003

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

8.0000e004

8.0000e004

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

2.1400e003

2.1400e003

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

0.0285

0.0277

8.0000e004

PM10
Total

5.7000e004

5.7000e004

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

9.0000e005

9.0000e005

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0254

0.0254

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5
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5.8000e004

5.8000e004

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0255

0.0254

9.0000e005

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

55.3813

55.3813

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

1.0000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

0.0170

0.0170

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

55.3813

55.3813

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

1.9648

1.9648

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

55.7377

55.7377

0.0000

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0473

Total

0.4957

0.4957

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

8.5000e004

8.5000e004

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

Category

ROG

1.0700e003

1.0700e003

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

CO

0.0105

0.0105

0.0000

0.0000

CO

0.3482

0.3482

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0473

Off-Road

Fugitive Dust

Category

ROG

Mitigated Construction On-Site

3.2 Grading - 2017

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

6.0000e004

6.0000e004

SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

0.0277

0.0277

0.0000

2.1300e003

2.1300e003

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

3.6000e004

3.6000e004

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

2.1400e003

2.1400e003

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

0.0280

0.0277

3.6000e004

PM10
Total

5.7000e004

5.7000e004

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

4.0000e005

4.0000e005

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0254

0.0254

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5
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5.8000e004

5.8000e004

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0255

0.0254

4.0000e005

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

55.3813

55.3813

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

1.0000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

0.0170

0.0170

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

55.3813

55.3813

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

1.9648

1.9648

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

55.7376

55.7376

0.0000

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

0.0119

Paving

Total

0.1330

0.1330

NOx

0.0936

0.0936

CO

0.0000

0.0000

8.5000e004

8.5000e004

Hauling

Vendor

Worker

Total

Category

ROG

1.0700e003

1.0700e003

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0.0105

0.0105

0.0000

0.0000

CO

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0119

Off-Road

Category

ROG

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.3 Paving - 2017

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

1.5000e004

1.5000e004

SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

2.1300e003

2.1300e003

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

6.5500e003

0.0000

6.5500e003

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

2.1400e003

2.1400e003

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

6.5500e003

0.0000

6.5500e003

PM10
Total

5.7000e004

5.7000e004

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

6.0200e003

0.0000

6.0200e003

Exhaust
PM2.5
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5.8000e004

5.8000e004

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

6.0200e003

0.0000

6.0200e003

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

13.8314

0.0000

13.8314

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

1.0000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

4.2400e003

0.0000

4.2400e003

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

13.8314

0.0000

13.8314

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

1.9648

1.9648

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

13.9204

0.0000

13.9204

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

0.0119

Paving

Total

0.1330

0.1330

NOx

0.0000

8.5000e004

8.5000e004

Vendor

Worker

Total

1.0700e003

1.0700e003

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0.0105

0.0105

0.0000

0.0000

CO

0.0936

4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

0.0000

Hauling

Category

ROG

CO

0.0936

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

0.0119

Off-Road

Category

ROG

Mitigated Construction On-Site

3.3 Paving - 2017

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

1.5000e004

1.5000e004

SO2

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

Exhaust
PM10

2.1300e003

2.1300e003

0.0000

0.0000

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

6.5500e003

0.0000

6.5500e003

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

2.1400e003

2.1400e003

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

6.5500e003

0.0000

6.5500e003

PM10
Total

5.7000e004

5.7000e004

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

1.0000e005

1.0000e005

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

6.0200e003

0.0000

6.0200e003

Exhaust
PM2.5
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5.8000e004

5.8000e004

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

6.0200e003

0.0000

6.0200e003

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

13.8314

0.0000

13.8314

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

1.9628

1.9628

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

1.0000e004

1.0000e004

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

4.2400e003

0.0000

4.2400e003

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

13.8314

0.0000

13.8314

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

1.9648

1.9648

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

13.9203

0.0000

13.9203

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

CO

LDT2

0.136851

Historical Energy Use: N

5.0
Energy Detail
4.4 Fleet Mix

LDT1

0.055392

LDA

0.0000

0.0000

0.00

0.00

Saturday

Trip %

0.00

0.00

Sunday

0.0000

0.0000

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.010473

LHD2

7.30

0.022831

MHD

0.00

0.001827

UBUS

0

Primary

Annual VMT

0.001527

OBUS

0.00

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

H-O or C-NW

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.171083

HHD

0.00

H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C

0.057354

LHD1

7.30

H-S or C-C

0.181006

MDV

9.50

User Defined Industrial

0.352073

H-W or C-W

Land Use

Miles

0.00

4.3 Trip Type Information

0.00

Total

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total
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Average Daily Trip Rate

0.0000

0.0000

User Defined Industrial

Exhaust
PM10

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

Weekday

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

Land Use

4.2 Trip Summary Information

0.0000

Mitigated

Category

ROG

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Mitigated

MCY
0.005960

0

Diverted

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

SBUS
0.001111

0

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.002512

MH

Pass-by

Annual VMT

0.0000

0.0000

Trip Purpose %

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

0

User Defined
Industrial

Total

kBTU/yr

NaturalGa
s Use

Land Use

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0.0000

0.0000

CO

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

NaturalGas
Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

NaturalGas
Mitigated

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

Electricity
Unmitigated

0.0000

CO

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

Electricity
Mitigated

Category

ROG

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5
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0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0

User Defined
Industrial

0.0000

0.0000

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

0

User Defined
Industrial

Total

kWh/yr

Electricity
Use

Land Use

Unmitigated

0.0000

0.0000

Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

MT/yr

0.0000

CH4

CO

0.0000

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Total

kBTU/yr

NaturalGa
s Use

Land Use

Mitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

Exhaust
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5
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0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

0.0000

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

Date: 9/13/2016 8:58 AM

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0

User Defined
Industrial

0.0000

0.0000

Total CO2

0.2887

0.2887

Mitigated

Unmitigated

Category

ROG

0.0000

0.0000

NOx

2.0000e005

2.0000e005

CO

0.0000

N2O

0.0000

0.0000

SO2

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

0.0000

CH4

6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Total

kWh/yr

Electricity
Use

Land Use

Mitigated

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2013.2.2

Exhaust
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

tons/yr

Fugitive
PM10

0.0000

0.0000

CO2e

0.0000

0.0000

PM10
Total

Fugitive
PM2.5

0.0000

0.0000

Exhaust
PM2.5
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0.0000

0.0000

PM2.5
Total

0.0000

0.0000

Bio- CO2

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

3.0000e005

CH4

0.0000

0.0000

MT/yr

NBio- CO2 Total CO2

0.0000

0.0000

N2O

3.0000e005

3.0000e005
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chloride (PVC) water pipeline in the Old River Road
right-of-way. The proposed pipeline will connect the
LUSD campus, just south of Shafter Road, to an existing
16-inch waterline at McCutchen Road.

Introduction

The Lakeside Union School District (LUSD) proposes to
construct a water system consolidation pipeline in the
unincorporated community of Old River, California. The
Lakeside School Water Supply Project (Project) includes
construction of an approximately 4-mile-long water
pipeline, updates to one existing water well, and
abandonment of another existing water well. The
purpose of the Project is to connect the LUSD campus
water supply with the City of Bakersfield water
distribution system.

The pipeline will be installed via open cut trenching,
except where road and canal crossings require the use
of other methods, as described below. The proposed
pipeline will be buried at a depth of approximately
5 feet below ground surface. The following area will
deviate from this plan, as described:

Drinking and irrigation water for the Lakeside School
campus and LUSD District office at 14535 Old River
Road historically were provided by onsite water wells.
Effective January 2006, arsenic levels in water from
Well 2 exceeded the State of California (State)
mandated
maximum
contaminant
levels
of
10 micrograms per liter. Due to these high arsenic levels
in the water, LUSD currently provides bottled water to
students and staff for drinking; onsite well water is used
only for irrigation. The Project seeks to connect the
existing water system at the LUSD campus with the
Bakersfield municipal pipelines to provide a viable,
sustainable drinking water supply.
The LUSD contracted AECOM to conduct biological
surveys of the Project area and prepare this Biological
Resources Constraints Analysis (BRCA). The purpose of
this report is to provide a general description of the
existing biological resources within and adjacent to the
Project footprint and determine whether any biological
constraints exist within or adjacent to the Project, in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

•

At the crossing of State Route (SR) 119, the
proposed pipeline shall be installed via jack and
bore technique in a 24-inch steel casing under
the highway, in conformance with state
requirements. As SR 119 is planned for future
widening, the steel encasement will run the
extent of the future right-of-way.

•

At the crossing of Stine Canal, which is
administered by the Kern Delta Water District,
the pipeline will be encased in a 24-inch steel
casing and installed under the canal at a
minimum depth of 5 feet. The pipeline may be
installed via open cut trench, pending
arrangements with the Kern Delta Water
District. Otherwise, the pipeline will be installed
via the jack and bore method.

At the south end of the proposed pipeline, a 6-inch
water service pipeline will be installed at Old River Road
immediately south of Shafter Road to service the LUSD
campus. The pipeline will route through the water
meter and a 6-inch diameter PVC pipe to Well Number
2, where it will connect to the existing potable water
distribution system. Well Number 2 will continue to
provide irrigation water for the campus. One existing
5,000-gallon hydropneumatic water tank at Well
Number 2 will be demolished and removed. Well
Number 1 also will be demolished and removed from
the LUSD campus.

1.1 Project Description
The Project includes updates to the existing LUSD
campus water system, and the construction of an
approximately 4-mile long, 16-inch diameter polyvinyl
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A total of approximately 7,900 cubic yards of material
will be excavated during installation of the proposed
pipeline. Stockpiled materials will be used for backfill;
no imported soils will be needed for fill.

A number of federal, state, and local laws, statutes, and
regulations protect sensitive biological resources including
special-status species, sensitive habitats, and wetlands and
waterways. The following sections provide a brief
overview of the regulations applicable to the resources
that occur within or adjacent to the proposed Project and
their respective requirements. Permits or other
authorizations that would be required under these
regulations if impacts have potential to occur are noted
where applicable.

Project activities will be conducted by a crew of
approximately six workers. Equipment will include the
following:
•

One Excavator

•

One Loader

•

One Backhoe

•

One Water truck

•

Two Work trucks

Regulatory Setting

2.1 Federal Regulations and Standards

All equipment will be staged in previously disturbed
areas, including on existing roadways, roadside
shoulders, and parking lots. Construction is anticipated
to occur over a period of approximately 12 months.

Three federal regulations or standards that protect
sensitive biological resources and habitats may apply to
biological resources within the Project footprint,
including the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA),
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act.

1.2 Project Location
The Project is located in an unincorporated area south
of SR 119, southwest of Bakersfield, California
(Figure 1). The proposed pipeline begins at the Lakeside
Elementary School campus at the southwest corner of
Old River Road and Shafter Road and travels north
within the Old River Road right-of-way to the
intersection with McCutchen Road (Figure 2). The water
wells to be abandoned are located on the Lakeside
Elementary School campus.

2.1.1 Federal Endangered Species Act
Enacted in 1973, the Endangered Species Act (U.S. Code
[U.S.C.] Title 16, Chapter 35, Sections 1531-1544)
provides for the conservation of threatened and
endangered species and their ecosystems. The ESA
prohibits the “take” of threatened and endangered species
except under certain circumstances and only with
authorization from the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) through a permit under Section 4(d), 7, or
10(a) of the ESA. Under the ESA, “take” is defined as to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, or collect an individual of a listed species, or to
attempt to engage in any such conduct. The ESA requires
federal agencies to make a finding on all federal actions,
including approval by an agency of a public or private
action, as to the potential to jeopardize the continued
existence of any listed species.

1.3 Study Area
The Study Area was defined as the Project footprint,
plus an additional 100-foot buffer around all Project
components to allow for equipment and vehicle staging.
The Study Area varies in elevation between 315 feet
and 350 feet above mean sea level and encompasses a
total of approximately 102.18 acres.
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Issuance of a take permit under Section 7 or Section 10
would be required if the proposed Project has the
potential to affect any federally listed species detected
within or adjacent to the proposed Project. The species
included in the consultation may include the following
species: Tipton kangaroo rat (Dipodomys nitratoides
nitratoides) and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis
mutica).

The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issues
CWA Section 404 permits for dredge/fill activities within
wetlands or non-wetland waters of the U.S. the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issues CWA Section
401 certifications for activities requiring a federal permit
or license that may result in discharge of pollutants into
waters of the U.S.
Any proposed discharge of dredge or fill materials into
federal jurisdictional waters within or adjacent to the
proposed Project would require a Section 404 permit from
the USACE and a Section 401 Water Quality Certification
from the RWQCB.

2.1.2 Migratory Bird Treaty Act
Congress passed the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (U.S.C.
Title 16, Chapter 7, Subchapter II, sections 703-712) in
1918 to prohibit the pursuit, hunting, killing, capture,
possession, purchase, barter, or transport of native
migratory birds, or any part, nest, or egg of any such bird
unless allowed by another regulation adopted in
accordance with the MBTA. The USFWS has jurisdiction
over migratory birds.

2.2 State Regulations and Standards
State regulations and standards governing the
protection of the environment, water quality, and
special-status species, including the CEQA and the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA), may apply to
the proposed Project. The following sections describe
these regulation and standards.

No permits are issued under the MBTA; however, the
proposed Project would need to comply with measures to
avoid or minimize adverse effects on nesting birds. Section
5.4 describes avoidance and minimization measures to
protect nesting birds.

2.2.1 California Environmental Quality Act
The California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code §§21000-21177 and State CEQA
Guidelines, 14 CCR §15000 et seq.) requires that
biological resources be considered when assessing the
environmental impacts resulting from proposed actions.
The CEQA does not specifically define what constitutes
an “adverse effect” on a biological resource. Instead,
lead agencies are charged with determining what
specifically should be considered an impact.

2.1.3 Federal Water Pollution Control Act
(Clean Water Act)
Congress passed the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
in 1948. The Act was amended in 1972 and became known
as the Clean Water Act (CWA; U.S.C. Title 33, Chapter 26,
Subchapters I-VI); further amendments occurred in
1977 and 1987. The CWA establishes the basic structure
for regulating discharges of pollutants into the waters of
the U.S. It gives the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) the authority to implement pollution control
programs, including setting wastewater standards for
industry and water quality standards for contaminants in
surface waters. The CWA makes it unlawful for any person
to discharge a pollutant from a point source into navigable
waters without a permit under its provisions.

Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines provides
information useful for identifying whether a proposed
project has the potential to adversely affect a plant or
animal species identified as special-status by local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), or the USFWS.
In addition, impacts to plant and animal species may be
considered significant if the species are identified as
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eligible due to decreasing numbers or further
restrictions to habitat. Any proposed impact to statelisted species within the Study Area would require a
permit under the CESA.

environmentally sensitive by the State and/or Kern
County, regardless of formal recognition by the USFWS
or the CDFW. Appendix G also recognizes the potential
for a project to adversely affect riparian and other
sensitive natural communities identified by local or
regional plans, policies or regulations, the CDFW, or
USFWS, as well as federally-protected wetlands.

Any proposed impact to State-listed species within or
adjacent to the Proposed Project area would require an
Incidental Take Permit (ITP) under the CESA. The CDFW is
unable to issue an ITP for take of any Fully Protected
species.

2.2.2 California Fish and Game Code
California Fish and Game Code (CFGC) provides
regulations for the taking or possession of birds,
mammals, fish, amphibians, and reptiles, as well as
regulations applying to natural resources such as wetlands
and waters of the State. It includes the CESA (CFGC
Sections 2050-2116), which is described in greater detail
in Section 2.2.3, as well as provisions for legal hunting and
fishing, and tribal agreements for activities involving take
of native wildlife. The CDFW defines “take” of a species as
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to
hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.

2.2.4 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control
Act
The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act
(California Water Code, Division 7, Sections 1300014958.) provides for statewide coordination of water
quality regulations. This act established the California State
Water Resources Control Board as the statewide authority
on water quality, and designated nine separate RWQCBs
to oversee water quality on a day-to-day basis at the
regional/local level. Proposed discharges of waste that
would affect State waters (that are not federal waters)
within or adjacent to the Study Area would require a
Report of Waste Discharge from the RWQCB. The Project
occurs within the jurisdiction of the Central Valley RWQCB.

2.2.3 California Endangered Species Act
The CESA (CFGC Division 3, Chapter 1.5, Sections 20502116) generally parallels the main provisions of the
Federal ESA and is administered by the CDFW. The CESA
prohibits the take of any species that the CDFW
determines to be a threatened or endangered species,
and allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful
development projects upon approval from the CDFW.

2.3 Local Regulations and Standards
In addition to federal and state regulations, counties
and local communities also may have adopted
regulations protecting the sensitive biological resources
and habitats within their boundaries. Kern County has
adopted a General Plan, as discussed in the following
section, which contains regulations and statues
pertaining to sensitive biological resources (Kern County
2009).

The CESA also protects California Species of Special
Concern (CSC) and other special-status species as
designated by the CDFW. Species of Special Concern are
considered at risk of population declines that may lead
to future listing, are restricted in geographic
distribution, and/or are declining throughout their
geographic range. Having been so designated, these
sensitive species are considered in resource planning
and management. The “Rare” designation applies only
to plants and includes those plants that are not
threatened or endangered, but that could become

2.3.1 Kern County General Plan
The Land Use/ Open Space/Conservation Element of the
Kern County General Plan (Kern County 2009) includes
local goals and policies that govern the conservation
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32.

and protection of biological resources. These goals and
policies must be considered by Kern County during the
decision-making process for projects that have the
potential to affect biological resources. The Kern County
General Plan includes the following policies and
implementation measures related to biological
resources.

Implementation Measures

1.10.5 Threatened and Endangered Species

Q.

Discretionary projects shall consider effects to
biological resources as required by CEQA.

R.

Consult and consider the comments from
responsible and trustee wildlife agencies when
reviewing a discretionary project subject to the
California Environmental Quality Act.

S.

Pursue the development and implementation of
conservation programs with State and federal
wildlife agencies for property owners desiring
streamlined endangered species mitigation
programs.

Policies
27.

Threatened or endangered plant and wildlife
species should be protected in accordance with
State and federal laws.

28.

County should work closely with State and federal
agencies to assure that discretionary projects
avoid or minimize impacts on fish, wildlife, and
botanical resources.

29.

The County will seek cooperative efforts with
local, State, and federal agencies to protect listed
threatened and endangered plant and wildlife
species through the use of conservation plans and
other methods promoting management and
conservation of habitat lands.

30.

The County will promote public awareness of
endangered species laws to help educate property
owners and the development community of local,
State, and federal programs concerning
endangered species conservation issues.

31.

Under the provisions of CEQA, the County, as lead
agency, will solicit comments from the CDFW and
the USFWS when an environmental document
(Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative
Declaration, or Environmental Impact Report) is
prepared.

Riparian areas will be managed in accordance
with the USACE and the CDFW rules and
regulations to enhance the drainage, flood
control, biological, recreational, and other
beneficial uses while acknowledging existing land
use patterns.

3.0

Methods

Prior to conducting the field survey, AECOM reviewed
the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for
records of special-status species occurrences in the
vicinity of the Project (CDFW 2016a). Parameters for the
search included a 5-mile radius from all Project
components. AECOM also conducted a CNDDB search of
the two U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute
quadrangles containing the Project and the 10 adjacent
7.5-minute quadrangles, which included the Gosford,
Connor, Stevens, Millux, Connor SW, Coal Oil Canyon,
Mettler, Weed Patch, Lamont, Oil Center, Oildale, and
Rosedale quadrangles (USGS 2016).
Additionally, AECOM reviewed information from USFWS
and California Native Plant Society (CNPS) sensitive
species occurrence databases to compile a list of
special-status plants and animals that have the
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potential to occur within the Study Area. Data from the
USFWS Critical Habitat Portal determined the extent of
designated critical habitat units in the vicinity of the
Project.

4.0

Survey Results

AECOM biologist Wynter Dawson conducted a
reconnaissance-level biological field survey August 29,
2016 to document biological resources present and
potential biological constraints within the Study Area.
The survey consisted of meandering walking transects
with 100 percent coverage throughout all areas that
supported vegetation (both native and non-native),
including fallow agricultural fields and roadside berms,
with a focus on identifying special-status species or
their sign, and assessing the potential for occurrence of
these species. Residential and developed portions of
the proposed pipeline alignment were surveyed by
vehicle. The survey occurred between 10 a.m. and 1:30
p.m.; air temperatures ranged between 81° and 92°
Fahrenheit and winds varied from calm up to 7 miles
per hour from the west-northwest.

4.1 Literature Review

The following sections describe the results of the
literature review and field survey.

A review of the CNDDB identified records for 12 specialstatus plant and wildlife species within 5-miles of the
Study Area, including four plant species, one
invertebrate, two reptiles, one bird, and four mammals
(Figure 4). The CNDDB also recorded three CDFWdesignated sensitive natural communities within a 5mile radius of the Study Area. Appendix C includes a
summary analysis of the potential for each species to
occur within the Study Area based on habitat
requirements and range.
The CNDDB search within the Project and adjacent
quadrangles resulted in records for 53 special-status
plant and wildlife species, including 21 plants, six
invertebrates, one amphibian, four reptiles, nine birds,
and 12 mammals. Appendix D includes a list of all
species documented within the 12-quadrangle search.

The biological survey was focused on documenting the
presence of sensitive habitats, special-status plant
species, and special-status wildlife species and their
sign, and potentially suitable habitat for special-status
species. The AECOM biologist documented common
plant and wildlife species observed within the Study
Area in field notes. Observations of special-status plant
and wildlife species and their sign were recorded in field
notes and locational data of each observation was taken
using a Garmin 60CSx handheld GPS unit.

No designated critical habitats occur within the Study
Area or within 5 miles of the Project (USFWS 2016b).
The nearest critical habitat unit is for the Buena Vista
Lake ornate shrew, located within the Kern Lake
Preserve, approximately 7.8 miles southeast of the
Project.

4.2 Soils
The soils within the Study Area are primarily fine, sandy
loams, which typically support irrigated agricultural
development. Four soil series occur throughout the
Project footprint and are briefly summarized below.

Land cover types and vegetation communities within
the Study Area were mapped in the field, and then
digitized. Primary use defined land cover types;
dominant species present defined vegetation
communities, following methodology provided in A
Manual of California Vegetation, Second Edition
(Sawyer and Keeler-Wolf 2009).

Bakersfield Series
Bakersfield series soils encompass the majority of the
northernmost nearly 1.5 miles of the proposed pipeline
alignment. These soils are very deep, somewhat poorly

Survey findings specific to each potentially occurring
sensitive species are discussed in Section 4.4 below.
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and/or sedimentary rock. They occur on flood plains
and recent alluvial fans and exhibit negligible to
medium runoff and moderate to moderately rapid
permeability. Kimberlina series soils occur mainly in the
southern part of the San Joaquin Valley, where they
support irrigated field, forage, and row crops. Other
uses may include grazing. Native vegetation includes
annual grasses and forbs, and saltbush (Atriplex spp.)
scrub. Within the Study Area, Kimberlina series soils
occur on slopes from 0 to 2 percent. Kimberlina series
soils are classified as coarse-loamy, mixed, superactive,
calcareous, thermic Typic Torriorthents (USGS-NRCS
2016).

drained soils formed in stream alluvium derived
predominantly from granite rock. They occur on flood
plains and exhibit slow runoff and moderately slow or
slow permeability. Typically, Bakersfield series soils are
artificially drained and protected from flooding by
dams, levees, and diversions. These soils are
moderately extensive in the southern San Joaquin
Valley, where they are primarily used for irrigated crops
including cotton, alfalfa, dry beans, onions, carrots,
lettuce, and wheat. Native vegetation is predominantly
annual grasses and forbs, with scattered willow (Salix
spp.) and sycamore (Platanus racemosa) trees. Within
the Study Area, Bakersfield series soils occur on slopes
of 0 to 1 percent. Bakersfield series soils are classified as
coarse-loamy,
mixed,
superactive,
thermic
Torrifluventic Haploxerolls (USGS-NRCS 2016).

Milagro Series
Milagro series fine, sandy loam soils occur throughout
the middle portion of the proposed pipeline alignment.
These soils are very deep, well-drained soils that form in
alluvium derived from granitoid rock. They occur on
flood plains, alluvial fans, and fan skirts and exhibit
negligible runoff. Milagro series soils typically support
irrigated crops. Within the Study Area, Milagro series
soils occur on slopes from 0 to 1 percent (USDA 2016).

Granosa Series
Granosa series soils occur throughout the southern half
of the proposed pipeline alignment, and also
encompass a portion of the LUSD campus. These are
very deep, somewhat excessively drained soils that
formed in alluvium derived from mixed mineral rocks.
They occur on alluvial fans and flood plains, and exhibit
negligible to low runoff, high saturated hydraulic
conductivity, and moderately rapid to rapid
permeability. These soils are moderately extensive in
the southern San Joaquin Valley, where they are
primarily used for irrigated crops including cotton,
alfalfa, dry beans, onions, carrots, lettuce, and wheat;
native vegetation is typically annual grasses and forbs.
Within the Study Area, Granosa series soils occur on
slopes from 0 to 2 percent. Granosa series soils are
classified as mixed, thermic, Typic Torripsamments
(USGS-NRCS 2016).

4.3 Land Cover Types and Vegetation
Communities
Three anthropogenic land cover types occur within the
Study Area, including agriculture, developed, and canal.
No native or non-native vegetation communities were
identified within the Study Area, and no sensitive
vegetation communities were observed within the
Study Area or its vicinity. Figure 3 illustrates the land
cover types and locations throughout the Study Area.
The following sections describe these land covers in
more detail.

Kimberlina Series

Agricultural

Kimberlina series soils occur at the far northern end of
the proposed pipeline, on the north side of SR 119.
These soils are very deep, well-drained soils formed in
mixed alluvium predominantly derived from igneous

Agricultural parcels are the most expansive land cover
type within the Study Area, comprising the majority of
the proposed pipeline route and encompassing
approximately 58.41 acres of the Study Area (Figure 3).
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ornamental trees occur throughout the campus; these
trees will not be disturbed during construction.

Agricultural parcels within the Study Area include
mature and new orchards, row crops, grain fields,
vineyards, and fallow fields that showed evidence of
recent plowing, as well as associated access roads,
irrigation ditches, and other structures. Fallow fields
tended to be sparsely vegetated and dominated by nonnative species, including Russian thistle (Salsola tragus),
puncture vine (Tribulus terrestris), short-pod mustard
(Hirschfeldia incana), cheeseweed (Malvo parviflora),
and red brome (Bromus madritensis). Small saltbush
(Atriplex sp.), likely non-native Australian saltbush
(Atriplex semibaccata), also occurs. Russian thistle is
ranked as being of limited invasiveness by the California
Invasive Plant Council; short-pod mustard and
Australian saltbush are rated as moderately invasive,
and red brome is rated as highly invasive (Cal-IPC 2016).

Canal
One man-made water feature, Stine Canal, occurs
within the Study Area. Stine Canal originates from the
Carrier Canal within the City of Bakersfield and conveys
irrigation flows to a reservoir south of Shafter Road,
covering a distance of approximately 10 miles. The
canal runs roughly north-south through the Study Area,
entering approximately 425 feet north of SR 119, then
crossing under SR 119 and paralleling Old River Road for
approximately 600 feet before turning west out of the
Study Area (Figure 3). The canal is approximately
35 feet wide and 4.5-5 feet deep, with a dirt channel
and steeply sloped banks. It encompasses
approximately 0.64 acres of the Study Area.

Developed

During the survey, Stine Canal did not contain any flows
or isolated pools of surface water. The channel bottom
in one isolated area immediately downstream of SR 119
appeared damp at the time of the survey, but the
majority of the canal was dry. The channel and banks
were partially overgrown with ruderal species, including
Russian thistle, puncture vine, saltbush, native salt grass
(Distichilis spicata), and non-native grasses.

Developed areas, consisting of urban development and
established paved roadways, occur throughout the
Study Area, but tends to be clumped at the far north
and south ends of the proposed pipeline alignment, and
at the intersection with SR 119. Smaller developed
parcels consisting of isolated residential and
commercial lots scattered along the proposed
alignment (Figure 3). Existing roadways consist of paved
roadways with dirt or gravel road shoulders. Developed
lots tend to consist of paved, gravel, or dirt lots or
maintained lawns. Limited ruderal vegetation occurs in
these areas, but the majority of the area is unvegetated.
Where vegetation does occur, it consists primarily of
ruderal species including Russian thistle, cheeseweed,
puncture vine, hairy crabgrass (Digitaria sanguinalis),
and native common sunflower (Helianthus annuus).
Including Old River Road, developed areas encompass
approximately 43.14 acres of the Study Area.

4.4 Listed and Special-Status Species
Potentially Present in the Project
Area
For the purposes of this BRCA, sensitive and specialstatus species are defined as species that are included
on one or more of the following lists:

The LUSD campus where the proposed pipeline will end
consists entirely of developed land cover, including an
asphalt parking lot, maintained grass medians and
lawns, and existing concrete sidewalks. Scattered
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•

Plant and wildlife species that are listed as
threatened or endangered, or are candidates for
listing as threatened or endangered, under the
Federal ESA.

•

Plant and wildlife species that are listed as
threatened or endangered, or are candidates for
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Joaquin coachwhip occurs in the southern Central
Valley and the eastern slopes of the South Coast Range
(Stebbins and McGinnis 2012). The species is primarily
threatened by habitat loss due to intense agricultural
development, particularly conversion of land for row
crops, and urban development (CalHerps 2016).

listing as threatened or endangered, under the
CESA.
•

CDFW-designated CSC, Special Plants, Special
Animals, and Rare plant species.

•

CDFW Fully Protected Species.

•

Plants designated by the CNPS with a California
Rare Plant Rank of (RPR) 1, 2, 3, and 4.

•

Bird species listed as protected by the MBTA, or
listed as Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) by the
USFWS (USFWS 2008).

San Joaquin coachwhips occur in arid desert and open
scrub habitats, including grasslands, chaparral, saltbush
scrub, and pasture habitats (CDFW 2016b). They
typically seek shelter from temperatures and predators
in small mammal burrows or under brush and foliage,
and may climb trees to bask, seek cover, or forage for
prey.

Table C-1 (Appendix C) lists special-status plant and
wildlife species that have CNDDB records within a 5mile radius of the Study Area, along with a summary
analysis of their potential to occur within the Study
Area. Species that were determined to have a low,
moderate, or high potential for occurrence are
discussed below. Species determined upon analysis to
have very low or no potential to occur within the Study
Area due to a lack of suitable habitat or other natural
history requirements are not discussed further herein.
Appendix D presents a complete list of species records
identified during a CNDDB search of the Project and
adjacent USGS 7.5-minute quadrangles.

San Joaquin coachwhips are primarily diurnal and are
typically active in the mid-morning and late afternoon
from March to October. Coachwhips prey on a variety
of species, including small fossorial mammals, bats,
nestling and adult birds, bird eggs, lizards, snakes, and
amphibians; small individuals also may take insects and
other invertebrates as prey (CalHerps 2016). Breeding
occurs in April and May, and clutches of four to 16 eggs
are laid in June and July. Young emerge in August and
September (CDFW 2016b).
There is one CNDDB record of San Joaquin coachwhip
occurrence within 5 miles of the Study Area (Figure 4).
The occurrence is located approximately 1.45 miles
northwest of the Project, along Panama Lane from
Buena Vista Road west, and was recorded in 2000
(CDFW 2016a).

Based on an analysis of occurrence records, habitats
present, and natural history requirements, five specialstatus plant and wildlife species were determined to
have potential to occur within the Study Area, including
one reptile, one bird, and three mammals. The
following sections discuss the life history characteristics
of these species.

Potentially suitable habitat for San Joaquin coachwhips
is limited within the Study Area; active agricultural,
including orchards and row crops, and developed
parcels comprise the majority of the land cover, and
neither of these land cover types represent suitable San
Joaquin coachwhip habitat. However, the recent date of
the record suggests potential for this species to occur in
the vicinity, and the Study Area may provide transitory
habitat for individuals moving between suitable

4.4.1 San Joaquin Coachwhip
The San Joaquin coachwhip (Coluber [Masticophis]
flagellum ruddocki) is not a federally- or state-listed
species, but is considered by the CDFW to be a CSC
(CDFW 2016d). The San Joaquin coachwhip is an
endemic subspecies of the coachwhip (Coluber
[Masticophis] flagellum), which ranges widely across
the southern United States and into Mexico. The San
9
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The agricultural parcels and edges of the urban
development may provide marginally suitable habitat
for western burrowing owls. Small mammal burrows do
occur, but are not plentiful, within the Study Area; none
of the observed burrows were large enough for
burrowing owl residence. Recent records in the vicinity
of the Project support the potential for this species to
occur. No burrowing owls or their sign, including pellets,
burrows, or tracks, were observed during field survey.

habitats. No San Joaquin coachwhips or their sign were
observed within the Study Area during the field survey.

4.4.2 Western Burrowing Owl
The western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia
hypugaea) is a CSC and a USFWS BCC (CDFW2016d).
Burrowing owls occur year-round in the San Joaquin
Valley and southwestern regions of California, and may
winter along the coast and in the Coast Ranges (CDFW
2016b). Although this species still inhabits large
portions of its historic range, it is negatively impacted
by habitat loss due to agricultural and urban
development, habitat degradation, and reduction in
burrowing mammal populations (Klute et. al 2003).

4.4.3 San Joaquin Kit Fox
The San Joaquin kit fox is federally listed as endangered
and state listed as threatened (CDFW 2016d).
Historically, its distribution included most of the San
Joaquin Valley, from southern Kern County north to the
Sacramento Delta (USFWS 1998). The current
distribution of the San Joaquin kit fox is limited to the
remaining natural lands of the San Joaquin Valley floor
and the surrounding foothills of the coastal ranges,
Sierra Nevada, and Tehachapi Mountains.

Burrowing owls occur in open, dry grassland and desert
habitats, and areas with low vegetation in agricultural
fields. Burrowing owls prefer to utilize burrows dug by
other species, especially ground squirrels, for nesting,
but they may dig their own burrows in soft, friable soils.
Pipes and culverts, piles of rock, concrete debris, nest
boxes, or other materials may be used for nesting and
habitation where burrows are scarce (CDFW 2016b).

San Joaquin kit foxes inhabit annual grasslands and
sparsely vegetated shrubby habitats, including alkali
sink scrub, and valley saltbush and sink scrub habitats;
they also may be found in grazing grasslands, oil fields,
urban areas, and adjacent to active agricultural fields.
Kit foxes prefer areas with loose-textured soils, but may
be found on any soil type (Morrell 1972, USFWS 1998).

Burrowing owls may be active at any time of day or
night, and typically forage for a variety of invertebrates,
including crickets and grasshoppers, beetles, scorpions,
centipedes, and earwigs; small rodents such a voles
(Microtus sp.) and mice, small birds, and lizards also
may be taken (Peeters 2007). Breeding occurs from
March through August, with a peak in April and May.
Clutches average five to six eggs and young fledge about
4 weeks after hatching (CDFW 2016b).

Kit foxes use complex dens for shelter, protection,
temperature regulation, and reproduction. Kit foxes
may dig their own dens, modify or use dens constructed
by other animals, or utilize man-made structures such
as culverts, abandoned pipes, and sump or roadbed
banks. Dens typically have multiple entrances, are often
located in flat terrain, and are commonly located within
washes, drainages, and roadside berms. Dens are
generally scarce in areas with shallow soils (USFWS
1998).

There are six CNDDB records of burrowing owl
occurrences within 5 miles of the Study Area; none of
the occurrences are within 1 mile of the Study Area
(Figure 4). The nearest occurrence is located
approximately 1.2 miles north of the Study Area, near
the intersection of Buena Vista Road and Panama Lane,
and was recorded in 2004 (CDFW 2016a).

San Joaquin kit foxes are predominantly nocturnal, and
prey upon rodents, including kangaroo rats (Dipodomys
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current range is restricted to about 4 percent of the
historic range, and consists of scattered, isolated
patches of habitat (USFWS 2010a).

spp.) and pocket mice (Perognathus spp.); groundnesting birds and insects also are taken, and some
vegetation, especially grasses, may be ingested
(Jameson Jr. and Peeters 2004). Mating typically occurs
from late December to March; litters of between two
and six pups are born between February and late
March. Both parents help care for the pups. Young may
disperse from their natal dens in August and
September, or may remain with their parents for one
year to help raise the next litter (USFWS 1998).

Tipton kangaroo rats inhabit arid areas with level or
nearly level terrain of friable soils ranging from fine
sands to clay-sized particles, including alluvial fans and
floodplains. Suitable habitats consist of sparse,
scattered woody shrubs with an herbaceous layer of
annual grasses and forbs; permanent occupancy
requires areas not be subject to flooding (USFWS 1998,
2010a). Potential habitats include valley saltbush scrub
and other saltbush scrub habitats, iodine bush
shrubland, and interior dune grassland. Tipton kangaroo
rats dig burrow systems that they use for shelter (Eder
2005); burrows are typically less than 10 inches deep
(USFWS 2010a).

There are 17 CNDDB records of San Joaquin kit fox
occurrences with 5 miles of the Study Area; of these,
three occur within 1 mile of the Study Area, all of which
were recorded in 1975 (Figure 4). The nearest record is
located approximately 0.15 miles east of the Study Area
around Engle Road; the other two are located
approximately 0.5 miles west along Engle Road, and
0.6 miles east along SR 119 (CDFW 2016a).

Tipton kangaroo rats are nocturnal and forage primarily
for seeds and grains, but will take small amounts of
green, herbaceous material and may supplement their
diet with insects (USFWS 1998). Breeding occurs in the
winter, and peaks in late March or early April; litters
typically consist of two pups, which wean within 24 days
(BLM 2016).

No potentially suitable native habitats for San Joaquin
kit fox occur within the Study Area; however, this
species is known to be well-adapted to urban areas and
may persist in agricultural areas where edge habitats
and small parcels of undisturbed lands may support
denning. Additionally, San Joaquin kit foxes are a highly
mobile species and may use the Study Area as transitory
habitat. Thus, although denning is not expected within
the Study Area, San Joaquin kit foxes may occur. No San
Joaquin kit foxes or their sign (e.g., dens, tracks, scat,
and evidence of predation) were observed during the
field survey.

There are five CNDDB records of Tipton kangaroo rat
occurrences within 5 miles of the Study Area (Figure 4).
The nearest occurrence is located approximately
0.5 miles south of the Project along Old River Road, and
was recorded in 1918. More recent occurrences dated
1990 and 2002 are located north and northwest of the
Project (CDFW 2016a).

4.4.4 Tipton Kangaroo Rat

The Study Area does not support high quality Tipton
kangaroo rat habitat consisting of sparsely vegetated
scrub communities and annual grassland. Although
some fallow fields with saltbush vegetation are present,
all parcels showed signs of active tilling in the last
season; such activities would destroy kangaroo rat
burrows and preclude the species from permanently
inhabiting these fields. Marginal habitat is available only
on the immediate road shoulders, where cover and

The Tipton kangaroo rat is federally and state listed as
endangered (CDFW 2016d). It is one of three subspecies
of the San Joaquin kangaroo rat (Dipodomys
nitratoides). Historically, Tipton kangaroo rats are
thought to have occurred on the floor of the Tulare
Basin, from the southern margins of Tulare Lake
eastward and southward along the edge of the Valley
floor, an area of approximately 687,650 hectares. The
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and all areas have been anthropogenically altered.
There are no wetlands within the vicinity of the Project.

food sources are limited. Small mammal burrows were
identified in these areas; the majority of these appeared
to be of gophers, and no signs of tail drags indicative of
kangaroo rat inhabitance were observed. However,
several recent CNDDB records for Tipton kangaroo rats
occur in the vicinity and the species cannot be excluded
as potentially present. As definitive identification
requires live trapping of the individuals, mitigation
measures are included herein to protect Tipton
kangaroo rats (Section 5.4) in the event they are
present within the proposed Project area. No kangaroo
rats or their sign (e.g., tail drags at burrow entrances)
were observed during the field survey.

5.0

5.2 Waterways
One water feature, the Stine Canal, occurs within the
Study Area and will be crossed by the proposed water
pipeline. The canal is a man-made feature tied to
agricultural development. It consists of a dirt channel
with steeply sloped banks and is maintained by the Kern
Water District. The canal terminates in a man-made
reservoir pond and does not connect to any natural
waterways. No signs of burrowing were observed in the
banks of the canal. Vegetation within the channel is
moderately dense and consists of ruderal and nonnative species; at the time of the survey, no water was
present in the canal.

Biological Constraints Analysis
and Recommended Mitigation
Measures

Direct impacts to this feature include impacts resulting
from the installation of the proposed pipeline across the
canal, on the north side of SR-119. The proposed
pipeline will be installed under the canal via open
trenching methods, pending authorization from the
Kern Water District. Trenching will require the
temporary removal of existing vegetation.

The purpose of this analysis is to identify sensitive
biological resources that may be temporarily or
permanently impacted by the proposed Project. For the
purpose of this analysis, construction is assumed to be
limited to the described Project footprint (Sections 1.1
and 1.3), with the majority of impacts occurring in
developed properties, existing roadways and road
shoulders, and on previously disturbed lands (Figure 3).

Impacts to native wildlife are expected to be minimal,
as habitat within the canal is not anticipated to support
many species of wildlife. No sensitive-status species are
expected to occur within the canal, though common
species may occasionally forage within the vegetation.

The following sections discuss the biological constraints
that are or may be present within the Study Area, with a
focus on the sensitive habitats or special-status species
that may be impacted by Project activities. Where there
are concerns about impacts on a sensitive biological
resource
due
to
Project-related
activities,
recommended mitigation measures to avoid or reduce
these effects are provided.

Indirect impacts may include a temporary increase in
sedimentation due to excavation activities. Applicable
Best
Management
Practices
(BMPs)
and
implementation of sedimentation control devices as
required by the County will avoid sedimentation
impacts to the canal. All impacts will be temporary in
nature; the banks and channel of the canal will be
restored to pre-Project conditions, and adjacent
vegetation will be allowed to passively recolonize the
excavated areas upon the completion of the work
activities.

5.1 Sensitive Habitats
No sensitive habitats occur within the Study Area or its
vicinity. Habitats within the Study Area and the nearby
surroundings are primarily developed or agricultural,
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5.3 Sensitive Plant Species

rat, and San Joaquin kit fox. There are no documented
records of these species within the Study Area.
Although these species are not expected to occur due
to the absence of quality, connected, or continuous
habitat within the Study Area, mitigation measures for
these species are included in the event that there are
transients moving through the area during Project
activities. Vegetation and structures associated with the
residential/urban areas and trees within active orchards
may provide suitable habitat for nesting birds protected
under the MBTA. Ground-nesting species may occur
where vegetation is sparse. The field survey did not
document nesting birds; however, the survey occurred
at the very end of the avian nesting season (February 1
to August 31). Several native bird species were
observed using the Study Area and nesting may occur
during the appropriate season.

An analysis of available habitats did not identify any
sensitive plant species as having potential to occur
within the Study Area. Further, Project-related impacts
are expected to be limited to established roadways and
road shoulders, where habitat quality is extremely low
and non-native, invasive species often flourish.
Nonetheless, should sensitive plant species occur, direct
and indirect impacts to individuals and suitable habitat
may result due to Project activities. Direct impacts may
include the removal of individuals that occur within the
work areas and the temporary disturbance and/or
removal of potentially suitable habitat during the
construction phase of the Project. Indirect impacts may
include the accumulation of fugitive dust in the adjacent
habitats. This indirect impact would be temporary in
nature; conditions would return to pre-construction
levels following completion of the Project.

Direct impacts to sensitive-status wildlife species would
include potential injury or mortality due to collisions
with heavy equipment during construction or
abandonment of nests due to environmental
disturbances such as noise, vibrations, and human
presence. Although larger mammal species, such as San
Joaquin kit fox, and adult birds are highly mobile and
likely would be able to avoid collisions, small fossorial
species, such as kangaroo rats, as well as hatchling
birds, eggs, and nests would be susceptible to injury,
mortality, or destruction if they occur within the Project
work areas. Project activities will be limited to
established roads and road shoulders and other
previously disturbed areas that are not expected to
provide suitable habitat for these species. Other direct
impacts include the temporary removal of habitat
during the construction phase; again, the poor quality
of habitat within the work areas minimizes this impact.

Because no sensitive plant species are expected to
occur within the Study Area or be subject to Projectrelated impacts, no focused pre-construction floristic
surveys are recommended. However, biologists
conducting pre-construction wildlife surveys should be
aware of the sensitive plant species that may occur
locally, and be prepared to flag individuals for
avoidance as needed.
Recommended Mitigation Measures:
BIO-1. Special-Status Plants Protection. If sensitive
plant species are observed during preconstruction surveys, a no-disturbance buffer
of no less than 5-feet from the edge of the
root zone should be established to protect
the individuals from direct impacts.

Indirect impacts to wildlife species due to Projectrelated activities may include the temporary removal of
foraging habitat, altered behaviors due to increased
noise and human presence as a result of Project
activities, and a potential increase of fugitive dust in

5.4 Sensitive Wildlife Species
Special-status wildlife species with the potential to
occur within the Study Area include San Joaquin
coachwhip, western burrowing owl, Tipton kangaroo
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BIO-4. Biological Monitor. If special-status wildlife
species are detected within the Project area
or buffer during pre-construction surveys, a
qualified biological monitor should be on-site
during all ground-disturbing activities,
including vegetation removal. The biological
monitor should be the principal agent in the
direct implementation of project mitigation
measures, including administering the WEAT,
conducting compliance monitoring and preconstruction surveys, and completing
necessary reporting.

adjacent habitats. For predator species, indirect impacts
also may include shifts in the presence of prey species
due to these disturbances. All of these impacts are
expected to be temporary in nature and will be minimal
as most of the work occurs along frequently utilized
roads in urban and active agricultural areas, where
vehicular traffic is common. Individuals living in these
areas are likely to be accustomed to some degree of
vehicular traffic, noise, and human presence. Mitigation
measures will further protect these species from
impacts.
Recommended Mitigation Measures:

BIO-5. Wildlife Entrapment Hazards. Where preconstruction surveys indicate presence of
special-status wildlife species, exclusionary
fencing (silt or construction fencing) should
be installed around work areas to prevent
individuals from entering the work area.

BIO-2. Pre-Construction Surveys. A qualified
biologist should conduct a comprehensive
pre-construction survey for special-status
wildlife species within the Project footprint
and buffer at least 2 weeks prior to the start
of construction. In the event that a specialstatus or listed species is observed, the
appropriate agency or agencies should be
contacted for consultation and to determine
an approved course of action.

All trenches that are to be left open overnight
should be either securely covered or have
wildlife escape ramps installed during nonwork hours to prevent entrapment of
common and special-status wildlife species.

BIO-3. Worker Environmental Awareness Training
(WEAT). Prior to construction, a Worker
Environmental Awareness Training should be
prepared and presented to all construction
personnel at the start of Project-related
activities. The training should discuss
sensitive-status species with the potential to
occur within the Project footprint, including
their regulatory status, description, and
habitat requirements, and any sensitive
habitat areas that may be encountered. The
program should emphasize the importance of
minimizing disturbance, and describe the
federal, state, and local regulations protecting
biological resources and the potential
penalties for non-compliance with these laws
and statutes.

BIO-6. Western Burrowing Owl Protection. Within
two (2) weeks prior to construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct preconstruction clearance surveys within all
potentially suitable habitats for western
burrowing owls within the work area and
buffer. Surveys should focus on identifying
any western burrowing owls, active or
inactive western burrowing owl burrows, and
their sign, including pellets, white wash, prey
remains, tracks, feathers and other signs of
occurrence, etc.
a. If occupied, non-breeding burrows are
observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no
less than 160 feet will be established
around the burrow. If a burrow is located
within 160 feet of the work area, the
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CDFW should be consulted to determine
an appropriate course of action.

and the Project biologist should be
notified.

b. If occupied, breeding burrows are
observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no
less than 300 feet will be established
around the burrow. A qualified biologist
will monitor the burrow until it has been
determined that the nest has failed or the
young have fledged. If a burrow is located
within 300 feet of the work area, the
CDFW should be consulted to determine
an appropriate course of action.

BIO-8. Tipton Kangaroo Rat Protection. No more
than two (2) weeks prior to construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct surveys
within the Project footprint and buffer to
identify potential kangaroo rat burrows.
Where potential burrows are identified, a
live-trap survey should be conducted
following the methods provided in the
USFWS-approved Survey Protocol for
Determining Presence of San Joaquin
Kangaroo Rats (USFWS 2013). If any Tipton
kangaroo rats are identified during surveys,
consultation with the USFWS and CDFW
should be conducted to determine an
approved course of action.

BIO-7. San Joaquin Kit Fox Protection. Within two
(2) weeks prior to the start of construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct preconstruction clearance surveys of the work
area and buffer for signs of San Joaquin kit
fox, including active and inactive natal and
non-natal dens, scat, prey remains, and
tracks. All suitable denning locations should
be investigated for use. Any observation of an
active den should result in consultation with
the USFWS and CDFW to determine if Project
modifications or further mitigation measures
may be necessary. Generally, a 150-foot nodisturbance buffer should be established
around any active, non-natal dens observed,
and a 300-foot no-disturbance buffer should
be established around active, natal dens
observed.

a. If any Tipton kangaroo rats are
observed during work activities, all
work in the vicinity should immediately
stop and the appropriate agencies
(CDFW, USFWS) should be contacted
for consultation. If uninvestigated
kangaroo rat burrows are observed
during construction, work in the vicinity
should stop and appropriate live-trap
surveys should be conducted to confirm
the species.

a. If active San Joaquin kit fox dens are
found within the work area or buffer
during construction activities, all work
should immediately stop and the USFWS
and CDFW should be notified to establish
suitable exclusion zones.

BIO-9. Nesting Birds Protection. When construction
activities will occur during avian breeding
season (February 1 through August 31), a
qualified biologist should conduct a nesting
bird survey of the Project footprint and a
minimum of a 300-foot adjacent buffer no
more than seven (7) days prior to the start of
construction or vegetation clearing activities.

b. If a San Joaquin kit fox is encountered
during Project activities, all work that
could result in a direct injury, disturbance,
or harassment should immediately cease

a. If any active nests are identified within
the Project footprint or buffer, a nodisturbance buffer should be established,
measuring no less than 500 feet for
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CDFW (California Department of Fish and Wildlife).
2016a. California Natural Diversity Database. Rare
Find 5, Version 5.2.7. Habitat Planning and
Conservation Branch. Electronic Database.

nesting raptors and 300 feet for all other
species. A qualified biologist should
monitor the nest for progress until such
time as the nest has been determined to
have failed or successfully fledged.

2016b. California Wildlife Habitats Relationships Life
History Accounts and Range Maps. (Accessed online
at
https://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cwhr/ca
wildlife.aspx.). Accessed through September 2016.

b. All vegetation clearing activities required
by the Project should be conducted
outside the breeding bird season to the
extent feasible. Where vegetation
clearing must be conducted within the
breeding bird season, these activities
should be preceded by a nesting bird
survey conducted by a qualified biologist
no more than seven (7) days prior to the
start of vegetation clearing.

2016c. Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and
Lichens List. California Natural Diversity Database.
(Accessed online at https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/File
Handle.ashx?DocumentID=109383&inline). Accessed
through September 2016.
2016d. Special Animals List. California Natural
Diversity Database. July 2016. (Accessed online at
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentI
D=109406&inline). Accessed through September
2016.

c. Vegetation clearing activities during avian
breeding season within suitable nesting
bird habitat should be monitored by a
qualified biologist.

6.0

Center for Biological Diversity. 2014. Emergency
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Appendix A:
Plant and Wildlife Species Observed Within the Project Study Area
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TABLE A-1: Plant Species Observed Within the Project Study Area
Scientific Name

Common Name

Atriplex sp.
Avena fatua
Avena sativa
Brassica nigra
Bromus madritensis
Digitaria sanguinalis
Distichilis spicata
Erinochloa colona
Erodium sp.
Helianthus annuus
Hirschfeldia incana
Malva parviflora
Salsola tragus
Solanum sp.
Stipa [Piptatherum] milliacea
Tribulus terrestris
Washingtonia filifera

Saltbush
Wild oat
Common oat
Black mustard
Red brome
Hairy crabgrass
Salt grass
Jungle rice
Filaree
Common sunflower
Short-pod mustard
Cheeseweed
Russian thistle
Horsenettle
Smilo grass
Puncture vine
California fan palm

1
2

Native
/Introduced1
I2
I
I2
I2
I
N
I
N
I2
I
I2
I
I
N

Source: Cal-IPC 2016.
Species listed as limited, moderate, or high invasiveness by Cal-IPC for the Great Valley region.

TABLE A-2: Wildlife Species Observed Within the Project Study Area
Scientific Name
Reptiles
Uta stansburiana elegans
Birds
Accipiter cooperii
Corvus corax
Haemorhous mexicanus
Passer domesticus
Streptopelia decaocto
Zenaida macroura

Common Name
Western side-blotched lizard
Cooper’s hawk
Common raven
House finch
House sparrow
Eurasian collared dove
Mourning dove

A-1
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Appendix B:
Site Photographs (August 29, 2016)
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Photograph 1: View of the Lakeside Union School District (LUSD) campus
at the southwest corner of Shafter Road and Old River Road. Facing northwest
from Old River Road.

Photograph 2: View along the proposed pipeline route from the LUSD campus.
Facing north along Old River Road toward Shafter Road.
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Photograph 3: View of the proposed pipeline route from just north of Shafter Road.
Facing north from the northwest corner of Shafter Road and Old River Road.

Photograph 4: View of proposed pipeline route from Houghton Road. Facing south
from the southwest corner of Houghton Road and Old River Road.
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Photograph 5: View along the proposed pipeline route from Houghton Road. Facing
north from the southwest corner of Houghton Road and Old River Road.

Photograph 6: View of proposed pipeline route from Engle Road. Facing south
from the southwest corner of Engle Road and Old River Road.
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Photograph 7: View of proposed pipeline route from Engle Road. Facing north
from the southwest corner of Engle Road and Old River Road.

Photograph 8: View of Stine Canal, where the canal turns west away from Old River
Road. Facing south along Old River Road.
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Photograph 9: View of proposed pipeline route from State Route (SR) 119. Facing
south from the southwest corner of SR 119 and Old River Road.

Photograph 10: View of Stine Canal immediately south of SR 119.
Facing south from SR 119.
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Photograph 11: View of proposed pipeline route from State Route (SR) 119.
Facing north from the southwest corner of SR 119 and Old River Road.

Photograph 12: View of the Stine Canal immediately north of SR 119, where the
pipeline will cross the canal. Facing north from SR 119.
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Photograph 13: View of the Stine Canal north of SR 119, where the pipeline will
cross the canal. Facing south toward SR 119.

Photograph 14: View of the proposed pipeline route from the northern boundary
of the developed area at SR 119. View south along Old River Road.
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Photograph 15: View of the proposed pipeline route from the northern boundary
of the developed area at SR 119. View north along Old River Road.

Photograph 16: View of the proposed pipeline route from McCutchen Road, where
the proposed pipeline will junction with the existing water distribution system. View
south from the southwest corner of McCutchen and Old River Road.
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Photograph 17: View of the proposed pipeline route from McCutchen Road, where
the proposed pipeline will junction with the existing water distribution system. View
north from the southwest corner of McCutchen and Old River Road.
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Appendix C:
Special-status Plant and Wildlife Species Known to Occur
Within 5 Miles of the Project

Common Name

Astragalus hornii
var. hornii

Atriplex coronata
var. vallicola

Delphinium
recurvatum

Horn's milk vetch

Lost Hills
crownscale

Recurved larkspur

Great Valley
Cottonwood
Riparian Forest

---

Natural Communities

Atriplex cordulata
var. cordulata

Scientific
Name

Heartscale

Plants

Biological Resources Constraints Analysis

---

CRPR 1B.2

CRPR 1B.2

CRPR 1B.1

CRPR 1B.2

---

Mar-Jun

Apr-Sept

May-Sept

Jun-Jul

Regulatory Blooming
Status*
Period

Dense, broadleafed, winter-deciduous
habitat dominated by cottonwood (Populus
fremontii) and Goodding’s willow (Salix
gooddingii). Dense understory. Occurs on
fine-grained alluvial sands near perennial
and nearly perennial streams, with
subsurface irrigation year-round. Sites are
annually inundated (Holland 1986).

Occurs on alkaline soils, dried ponds,
and vernal pools in chenopod scrub and
valley and foothill grassland habitats.
Elevation range is 50 to 635 meters
(165-2,080 feet) (Jepson 2016, CNPS
2016).
Occurs on poorly drained, fine, alkaline
soils in grassland and Atriplex sp. scrub
habitats. Elevation ranges from 30 to
600 meters (98-1,970 feet) (Jepson
2016, CNPS 2016).

Occurs on saline or alkaline soils in
chenopod scrub, sandy valley and
foothill grassland habitats, and
meadows and seeps. Elevation ranges
from sea level to 70 meters (0-230 feet)
(Jepson 2016, CNPS 2016).
Occurs on alkaline soils on salty flats
and lake margins, in meadows, seeps,
and playas. Elevation ranges from 60
to 300 meters (196-985 feet) (Jepson
2016, CNPS 2016).

Habitat Requirements

Dominant species and suitable
perennial stream habitat do not occur
within the Study Area. Nearest
occurrence is in the vicinity of Kern
River, approximately 5 miles northwest
of the Project, recorded in 1982
(CDFW 2016a).

Suitable grassland and saltbush scrub
habitat does not occur within the Study
Area. Nearest occurrence is approximately
4.5 miles west of the Project, recorded in
1992 (CDFW 2016a).

Suitable chenopod or grassland habitat
does not occur within the Study Area.
Nearest occurrence is approximately 4.6
miles south of the Project, recorded in
1995 (CDFW 2016a).

Suitable scrub or grassland habitat does
not occur within the Study Area, and the
Study Area does not occur at suitable
elevation. Nearest occurrence is almost 5
miles south of the Project, recorded in
1983 (CDFW 2016a).
Suitable meadow, playa, or seep habitat
does not occur within the Study Area.
Nearest occurrence is approximately 3.4
miles northwest of the Project, recorded in
1964 (CDFW 2016a).

Site Suitability

No

No

No

No

No

Potential
to Occur

TABLE C-1: Special-Status Plant Species and Sensitive Communities Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area
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---

---

Scientific
Name

---

---

---

---

Regulatory Blooming
Status*
Period

*Source: CDFW 2016c.
Status Definitions:
FE = Federally Endangered
SE = State Endangered
CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank
1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
0.1 = Seriously threatened in California
0.2 = Moderately threatened in California

Valley Saltbush
Scrub

Great Valley
Mesquite Scrub

Common Name

C-3

Open woodland or savannah dominated by
mesquite (Prosopis grandulosa var.
torreyana) and allscale saltbush (Atriplex
polycarpa). Understory is typically grassy,
often dominated by non-native annual
species. Perennial cover typically low.
Occurs on sandy loams of alluvial origin, in
areas with hot, dry summers and moist,
foggy winters (Holland 1986).
Open scrubland dominated by allscale
saltbush or spinescale saltbush (Atriplex
spinifera). Understory typically consists of
low, herbaceous annuals. Occurs on sandy
to loamy soils without surface alkalinity,
largely on rolling, dissected alluvial fans
with low relief. Found in areas with hot,
long, dry summers, and short, damp
winters (Holland 1986).

Habitat Requirements

Dominant species do not occur within
the Study Area. No scrub habitats
observed within the Study Area or the
immediate vicinity. Nearest occurrence
is approximately 7.5 miles east of the
Project, recorded in 1983 (CDFW
2016a).

Dominant species do not occur within
the Study Area. No woodlands or
savannah habitats observed within the
Study Area or the immediate vicinity.
Nearest occurrence is approximately
4.6 miles west of the Project, recorded
in 1983 (CDFW 2016a).

Site Suitability

No

Potential
to Occur
No
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TABLE C-1: Special-Status Plant Species and Sensitive Communities Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area, continued
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San Joaquin
coachwhip

Reptiles

Kern
shoulderband
snail

Invertebrates

Common
Name

Coluber
[Mastocophis]
flagellum ruddocki

Helminthoglypta
callistoderma

Scientific Name

CSC

SA

Regulatory
Status*

Breeds in May;
Eggs are laid in
early summer
and hatch after
45-70 days

---

Nesting/
Breeding
Period

Common to uncommon resident
in arid regions from sea level to
2,350 meters (0-7,700 feet) in the
Central Valley and eastern slopes
of the South Coast Range. Occurs
in open-brushland habitats,
including grassland, desert,
chaparral, and pasture habitats.
Generally diurnal. Diet consists of
rodents, lizards, birds, eggs, and
other snakes, including
rattlesnakes. May seek cover in
rodent burrows, bushes, trees,
and rock piles. May hibernate in
soil or sand at a depth of
approximately 0.3 m (1 foot)
(CDFW 2016b, Stebbins and
McGinnis 2012).

Terrestrial snail species. Specific
information limited, but likely
occurs in moist microhabitats
under brush and vegetative duff,
rock outcroppings, talus, and
deep soil crevices within desert
environments. Likely feeds on
decayed vegetative matter
(Center for Biological Diversity
2014).

Habitat Requirements

Suitable grassland, desert, or
pasture habitat does not
occur within the Study Area;
however, suitable transitory
habitat may be present.
Nearest occurrence
approximately 1.45 miles
northwest of the Project,
recorded in 2000 (CDFW
2016a).

Suitable desert habitat with
talus, outcropping, and duff
microhabitats does not occur
within the Study Area.
Nearest occurrence
approximately 5 miles northnortheast of the Project,
recorded in 1916 (CDFW
2016a).

Site Suitability

Low

No

Potential to
Occur

Biological Resources Constraints Analysis

TABLE C-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Not Observed Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area

Lakeside School Water Supply Project

Western
burrowing owl

Birds

Blunt-nosed
leopard lizard

Common
Name

Athene cunicularia
hypugaea

Scientific Name

Gambelia sila

CSC, BCC
(burrow
sites and
some
wintering
sites)

FE, SE, FP

Regulatory
Status*

Mar-Aug, peak
from Apr-May

Breeding starts
in May; eggs
hatch from JulyAug

Nesting/
Breeding
Period
Habitat Requirements

C-5

Open, dry grassland, and desert
habitats, as well as grass, forb,
and open shrub areas of pinyonjuniper and ponderosa pine
habitats up to 1,600 meters (05,250 feet) elevation. Inhabits
small mammal burrows,
especially those dug by ground
squirrels, for roosting, cover, and
breeding. Primarily insectivorous,
also takes small mammals,
reptiles, birds, and occasionally
carrion. Active year-round, and
may hunt during the day or at
night (CDFW 2016b).

Semiarid grassland, alkali flats,
and washes from 30-730 meters
(approximately 100-2,400 feet).
Prefers flat areas with open space
for running over densely
vegetated areas. Primarily
diurnal. Utilizes small mammal
burrows for cover and shelter
(CalHerps 2016, CDFW 2016b).

Site Suitability

Suitable grassland and desert
habitats do not occur within
the Study Area, and rodent
burrows occur at low density.
Species may occur in
agricultural/undeveloped
lots, and may use debris piles
for nesting, or dig its own
burrows. Nearest occurrence
approximately 1.2 north of
the Project, recorded in 2004
(CDFW 2016a).

Suitable grassland, flats, or
washes habitat do not occur
within the Study Area. Entire
Study Area developed or
agriculture, no undisturbed
habitats present. Nearest
occurrence approximately 4.5
miles west of Project,
recorded in 1974 (CDFW
2016a).

Low/Moderate

No

Potential to
Occur
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TABLE C-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Not Observed Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area, continued
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FE, SE

FE, SE

Dipodomys ingens

Dipodomys
nitratoides
nitratoides

Tipton
kangaroo rat

Scientific Name

Regulatory
Status*

Giant
kangaroo rat

Mammals

Common
Name

Breeds in
winter, young
born late MarApr

Breeds Jan-May,
peaks in early
spring

Nesting/
Breeding
Period

C-6

Permanent resident found in
scattered areas along the western
San Joaquin Valley. Occurs in level
or gently sloping terrain with fine,
sandy loam soils and sparse
annual grass and forb vegetation.
May occur in low-density alkali
desert scrub. Burrows form
colonies called precincts were
several individuals reside. Feeds
on seeds, especially peppergrass
(Lepidium nitidum) and filaree
(Erodium spp.); also may take
green vegetation and insects.
Nocturnal (CDFW 2016b, USFWS
2010b).
Occupies areas with level or
nearly level terrain in valley
saltbush scrub, interior dune
grassland, and iodine bush
shrubland habitats. Resides in
burrows dug in friable soils of
varying particle size. Nocturnal.
Feeds primarily on seeds and
grains, also may take insects and
some herbaceous material
(USFWS 1998, USFWS 2010a).

Habitat Requirements
Suitable native scrub habitats
do not occur within the Study
Area. All habitats within the
Study Area are actively
farmed and unsuitable for
establishment of precincts.
All documented populations
are separated from the
Project by Interstate 5 (I-5), a
major barrier to migration.
Nearest occurrence is
approximately 3.8 miles
southwest of the Project,
recorded in 1979; occurrence
was west of I-5 (CDFW
2016a).
Suitable native scrub, shrub,
and grassland habitats do not
occur within the Study Area;
however, suitable level
terrain does occur. All
habitats within the Study
Area are actively farmed and
highly disturbed. Nearest
occurrence is approximately
0.5 miles south of the
Project, recorded in 1918
(CDFW 2016a).

Site Suitability

Low

No

Potential to
Occur
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TABLE C-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Not Observed Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area, continued
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CSC

FE, ST

Vulpes macrotis
mutica

Scientific Name

Regulatory
Status*

Taxidea taxus

*Source: CDFW 2016d.
Status Definitions:
CSC = California Species of Concern.
FE = Federally Endangered.
FT = Federally Threatened.
FP = State Fully Protected.
SE = State Endangered.
ST = State Threatened.
SR = State Rare.
SA = CDFW Special Animal.
BCC = Bird of Conservation Concern.

San Joaquin kit
fox

American
badger

Common
Name

Feb-Sept

Breeds
summer/early
fall, young born
in Mar-Apr

Nesting/
Breeding
Period
Habitat Requirements

C-7

Annual grasslands and grassy
stages of scrub habitats. Require
loosely-textured, sandy and
loamy soils in open, levels areas
for digging burrows used for
cover and breeding. Active yearround, mostly nocturnal, and
primarily carnivorous, taking
jackrabbits, cottontails, and other
rodents, as well as insects,
reptiles, some birds, eggs, and
some vegetation (CDFW 2016b,
USFWS 1998).

Found in open areas of
herbaceous habitats, shrublands,
and forests with dry, friable soils
used for burrows. Preys mostly on
burrowing rodents (CDFW 2016b).

Site Suitability
Suitable shrub habitat does
not occur and suitable prey
species density was not
observed within the Study
Area. Nearest occurrence
approximately 2.9 miles
northeast of the Project,
recorded in 1900 (CDFW
2016a).
Suitable native habitats do
not occur within the Study
Area, but species is known to
occupy agricultural and urban
areas. Three occurrences
within 1 mile of the Study
Area, all recorded in 1975,
and numerous more recent
occurrences within 5 miles
(CDFW 2016a).

Moderate as a
transitory
movement

No

Potential to
Occur
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TABLE C-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species Not Observed Not Observed But With CNDDB Records
Within 5 Miles of the Study Area, continued
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Appendix D:
Special-status Plant and Wildlife Species
Known to Occur in the Project Vicinity
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TABLE D-1: Special-Status Plant Species with Recorded Occurrences
Within the Project and Adjacent 7.5-minute Quadrangles
Common Name

Scientific Name

ESA

Status
CESA
Endangered

CRPR

Bakersfield smallscale

Atriplex tularensis

Alkali mariposa-lily

Calochortus striatus

1B.2

Lemmon's jewelflower

Caulanthus lemmonii

1B.2

Hispid salty bird's-beak

Chloropyron molle ssp. hispidum

Kern mallow

Eremalche kernensis

Hoover's eriastrum

Eriastrum hooveri

Tejon poppy

Eschscholzia lemmonii ssp. kernensis

1B.1

California satintail

Imperata brevifolia

2B.1

Coulter's goldfields

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri

1B.1

Comanche Point layia

Layia leucopappa

1B.1

Calico monkeyflower

Mimulus pictus

1B.2

San Joaquin woollythreads

Monolopia congdonii

Endangered

Bakersfield cactus

Opuntia basilaris var. treleasei

Endangered

California alkali grass

Puccinellia simplex

1B.2

Oil neststraw

Stylocline citroleum

1B.1

Mason's neststraw

Stylocline masonii

1B.1

California screw moss

Tortula californica

1B.2

Source: CDFW 2016c.
Status Definitions:
CRPR = California Rare Plant Rank (CNPS 2016)
1A = Plants presumed extirpated in California and either rare or extinct elsewhere
1B = Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
2B = Plants rare, threatened, and endangered in California, but more common elsewhere
3 = Plants about which more information is needed
4 = Plants of limited distribution - a watch list
0.1 = Seriously threatened in California
0.2 = Moderately threatened in California
.3 = Not very endangered in California

D-1

1A

1B.1
Endangered

1B.1

Delisted

4.2

1B.2
Endangered

1B.1
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TABLE D-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species with Recorded Occurrences
Within the Project and Adjacent 7.5-minute Quadrangles
Common Name

Scientific Name

ESA

Status
CESA
CDFW

Other

Invertebrates
Crotch bumble bee

Bombus crotchii

SA

Kern shoulderband

Helminthoglypta callistoderma

SA

Moestan blister beetle

Lytta moesta

SA

Monarch – California overwintering pop.

Danaus plexippus

SA

Morrison’s blister beetle

Lytta morrisoni

SA

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle

Desmocerus californicus dimorphus

Threatened

Blunt-nosed leopard lizard

Gambelia sila

Endangered

Coast horned lizard

Phrynosoma blainvillii

CSC

Northern leopard frog

Lithobates pipiens

CSC

Silvery legless lizard

Anniella pulchra pulchra

CSC

California horned lark

Eremophila alpestris actia

WL

Fulvous whistling-duck

Dendrocygna bicolor

CSC

Great egret

Ardea alba

SA

Snowy egret

Egretta thula

SA

Swainson’s hawk

Buteo swainsonii

Tricolor blackbird

Agelaius tricolor

CSC

BCC

Western burrowing owl

Athene cunicularia hypugaea

CSC

BCC

White-tailed kite

Elanus leucurus

Yellow-headed blackbird

Xanthocephalus xanthocephalus

CSC

American badger

Taxidea taxus

CSC

Buena Vista Lake ornate shrew

Sorex ornatus relictus

Hoary bat

Lasiurus cinereus

Giant kangaroo rat

Dipodomys ingens

Nelson's antelope squirrel

Ammospermophilus nelsoni

Pallid bat

Antrozous pallidus

San Joaquin kit fox

Vulpes macrotis mutica

San Joaquin pocket mouse

Perognathus inornatus

Amphibians and Reptiles
Endangered

FP

Birds

Threatened

FP

Mammals
Endangered

CSC
SA

Endangered

Endangered
Threatened
CSC

Endangered

Threatened
SA
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TABLE D-2: Special-Status Wildlife Species with Recorded Occurrences
Within a 12-Quad Radius of the Project, continued
Common Name

Scientific Name

ESA

Status
CESA
CDFW

Short-nosed kangaroo rat

Dipodomys nitratoides brevinasus

Tipton kangaroo rat

Dipodomys nitratoides nitratoides

Tulare grasshopper mouse

Onychomys torridus tularensis

CSC

Western mastiff bat

Eumops perotis californicus

CSC

Source: CDFW 2016d.
Status Definitions:
CSC = California Species of Concern.
SA = CDFW Special Animal.
WL = CDFW Watch List.
BCC = Bird of Conservation Concern.

D-3

CSC
Endangered

Endangered

Other

NAHC Consultation Documents

6/16/2016

Tule River Indian Tribe
Tule River Indian Tribe
Tule River Indian Tribe

Tejon Indian Tribe

Delia Dominguez

Kerri Vera
Joey Garfield
Neil Peyron

Katherine Montes Morgan

6/16/2016

6/16/2016
6/16/2016
6/16/2016

6/16/2016

Kitanemuk & Yowlumne Tejon
Indians

Lalo Franco

Rueben Barrios Sr.

6/16/2016

Mailed Letter
Date

Tribe
Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi
Yokut Tribe
Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi
Yokut Tribe

Contact Name

kmorgan@tejontribe.net

chairman@tulerivertribe-nsn.gov

tuleriverenv@yahoo.com

deedominguez@juno.com

Email

661.834.8566

559.783.8892
559.783.8892
559.781.4271

626.339.6785

559.924.1278

559.924.1278

Phone Number
Unavailable

6/16/2016

N/A
N/A
6/16/2016

-

Spoke to Colin
Rambo

Spoke to Colin
Rambo

Did not place
call

-

-

Unable to leave
voicemail

Phone Call
Phone Call
(8/15/16)
(8/16/16)
Did not place
call
Unavailable
Did not place
call
Unavailable

Unavailable
Unavailable
Unavailable

N/A
Unavailable
6/16/2016
(Unable to be Unable to leave
delivered)
voicemail

N/A

Native American Tribes
Contact Log
Date Email
Phone Call
Sent
(8/10/16)

8/16/2016

8/11/2016
8/11/2016
8/11/2016

None received

None received

None received

Date Comments Received

On behalf of the Tejon Indian Tribe, Colin Rambo sent a
request to conduct a Cultural Resource Sensitivity
Training to the Project's construction personnel.

There is currently no information regarding cultural or
prehistorical items or areas within the project area. If
during excavation activities, something is discovered,
the tribe should be contacted.
Response from Kerri Vera
Response from Kerri Vera

Notes

CHRIS Consultation Documents
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Lakeside Union School District (LUSD) proposes to construct a water system consolidation
pipeline in the unincorporated community of Old River, California. The Lakeside School Water
Supply Project (Project) includes construction of an approximately 4-mile-long water pipeline,
updates to one existing water well, and abandonment of the existing water well. The purpose of
the Project is to connect the LUSD campus water supply with the City of Bakersfield water
distribution system.
Drinking and irrigation water for the Lakeside School campus and LUSD District office at 14535
Old River Road historically were provided by onsite water wells. Effective January 2006, arsenic
levels in water from Well 2 exceeded the State of California (State) mandated maximum
contaminant levels of 10 micrograms per liter. Due to these high arsenic levels in the water,
LUSD currently provides bottled water to students and staff for drinking; onsite well water is
used only for irrigation. The Project seeks to connect the existing water system at the LUSD
campus with the Bakersfield municipal pipelines to provide a viable, sustainable drinking water
supply.
The LUSD contracted AECOM to a cultural resources survey of the Project area. The purpose of
this report is to provide the results of the cultural resource survey and identify any resources that
could be impacted by the proposed project, in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA).
Prior to the pedestrian survey of the Project area a cultural resources records search was
conducted by the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center (SSJVIC. Twenty-six
cultural-resource studies have been conducted within a half mile of the project area. Further,
sixteen cultural resources have been recorded within one-half mile of the project. None of the
previously recorded resources will be impacted by the proposed project.
Field investigations included intensive pedestrian surveys of the project location. Fieldwork was
conducted on September 27, 2016 under the supervision of an archaeologist meeting the
qualifications of Secretary of the Interiors’ Standards and Guidelines for archaeology. The
survey relocated two previously recorded archaeological sites, did not identify any additional
cultural resources. None of archaeological sites that have been identified in the vicinity of the
Project area are eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR.
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CHAPTER 1 –
INTRODUCTION
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND STUDY AREA
Drinking and irrigation water for the Lakeside School campus and LUSD District office at 14535
Old River Road historically were provided by onsite water wells. Effective January 2006, arsenic
levels in water from Well 2 exceeded the State of California (State) mandated maximum
contaminant levels of 10 micrograms per liter. Due to these high arsenic levels in the water,
LUSD currently provides bottled water to students and staff for drinking; onsite well water is
used only for irrigation. The Project seeks to connect the existing water system at the LUSD
campus with the Bakersfield municipal pipelines to provide a viable, sustainable drinking water
supply.
This study was conducted in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
as amended (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and pursuant to the Guidelines for
Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations,
Title 14 §15000 et seq.). The Project is located in Kern County on the Connor and Gossford U.S.
Geological Survey 7.5 minute maps (Figures 1 and 2).
REGULATORY SETTING
Cultural resources are defined as buildings, sites, structures, or objects, each of which may have
historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural, and/or scientific importance (Office of Historic
Preservation 1995). Significant resources are those resources which have been found eligible to
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). California state law designates
significant cultural resources as “historical resources.”
CEQA, Public Resources Code 21084.1 and CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations
Title 14 Section 15064.5 defines a “historical resource” as follows:
•
•

•

resource(s) listed or determined eligible by the State Historical Resources
Commission for listing in the CRHR (14 CCR Section 15064.5[a][1])
resource(s) either listed in the NRHP or in a “local register of historical resources” or
identified as significant in a historical resource survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g) of the Public Resources Code, unless “the preponderance of
evidence demonstrates that it is not historically or culturally significant” (14 CCR
Section 15064.5[a][2])
resources determined by the Lead Agency to meet the criteria for listing on the CRHR
(14 CCR Section 15064.5[a][3])

For listing in the CRHR a historical resource must be significant at the local, state, or national
level under one or more of the following four numbered criteria. A site will be eligible if:
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1.

It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the
United States;

2.

It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national
history;

3.

It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high artistic values;
and/or

4.

It has yielded or has the potential to yield information important to the prehistory
or history of the local area, California, or the nation.

Under 14 CCR Section 15064.5(a)(4), a resource may also be considered a “historical resource”
at the discretion of the lead agency.
All historical resources eligible for listing in the CRHR must retain integrity, which is the
authenticity of a historical resource’s physical identity evidenced by the survival of
characteristics that existed during the resource’s period of significance. Resources, therefore,
must retain enough of their historic character or appearance to be recognizable as historical
resources and to convey the reasons for their significance. Integrity is evaluated with regard to
the retention of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. It must
also be judged with reference to the particular criteria under which a resource is proposed for
nomination.
PROJECT PERSONNEL
Senior technical review was provided by Marc Hintzman, M.S. RPA, who meets the
qualifications of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for archaeology. Mr.
Hintzman, directed the field investigations and is the principal investigator for the project. Field
efforts and GIS mapping tasks were supported by Alec Stevenson B.A. Marc Hintzman, M.S.,
RPA and Alec Stevenson, B.A. are the authors of this technical report and all of whom meet the
Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for archaeology.
REPORT ORGANIZATION
Chapter 1 provides the project description, regulatory setting, and key personnel. Chapter 2
discusses the physical and cultural setting of the Project area. The physical setting includes:
physiology, geology, flora, and fauna. Whereas the cultural setting includes: the prehistoric,
historic, and cultural contexts that are relevant to t this project. Chapter 3 outlines the archival
research conducted fort his study. The research includes: a records search conducted at the
California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Southern San Joaquin Valley
Information Center (SSJVIC). Field survey and documentation methods are summarized in
Chapter 4. Chapter 5 presents the results of our field study, which includes: a summary
description of each cultural resource, and a discussion of resources in the study area. Chapter 6
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provides a summary of findings, preliminary evaluations of resource eligibility for inclusion in
the CRHR, and management considerations. Chapter 7 contains the references for citations in
this report.
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CHAPTER 2 –
PROJECT SETTING
NATURAL SETTING
Physiography and Geology
The San Joaquin Valley segment of the study area begins on the north at the Madera-Merced and
Fresno-Merced county lines. The valley is bound by the Diablo Range on the west, Tehachapi
and San Emigdio Mountains on the south, and Sierra Nevada Mountains on the east. Included are
portions of Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and Kern counties. The valley is an asymmetric
structural trough, underlain by thick deposits of Quaternary alluvium eroded from the
surrounding mountain fronts (Bartow 1991). Elevations on the valley floor gradually decline
northward from about 345 feet (105 meters) above mean sea level at Greenfield near the base of
the Tehachapis, to about 108 feet (33 meters) above mean sea level near the Fresno, Madera, and
Merced county lines. Long, low-gradient alluvial fans form a broad piedmont on the eastern side
of the valley bordering the Sierra Nevada, while on the western side, coalesced fans originating
from the Coast Range are comparatively short and steep. This configuration has caused the San
Joaquin River to be offset cowards the west, directed away from the valley center by the massive
alluvial deposits fringing the Sierra Nevada.
The northern San Joaquin Valley is separated from Tulare Basin to the south by a subtlehydrological divide formed by the Kings River fan on the east and the Los Gatos Creek fan on
the west. Throughout the historic-era, the Kings River spilled southward through a series
channels formed in its broad deltaic fan, providing about 50% of the total water input to Tulare
Basin and Tulare Lake (Atwater et al. 1986). ln the past, Tulare Lake would periodically overtop
the Kings River fan at an elevation of approximately 211 feet (81.5 meters) above mean sea
level (Grunsky l898) and flow northwest into the San Joaquin Valley through forty-milelong incision known as Fresno Slough. Near the modern town of Mendota, at an elevation
of about 160 feet (48 meters), Fresno Slough merges with the San Joaquin River and makes
an abrupt northward bend coward the river's terminus in the delta. Here the axial San
Joaquin River is highly sinuous, branching into numerous sloughs and side channels that diverge
from either side of the main channel.
South of the Kings River fan, the flows of the Kings, Kaweah, and Tule rivers created Tulare
Lake, once the largest natural body of water west of the Great Lakes (Davis 1999). As a result of
historic-period diversion of its water source (the Kings River), Tulare Lake now stands dry.
Historically the lake fluctuated in size from a few square miles during extremely dry years to as
much as 800 square miles during wet years (Grunsky 1898). Tulare basin itself is divided into
sub-basins by a broad alluvial fan emanating from the Kern River. Kern and Buena Vista lakes
once occupied the extreme southern end of the valley and occasionally coalesced and spilled
northward into Tulare Lake. Historically these southern lakes were not fed mainly by outflow
from the Kern River, minor input also came from numerous seasonal drainages originating from
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the Tehachapis. Like Tulare Lake. Kern and Buena Vista lakes remain dry as a result of water
diversion.
Flora and Fauna
Flora
The southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley is distinguished by extensive wetlands, that
occupied nearly half-million acres throughout Tulare, Kern and Buena Vista Basins. Often these
areas are dominated by stands of bull rush (Scripus spp.), cattails (Typha spp.), sedges (Carex
spp.), and rushes (Juncus spp.). Such freshwater regions were described by the early Spanish
explorers as “tulares.” Before Tulare Lake was drained for agriculture the tule marsh was the
broadest on the eastern and southern sides of the lake. Marshlands in the southern basin were
fringed by alkali desert scrub. In areas with a shallow water table and with alkaline soils a
distinctive vegetation pattern can be found. Plants include: iodine brush (Allenrolefa
occidentials), brush seepweed (Suadea fruiticosa), alkali heath (Frankenia grandifolia), salt
grass (Distichilis spicata), and alkali grass (Distichlis spicatar). In less alkaline areas, farther
removed from the marsh, saltbush (artiplex spinifera) was common as was: arrow scale (A.
phyllostegia), goldenbush (Iscooma acradenia var. bracteosa), valley larkspur (Delphinium
recurvatum) and spikeweed (Hemizonia pungenus).
Fauna
Three species of artiodactyl are prominent among the native species found in the San Joaquin
Valley. These are: Tule elk, pronghorn, and black-tailed deer. Tule elk likely used marshes as a
refuge from the pressures of commercial hunting that occurred during the gold rush. Tule elk and
pronghorn would have been found throughout the central valley prior to the gold rush they would
have ranged from the prairie grasslands to the borders of the riparian forests. Black-tailed deer
remained in residential herds. Each heard would have covered a range of approximately 400
acres square. The deer would have referred the riparian forests and oak woodlands.
Larger mammals that were common throughout the San Joaquin Valley include: grizzly bear
(Ursus arctos), black bears (Ursus Americana), mountain lion (Felis concolor), gray fox
(Urocyon cineroargentus), bobcat (Lynx rufus), coyote, and badger (Taxidea taxus). Smaller
mammals included spotted skunk (Silogale utorius), beaver (Caster canadensis), weasel
(Mustela frenata), mink (M. vison), river otter (Lutra candensis), raccoon (Procyon Lotor),
ground squirrel (Spermophilus beechyei), wood rat (Neotoma spp.), and desert cottontail
(Sylvilagus audobonos). Marsh grasslands and riparian habitats were home to coot (Fulica
americana), cormorant (Phalacrocorax auritus), grebs (Aechmophorus occidentialis), herons
(Ardeidae spp.), cranes (Grus spp.), egrets (Ardea spp.), and gulls (Larus spp.). These species
were joined by flocs of waterfowl migrating along the Pacific Flyway. Including: ducks (Amser
spp.), geese (Chen spp.), brants (Branta spp.), and swans (Cygnus spp.). Other avifauna
include: hawks (Buteo spp.), eagles (Aquila spp.), doves (Columbinae), quail (Calipepla
californica), flicker (Colaptes cafer), woodpeckers (Picidae), owls (Tyconidae and Strigidae),
and turkey vulture (Cathartes aura).
Open channels and the habitats of the lake and river systems each supported different types of
fishes. In the open fast-moving waters of the rivers and larger streams were found anadromous
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king salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss), and sturgeon
(Acipenser spp.), and sculpins (Cottus spp.). Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), and
western pike-minnow (Ptychocheilus grandis) were common in both fast- and slow-water
habitats, while the calmer waters of the lakes and rivers were home to splittail (Pogonichthys
rnacrolepidotus), hitch (Lavinia exilicauda), thicktail chub (Gila crnssicauda), Sacramento
blackfish (Orthodon microlepidotus), Sacramento perch (Archoplites interruptus), and tule perch
(Hysterocarpus traskz). Aquatic environments also supported pond turtle (Clemmys mannorata)
and populations of freshwater mussel including, Gonidea angulata and Anodonata califomiensis.
CULTURAL SETTING

Prehistory
Archaeological work in the San Joaquin Valley began in 1899 with a series of excavations
directed by the University of California (Moratto 1984). It was not until 1926 when the first
systematic study of the San Joaquin Valley occurred, nine sites were excavated and many others
recorded in the vicinity of Kern and Tulare Lakes (Gifford and Schenk 1926; Morrato 1984). In
1939 an early archaeological reconnaissance was conducted that helped to establish the basis for
the chronological cultural sequence that is still in use today (Gifford and Schenk 1926).
Central California prehistory is often presented as comprising three broad temporal periods: the
Paleo-Indian Period, the Archaic Period (divided into the Lower, Middle, and Upper periods),
and the Emergent or Late Prehistoric Period that dates between initial and sustained historic
contact (Fredrickson 1974:1[1]:41–53; 1994:93–103). The archeological data for the Central
Valley in California has recently been synthesized by Rosenthal and others (2007), resulting in
an update of Fredrickson’s temporal sequence for these areas (Rosenthal et al. 2007:147–163).
Included in the descriptions below are the paleo-climatic conditions, specific to the time period
being described that may have influenced changes in human habitation and settlement during
that period. While the general prehistory of the Central Valley is discussed below for purposes of
relevancy to the larger context, the focus below is on the southern or San Joaquin Valley portion
of the valley containing the study area.
Paleo-Indian Period 11,550 CAL B.C. to 8550 CAL B.C. (13,550-10,550 BP)
The time period of the first known inhabitants of California, the Paleo-Indian or Big-GameHunting peoples of the last Ice Age, encompasses the Terminal Pleistocene (pre-10,000 years
ago) and the Early Holocene, beginning circa 10,000 years ago and ending circa 6650 years ago
(Erlandson 1994, 1997). In the Central Valley, during this period, wetter climatic conditions
predominated and the retreat of the Sierran glaciers produced substantial amounts of runoff into
the drainages flowing into the Central Valley. At the end of the Pleistocene (approximately 9050
CAL B.C.), considerable deposition into alluvial fans and floodplains occurred throughout the
central California lowlands, including the San Joaquin Valley (Rosenthal et al. 2007:151). In the
western United States most evidence for the Paleo-Indian or Big-Game-Hunting peoples during
this time period derives principally from finds of large fluted spear and projectile points (FlutedPoint Tradition) in places such as Clovis and Folsom in the Great Basin and the Desert southwest
including portions of southeastern California (Moratto 1984:79–88). In the rest of California,
however, most evidence for the Fluted-Point Tradition derives principally from along the
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margins of these areas including the Sierra Nevada (Zimmerman et al. 1989; Moratto et al.
2011); the southern Central Valley; with mostly only isolated occurrences on or near the coast of
California (e.g., Harrington 1948; Simons et al. 1985; Erlandson et al. 1987; Kline and Kline
2007). The occurrences in the southern Central Valley include two isolated examples in the
northern San Joaquin Valley, one at Tracy Lake in San Joaquin County (Dillon 2002:110–128;
Rondeau et al. 2007) and the other at the Wolfsen Mound site (CA-MER-215) in Merced County
(Peak and Weber 1978). In the southern San Joaquin Valley, a number have been found to the
north of the project area around the Tulare Lake Basin (Riddell and Olsen 1969; Wallace 1978a).
Archaic Period 11,550 CAL B.C. to CAL A.D. 1100 (10,550 – 900 BP)
Lower Archaic 8550 to 5550 CAL B.C. (10,550–7550 BP)
The wet conditions that characterized the Paleo-Indian Period continued during the Lower
Archaic. The thick deposits of Holocene alluvium (up to 10 m) that accumulated along the lower
stretches of the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, Kings River, and Kern River drainage
systems during the last 5000–6000 years may have buried sites from both the earlier PaleoIndian and Lower Archaic periods (Moratto 1984:214). Consequently, like the Paleo-Indian
Period, most evidence for human activity during the Lower Archaic is represented by isolated
surface finds with most occurring around the lake basins in the southern part of the San Joaquin
Valley. Such evidence includes stemmed projectile points and flaked crescents. In addition to the
numerous surface finds around Tulare Lake, the southern San Joaquin Valley is also the location
of the only subsurface archaeological deposit dated to this period – a deeply buried soil along the
ancient shoreline of Buena Vista Lake at CA-KER-116, which produced three flaked crescents,
and radiocarbon dates on freshwater mussel shell of between 7175 and 6450 CAL B.C.)
(Fredrickson and Grossman 1977; Rosenthal et al. 2007:151).
Middle Archaic 5550 to 550 CAL B.C. (7,550–2550 BP)
During the Middle Archaic, a substantial change in climate with drier conditions occurred
throughout central California. These drier conditions resulted in a desiccation of the lakes in the
southern part of the Central Valley, many of which shrank substantially or dried up entirely
during this period. Alluvial landforms also stabilized with little deposition occurring. It is during
this period that human occupation can first be substantially documented in the archaeological
record in the vicinity of the project area. According to Rosenthal and others, “The late Middle
Archaic record reveals a distinct adaptive pattern reflecting the emergence of logistically
organized subsistence practices and increasing residential stability along river corridors of the
Sacrament and San Joaquin Valleys” (Rosenthal et al. 2007:153). This adaptive association with
water courses, which appears to have started during the middle part of the period, was clearly
established by the end of the period. Site assemblages from this period contain nonutilitarian
artifacts and evidence of trade, and faunal remains indicate year-round site occupation. Late
Middle Archaic assemblages are also associated with one of the earliest defined cultural patterns
in central California, the Windmiller Pattern (Fredrickson 1974; Moratto 1984). This pattern was
originally defined by consistency of burial orientation and by elaborate grave offerings. While
most were originally associated with the Sacramento Delta area, recent finds indicate a
distribution throughout the San Joaquin Valley (Rosenthal et al. 2007). The late Middle Archaic
is also characterized as demonstrating the first substantial evidence for fishing (bone gorges and
composite hooks, and spears), basketry (basketry awls, baked clay basketry impressions), simple
pottery, and finely made plummet stones of indefinite function.
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Rosenthal and others (2007:152–153), also note that, beginning during the Middle Archaic, two
distinct settlement-subsistence adaptations can be documented for the area with one centering on
the valley floor and the other on the adjacent foothills. During the late Holocene, after 4000 BP
(ca. 2000 B.C.), wetter conditions appear to have prevailed and possibly increased alluviation on
the valley floor (Meyer et al. 2010:83). Interestingly, sites attributable to the early Middle
Archaic (ca. 5550–2050 CAL B.C.), are sparse on the valley floor, but relatively abundant in the
foothills. This occurrence is most likely due to the deep burial of the sites on the valley floor
during subsequent periods of alluvial deposition, whereas sites situated in the upper elevations
and slopes of the foothills would be less likely to accumulate substantial sedimentary deposits.
Only four dated site deposits and a few dated isolates are attributable to this period on the floor
of the valley with most of these occurring in buried contexts. In the Sacramento Valley, one of
these sites was discovered during auguring at a depth of more than 3 m (Rosenthal et al.
2007:153). In contrast to these few occurrences on the valley floor, a number of sites dating
between 4050 and 2050 CAL B.C. have been documented in the adjacent foothill areas with
many also occurring in buried contexts, but generally at less substantial depths. These foothill
sites are characterized by expedient flaked cobble tools used for chopping, pounding, and
scraping, as well as cobbles used as grinding implements (Rosenthal et al. 2007:153). Based on
investigations at sites on the western margins of the San Joaquin Valley, Olsen and Payen (1969)
developed a series of four complexes, the Positas, Pacheco, Gonzaga, and Panoche complexes,
all occurring subsequent to the Paleo-Indian and Lower Archaic periods. The Positas Complex
can be attributed to the Middle Archaic, possibly dating to as early as 5,300 years ago and as late
as 4,600 years ago (Moratto 1984).
Upper Archaic 550 CAL B.C. to CAL A.D. 1100 (2,550–900 BP)
Late Holocene environmental conditions consisting of a cooler and wetter, but more stable
climate coincide with the inception of the Upper Archaic. These conditions appear to have
occurred abruptly as indicated by the apparently rapid reinundation of lakes in the region that
were desiccated during the Middle Archaic. These conditions also resulted in the resumption of
substantial sediment deposition in the valley, and the burial of the stable and weathered
landforms created by the dry conditions during the Middle Archaic. While, in general, the
archaeological record in the Central Valley is more substantial for the Upper Archaic than for the
previous period, relatively little archaeological evidence exists in the southern San Joaquin
Valley for the period (Rosenthal et al. 2007). During the period, the archaeological record
indicates that an expanded resource base now included resources that could be harvested and
processed in bulk such as acorns, salmon, shellfish, rabbits, and deer. A substantial reliance on
the acorn as a food staple is also reflected by the considerable presence in the archaeological
record of mortars and pestles and a rich content of archaeobotanical materials. The considerable
presence of obsidian indicates a substantial trade in this material with the obsidian recovered at
sites in the Sacramento Valley and the northern San Joaquin Valley reflecting trade mostly with
sources in the North Coast Ranges such Borax Lake and the northern Napa Valley, while sites in
the southern San Joaquin Valley derived mostly from sources on the east side of the Sierras, such
as Bodie Hills, Casa Diablo, and Coso (Rosenthal et al. 2007; Sutton and Des Lauriers 2002;).
While, in general, relatively less archaeological evidence exists in the southern San Joaquin
Valley for the period, evidence does exist in the eastern and western areas of the northern part of
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the valley. From investigations conducted on the western side of the valley, in the Diablo Range,
Olsen and Payen (1969) defined the Pacheco Complex, which was dated by temporally
diagnostic shell beads, to both the Middle and Upper Archaic periods (ca. 2600 B.C.–A.D. 300).
These Diablo Range occupations may represent a boundary area where valley people
periodically colonized riparian and other well-watered foothill locations. In the Sierra Nevada
foothills along the eastern side of the San Joaquin Valley, results from investigations reported by
Moratto (1972, 1984) and Fenenga (1973, 1975), have led Rosenthal and others (2007:156) to
postulate that, during the Upper Archaic, the lower foothill woodlands may have also represented
a boundary area where valley people periodically colonized riparian and other well-watered
foothill locations such as the project location on the Tule River along the base of the Sierra
Nevada. Sites dated by obsidian hydration to the Upper Archaic Period, and possibly later, have
also been documented at Pine Flat Reservoir, a foothill location along the Kings River to north of
the project area (Dillon 1990).
Emergent Period CAL A.D. 1000 to Historic (1000–CA 200 BP)
Despite the apparent occurrence of several flood and drought episodes during the period, the
relatively stable climatic conditions established at the outset of the Upper Archaic can be
interpreted to have continued into and through the Emergent Period. Rosenthal and others
observe, however, that it is not clear whether these drought and flood episodes are unusual
events or are “a product of the comparatively profound resolution of more recent
paleoenvironmental evidence” (2007:157). While the archaeological record for the Emergent
Period is the most substantial of any of the periods, this record is uneven in terms of its
distribution. In the San Joaquin Valley, sporadic research has resulted in few components or
phases being identified for the Emergent Period (Rosenthal et al. 2007:157). In the western area
of the northern San Joaquin Valley, Olsen and Payen (1969), based on the excavated material at
CA-MER-3, CA-MER-14, and CA-MER-94, among other sites, defined two complexes that are
both likely associated with the Emergent Period: the Gonzaga Complex (ca. A.D. 300–1000) and
the Panoche Complex (ca. A.D. 1500–1850). In the adjacent areas of the eastern San Joaquin
Valley, Moratto, based principally on investigations conducted in foothill areas along
Chowchilla Creek and the Fresno River to the north of the project area, defined two phases
coinciding with the Emergent Period: the Raymond Phase (ca. A.D 300–A.D. 1500) and the
Madera Phase ca. A.D.1500–A.D. 1850). A period of instability and change appears to
characterize the Raymond Phase with violence indicated in burial pathologies and old villages
appearing to exhibit cycles of occupation and abandonment after ca. A.D. 500. Primary
interment of the dead was typically in flexed positions, with some extended burials also noted
during the early part of the phase. Raymond Phase burials were also relatively lacking in
offerings, compared to earlier Chowchilla Phase burials. In contrast, the subsequent Madera
Phase appears to represent a period of prosperity and is likely associated with the ancestral
Southern Sierra Miwok (Moratto 1972, 1984).
Ethnohistory (Post A.D. 1776)
The project is located in the Southern San Joaquin Valley, a region commonly attributed to the
Southern Valley Yokuts. Their territory was bounded by the lower King River in the north, and
the Tehachapi Mountains in the south. The Southern Valley Yokuts range includes Tulare,
Buena Vista, and Kern Lakes, which were connected through sloughs and the lower portions if
the Kings, Kaweah, Tule and Kern Rivers. The Southern Valley Yokuts were part of the
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Penutian language family, consisting of at least 15 distinct Yokuts groups. Each spoke a separate
Yokuts dialect (Kroeber 1925; Latta 1949; Swanton 1952; Wallace 1978). Tribal boundaries
were fixed but friendly relations existed between local groups and most shared resources with
outside groups.
The Southern Valley Yokuts lived in permanent settlements for most of the year. Houses were
occupied by single family and multifamily groups. Single family houses were oval, framed with
wooden beams and were covered with tule mats. Each village had at least one communal sweat
house. Subsistence for the Southern Valley Yokuts consisted of fish, waterfoul, shellfish, roots,
seeds, and to a lesser extent land mammals.
Spanish and Mexican settlements were concentrated along coastal routes. As a result, the inland
settlements of the Southern Valley Yokuts were not as heavily impacted as coastal tribes were.
Neophytes fleeing the missions introduced new goods and customs. As Mexican Ranchos
expanded into the Central Valley they brought with them viruses and diseases, which the Native
populations had no resistance to. As a result, Native populations are thought to have reduced by
as much as 75 percent (Cook 1975).
Historical Background
California’s historic period began in September 1542 when Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo reached San
Diego Bay as part of his expedition up the coast north of “New Spain.” However, the main focus
remained on the coastline and Spanish explorers did not reach the project area until 1772. After
that time, missionaries, explorers, and trappers slowly began documenting the region. Although
the impact of this single event did not impact the project area for some time, it marks the opening
of the area to new contact, colonialism, and cultural shifts. A brief discussion of the history of
the region is presented below.
The Spanish Period
The Tehachapi Mountains were not a well-explored region during the Spanish Period, as the San
Joaquin Valley was a remote, swampy area filled with tall tulares (or rushes) and blocked the
route to the mountains (Tulare County Resource Management Agency 2015). The first recorded
Spanish contact was in 1772 by Pedro Fages during an expedition with Father Juan Crespi
through the southern portion of the San Joaquin Valley up to Tejon Pass (Meighan et al. 1988).
Fages was searching for deserters that had fled from the Monterey Presidio. One of the deserters
drowned in a slough, while the others managed to escape. The next substantial exploration was
undertaken in 1806 by Lieutenant Francisco Ruiz and his troops from the Spanish army. Upon
entering Tejon Canyon, the group found a dead badger. They named the place Cañada del Tejón,
or Badger Canyon. Ruiz and his men explored the nearby area as well and are responsible for the
place name of Grapevine Canyon, or Cañada de las Uvas (Starr 1985). Although the Spanish
briefly explored the Tehachapi Mountains area, no missions or settlements were established (ICF
Jones & Stokes 2008). The Spanish period in California ended with Mexican independence from
Spain in 1822. Some Euro-American exploration also occurred of the region after this time. One
such expedition was undertaken by Pierre Lebec in 1837. He was killed by a grizzly bear that he
was hunting. Lebec, a town near Tejon Ranch, takes his name. The story of his death is carved
into a tree near Fort Tejon.
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The Mexican Period
During the Mexican Period, several land grants were established within or near the project area.
One rancho was named Rancho El Tejón, taking its name from Tejon Canyon. This land grant
was given to Santa Barbara-based business partners Jóse Antonio Aguirre and Ignacio del Valle
by Governor Manuel Micheltorena in 1843. Aguirre and del Valle engaged in the trading
business by selling hides, tallow, and olive oil produced on the ranchos to the cities, as well as
manufactured products back to the ranchos (Starr 1985). Neither man lived on Rancho El Tejón
and likely administered it from afar. Aguirre later settled in San Diego and became a prominent
citizen of the city. He was responsible for founding the New Town settlement with several other
men (Smythe 1907). Del Valle became active in politics, later settling in Los Angeles (Starr
1985). American governance began in 1848, when Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo, ceding California to the United States at the conclusion of the Mexican–American War.
Land ownership was thrown into turmoil as Mexican land owners faced validation of their grants
by the State Lands Commission. The cost of defending their claim and the evidence required by
the State Lands Commission to prove title claims meant that many Mexican-era ranchos were
claimed as public land that was open to American settlement.
The American Period
Beginning during the American Period in 1848, the Northern Valley Yokuts tribes suffered
greatly from the influx of Euro-Americans during the Gold Rush and were essentially displaced
from the area. The Southern Valley Yokuts tribes, including those residing in the study area
vicinity, were also eventually displaced by Euro-American settlers and were either absorbed into
the invasive culture or were placed on the Tejon, Fresno, and/or Tule River reservations
(Wallace 1978b). Prior to this disruption and a more gradual displacement of the of the Southern
Valley Yokuts, the ethnohistoric villages of Tinliu, Woilo, Tsineuhiu, Loasau, and Pohalin Tinliu
inhabited by the Hometwoli or Yawelmani tribes, were located in the vicinity of the project area
(Wallace 1978b:448; Latta 1949). Although the Native American population was greatly reduced
by diseases and social changes introduced by Euro-Americans, the Yokuts were one of the
largest and most robust tribal groups in California. Together, the four Yokuts tribes, Hometwoli,
Tulamni, Chuxoxi, and Yawelmani, within the southernmost area of the San Joaquin Valley, are
estimated to have contained a population of approximately 2,600 individuals, prior to EuroAmerican contact, but only around 560 individuals by 1850 (Wallace 1978b).
Colonel Edward Fitzgerald Beale is credited for establishing the land that would later become
modern-day Tejon Ranch. Beale was an influential and colorful figure in American and
California history. He served in the Navy, fought in the Mexican-American War; brought proof
of the Gold Rush from California to Washington; rode camels in the U.S. Army; acted as a
Superintendent of Indian Affairs; and worked as a land surveyor, rancher, and an ambassador to
Austria-Hungary, among other things (Latta 2015). In 1853, Congress enacted a law to establish
five military reservations in California as a response to Native American uprisings in the Central
Valley (Locklear 2006; Starr 1985). These military reservations would function in order to
manage the local Native American tribes, mainly the Kitanemuk, and provide them with
sustenance as needed. Beale was tasked with setting up the reservation land. He went to the
Tejon Pass to meet with tribes. An agreement between Beale and the Tejon tribes were reached
after he agreed to let them remain on their ancestral land in the Tejon Valley and Tehachapi
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Mountains (Locklear 2006). Those Native Americans came to be called the Tejon Indian Tribe.
The land belonged to a Mexican-era land grant, but Beale found it currently unoccupied. He next
founded Fort Tejon, a U.S. military installation, on August 10, 1854, within Grapevine Canyon.
The fort would act as a safeguard for travelers through the Tehachapi Mountains, as well as
attempt to regulate the Native Americans living in the nearby area (Locklear 2006).
Beale, as Superintendent of Indian Affairs in California, believed that the Native Americans
should be taught to establish farms for themselves and learn ranching as a way of providing for
themselves. Beale named the reservation the Sebastian Indian Reservation and 2,500 Indians
settled within numerous different villages in 1854. They built adobe houses and planted corn,
wheat, barley, pumpkins, potatoes, beans, and grapevines near Tejon Pass. Irrigation ditches
were used to water the crops. Approximately 2,800 acres were being utilized for agriculture as
reported by the Alta California newspaper (Starr 1985). Beale was replaced as Superintendent in
1854 due to his large unapproved spending to establish the farmland. Beale also established Fort
Tejón to be occupied by Company A of the First United States Dragoons, who occupied the fort
starting in 1855. The fort included approximately 15 adobe buildings with an open courtyard in
the center. Company A was in charge of patrolling the area, aiding travelers, and protecting the
Sebastian Indian Reservation. An American civilian town also grew around the fort. The fort was
closed 10 years later in 1864 after road improvements and a larger civilian population negated
the need for the men of the fort (Starr 1985).
After his dismissal as Superintendent, Beale began to purchase land from four Mexican-era land
grants Rancho Castac, Rancho El Tejón, Rancho Los Alamos y Agua Caliente, and Rancho La
Libre from 1855 to 1865. He also acted as Surveyor-General starting in 1861; in this role, Beale
surveyed the land in and around Tejon (Bonsal 1912). By1867, Beale owned 265,215 acres of
land located in Tejon Valley. The ranch operated as a sheep and cattle ranch. Mexicans,
Americans, and Native Americans worked Tejon Ranch (Starr 1985). Beale and his family
allowed the Native Americans living on the now dissembled San Sebastian Reservation to
continue to live there (Locklear 2006). Things changed in 1911, when Beale’s son, Truxton, sold
the land holding after Beale’s death to a Los Angeles group of businessmen who formed the
Tejon Ranch Syndicate. Two of the more notable men from the syndicate include Harry
Chandler, the publisher of the Los Angeles Times, and Moses H. Sherman, an entrepreneur (Starr
1985).
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CHAPTER 3 –
ARCHIVAL RESEARCH AND CONTACT PROGRAM
As part of this cultural resources assessment, an archival research program was conducted. The
purpose of this program was to identify known cultural resources in the project area, provide
context for the evaluation of cultural resources in the project footprint which are 45 years old or
older, and to inform interpretations regarding the potential to encounter previously unidentified
cultural resources in the course of ground-disturbing work associated with the project. Archival
research consisted of a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center
(SSJVIC) on September 15, 2016.
PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCES INVESTIGATION REPORTS
The records search at the SSJVIC determined that 24 cultural resource investigations have been
conducted within one half mile of the Project area (Table 1). These reports include six cultural
resource assessments, six cultural resource surveys, one test excavations, seven Phase I reports,
one monitoring report, one environmental impact report, and two cultural resources inventories.
In addition to this approximately 50 percent of the project area and 25 percent of the 0.5-mile
buffer area has been previously surveyed (Table 1).
Table 1. Previous Investigations Conducted within one half mile of the Project Area
Author

Report # (KE-)

Description

Jensen, Peter M.

207

Archaeological Inventory Survey, Bakersfield-Taft Fiber 1996
Optics Data Transmission Line, Kern County, California

Lewis Pruett, Catherine

903

Environmental Impact Evaluation: An Archaeological 1989
Survey for a Proposed Dairy South of Old River, Kern
County

Fleagle, Dorothy

2030

A Cultural Resources Assessment for the Allen Road 1998
and Bueno Vista Trunk Sewer Line, Public Works
Department, City of Bakersfield, Kern County, CA

Hudlow, Scott M.

2478

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for Doorae 2000
Community Center, Kern County, California

McDougall, Dennis P.

2622

Cultural Resources Survey for the Kern Delta Water 2001
District Water Banking Project

Pruett, Catherine Lewis

2876

A Cultural Resources Assessment for 80 Acres, Old 2004
River Estates, Located South of Panama Lane and East
of Old River Road, Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Jackson, Thomas L.

2977

Supplemental Cultural Resources Inventory McCutchen 2005
110
Project,
GPA/ZC-04-1012
General
Plan
Amendment, Rezone, Annexation, and Circulation
Element Amendment

Schiffman, Robert A. and 2993
Gold, Alan P.

Cultural Resources Survey for a 79-Acre Parcel, North 2004
of Taft Highway (119) Between Gosford Road and
Progress Road in SW Bakersfield, Kern County,
California
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Author

Report # (KE-)

Description

Fleagle, Dorothy

3078

A Cultural Resources Assessment for Approximately 90 2005
Acres South of Panama Lane and North of McCutchen
Road in South Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Fleagle, Dorothy

3080

A Cultural Resources Assessment for 80 Acres 2005
Immediately West of Old River Road and One-Quarter
Mile South of Panama Lane, South Bakersfield, Kern
County, California

Pruett, Catherine Lewis
and Murphy, Peggy

3084

A Cultural Resources Assessment For Old River Ranch, 2005
Located in Southwest Bakersfield, Kern County,
California

Schiffman, Robert A and
Gold, Alan P.

3126

Cultural Resource Survey for a 75-Acre Parcel North pf 2005
Taft Highway and West of Gosford Road in Bakersfield,
Kern County, California

Pruett, Catherine Lewis,
Fleagle, Dorothy, and
Murphy, Peggy Brooks

3177

Addendum I Cultural Resources Assessment for 2005
Gosford-Panama Partners, a 285 Acre Parcel Located in
Southwest Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Hudlow, Scott

3293

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for Steve 2006
Antongiovani Annexation / General Plan Amendment /
Zone Change, City of Bakersfield, Ca

Hudlow, Scott

3297

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for Steve 2006
Antongiovani Annexation / General Plan Amendment /
Zone Change, Old River and McCutchen Roads, City of
Bakersfield, Ca

Romani, John F.

3401

Rehabilitation Old River Road from SR 119 South to 2006
Interstate 5, Near Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Hudlow, Scott

3429

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for Montecito 2006
Properties, City of Bakersfield, California

Hudlow, Scott

3519

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for a Residential 2005
Project at Taft Highway and Buena Vista Road, City of
Bakersfield, California

Arrington, Cindy, Bass,
Bryon, Brown, Joan,
Corey, Chris, and Hunt,
Kevin

3528

Cultural Resources Final Report of Monitoring and 2006
Findings for the Qwest Network Construction Project,
State

Lewis Pruett, Catherine
and Fleagle, Dorothy

3642

Excavation Report for Four Sites Near Old River, South 2006
of Bakersfield, Kern County, California

Hudlow, Scott

3718

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for Steve 2006
Antongiovani Annexation / General Plan Amendment /
Zone Change, City of Bakersfield, California

Palm-Leach, Laura,
3777
Brandy, Paul, King, Jay,
Mikkelsen, Pat, Seil,
Libby, Hartman, Lindsay,
Bradeen, Jill, Larson,
Bryan, Freeman, Joseph,
Costello, Julia, Rosenthal,
Jeffrey, and Jones,
Deborah

Cultural Resources Inventory of Caltrans District 6 2010
Rural Conventional Highways in Fresno, Western Kern,
Kings, Madera, and Tulare Counties Summary of
Methods and Findings
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Author

Report # (KE-)

Description

Date

Hudlow, Scott

4477

A Phase I Cultural Resource Survey for S & S Homes 2014
Master Land Plan Old River Road, City of Bakersfield,
California

Laurie, Leroy and
Pulcheon, Andrew

4796

Archaeological Survey Report for the Old River Road 2014
Improvement Project from State Route 166 to State
Route 119, Kern County, California

PREVIOUSLY RECORDED CULTURAL RESOURCES SITES
The SSJVIC records search identified 16 previously recorded cultural resources within the study
area (Table 2). Of these 16 previously recorded cultural resources, five are isolates and 11 are
sites. The isolates consist of two flakes, one piece of shatter, and two groundstone fragments.
The archaeological sites consist of two lithic scatters, one railroad grade, and eight homesteads.
Four resources (P-15-11659, 11660, 11662, and 11656) are within 100 feet of the project area,
however, none of the archaeological resources identified in the records search are directly within
the project footprint.
Table 2. Previously Recorded Cultural Resource Sites and Isolates within a 0.5-mile Radius
of the Project Site
Primary
Number
(P-15-)

Site / Isolate Type

Time Period

Eligibility

004024

Railroad Grade

1880-1945

The resource has not been evaluated.

011647

Isolate Flake

Prehistoric

Not eligible for NRHP under Criterion Not in project
D.
area

011648

Isolate Flake

Prehistoric

Not eligible for NRHP under Criterion Not in project
D.
area

011649

Isolate Groundstone
Fragment

Prehistoric

Not eligible for listing in the NRHP.

011650

Isolate Chert Shatter

Prehistoric

Not eligible for listing Criterion D in the Within project
NRHP.
area.

011651

Isolate Groundstone
Fragment

Prehistoric

Resource has not been evaluated.

Not in project
area

011652

Homestead

1930s or 1940s

Resource has not been evaluated.

Not in project
area

011653

Lithic Scatter

Prehistoric

Resource has not been evaluated.

Not in project
area

011654

Lithic Scatter

Prehistoric

Resource has not been evaluated.

Not in project
area

011656

Homestead

1936 - 1940

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area
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Primary
Number
(P-15-)

Site / Isolate Type

Time Period

Eligibility

011657

Homestead

1938

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area

011658

Homestead

1954

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area

011659

Homestead

1957

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area

011660

Homestead

1928

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area

011662

Homestead

1952

Not eligible for listing on the NRHP.

Not in project
area

012447

Homestead

1920s

The resource was not evaluated.

Not in project
area

Location in
Study Area

In summary, archival research indicates that approximately 25 percent of the 0.5 mile study area
has been previously studied. In addition to this 50 percent of the project area has been previously
studied. Although four resources are in close proximity, none are directly within the project
footprint.

Native American Contact Program
A Native American contact program is ongoing at this time.
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CHAPTER 4 –
METHODS
SURVEY METHODOLOGY
Archaeological Pedestrian Survey
The pedestrian archaeological survey of the study areas was conducted by qualified AECOM
archaeologists on September 27, 2016 (Plates 1 and 2). The survey was conducted along the 4.5
mile long project corridor; it examined an area of approximately 110 acres.
The surveyors used 7.5-minute USGS topographic maps and larger-scale aerial photographs, as
well as hand-held submeter global positioning system (GPS) units loaded with shape files of the
study area, for orientation and to record resources and survey coverage. One transect will be
wailed on each side of the road to determine if surface artifacts or features are located within the
project area. Approximately 100-feet east and west of the road will be examined.
If a resource is encountered, the survey crew determine the location with a handheld GPS unit
and, if previously recorded, with reference to existing site record forms. Maps of survey results
and resource locations are provided in Figures 3 and4. Previously recorded sites were checked
against the existing documentation for any changes in site constituents, condition, or boundaries.
Site recordation includes photographic documentation (site overviews and detail shots, including
diagnostic artifacts), site sketch maps as appropriate (recorded with submeter GPS units), artifact
and feature descriptions, and environmental context. A noncollection strategy was employed, and
all pin flags were removed after recordation.
Documentation
If previously undocumented cultural resources are encountered they would be documented on the
appropriate DPR 523 forms. New resources were recorded on a Primary Form (Form 523A) and
Location Map (Form 523J), at a minimum. More complex resources required an Archaeological
Site Record (Form 523C) and a Sketch Map (Form 523K). Sketch maps included a site datum
and features, artifacts concentrations, and other cultural elements. The previously recorded
resource was not updated, as its record was considered adequate and thoroughly documented. All
completed DPR site forms will be sent to the SSJVIC for filing and the assignment of permanent
numbers in the state inventory system. DPR forms are included in this report as Appendix B.
SITE TYPES
The cultural resources survey was designed to identify and evaluate archaeological and historical
sites to the extent possible from observed surface conditions. Prior to field investigations, it was
important to consider the types of cultural resources likely to be encountered and the relevance
of such resources for the investigation of regional research issues. Site types expected in the
study area are listed below.
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Prehistoric
Habitation Sites
Habitation sites typically show evidence of a variety of occupation debris, including multiple
artifact classes, subsistence remains, and/or fire-affected rock. Habitation sites can also include
milling features or artifacts, lithic scatters, ceramic scatters, shelters, living areas, cooking
hearths, subsistence remains (mammal bone), middens, and discrete activity areas such as lithic
reduction or other subsistence-related locales. The presence of some or all of these features and a
varied artifact assemblage, along with faunal food remains, serves to define a site as a habitation
site.
The habitation site type includes a range of subtypes that are distinguished primarily by the
intensity and longevity of the site’s use as a living space. Habitation sites can range from large,
permanent villages occupied year-round by several families, to small, temporary camp sites
occupied once for a matter of days or weeks each year or every few years. Temporary camp sites
can contain discrete activity areas devoted to specialized activities, but these are typically fewer
in number and less typologically diverse than with more permanent settlement.
Bedrock Milling Stations
Bedrock milling station sites usually consist of one or multiple milling features used for the
processing of various seeds and/or nuts such as acorns. Sites in this resource category usually
consist almost exclusively of milling features on a boulder or cluster of adjacent boulders, with
no cultural deposit (midden) and few or no artifacts present. Bedrock milling features can consist
of one milling element, or several milling elements closely clustered within an outcrop or on a
boulder. Milling elements in the features can include slicks, basins, and mortars. Sites containing
milling features, but also containing cultural deposit (midden) and/or numerous and varied types
of artifacts, are usually considered habitation sites and not locations where exclusively vegetal
processing activities occurred.
Lithic Scatters
This resource category consists of prehistoric artifacts reflecting flaked stone tool manufacture
and maintenance, and artifactual constituents can range from a single-episode flaking station to
large scatters containing flaked stone debitage and items stemming from later production stages.
The debitage in the lithic scatters can be as a result of either platform core or biface core
reduction activities. If especially desirable tool-production raw materials were not locally
available, but had to be imported, then little of no initial flaking activities (i.e., quarrying and
early stage manufacture) would be represented at the site. Although lithic scatters are generally
interpreted by archaeologists as places where tool stone acquisition and tool manufacture and
maintenance occurred, there are Native American representations that certain ritual activities also
resulted in the production of flaked stone materials.
Human Remains
Human remains are highly sensitive culturally and subject to special protection under federal and
state law. Although rare, sites with human remains have been recorded in the area.
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Historic
Farmstead Complexes / Historic Structures and Features
These sites consist of archaeological and historic architectural remnants of historic homesteads,
farms, ranches, or other types of facility. Site types or constituents can include scattered
residential, ranching, and agricultural structures as a variety of remains and features, including
building and structure foundations, building and structural rubble, wells, landscaping, farm
equipment, corrals, water conveyance structures and facilities, and occupation debris and
rubbish.
Transportation Routes and Other Linear Sites
Transportation routes consist of historic trails, roads, and railroad lines. The condition of roads
may vary from faint two-tracks to graded or paved alignments where the route, not the road
material, is significant. Historic rail lines can include existing railroads, abandoned railroad lines,
and railroad beds. Other historic linear sites can include irrigation canals, transmission lines, or
any other built linear resource that was constructed more than 45 years from the project
completion date of 2017 and may be associated with other historic elements.
Refuse Scatters and Dumps
Sites of this type can range from small, discrete deposits to large, sparse scatters of domestic,
commercial, or industrial debris (cans, bottles, machinery, and appliances). Often, these are
found along trails or dirt roads, making associations difficult to establish. Such scatters and
dumps can also be associated with discard from ranching and farming activities for which the
original association is no longer evident (e.g., no structures currently nearby).
Refuse disposal scatters and dumps can be broken down into three types:
1.

Dump sites – areas where active dumping of accumulated refuse has occurred over time.
Dump sites may grow into larger sites, such as town dumps, as they are known and used
by a nearby community.

2.

Refuse scatters – areas where historic debris is common, but not necessarily associated
with active, organized, repetitive dumping of accumulated refuse. Although refuse
scatters may be characterized by more than one dumping episode, they often represent a
single episode where dumping occurred.

3.

Roadside litter – isolated debris from vehicles rapidly moving through an area. This type
is usually associated with automotive travel from the mid-20th century to the present. It
typically results in isolated artifacts or small debris scatters from window or roadside
disposal.

Isolates
Isolates can be either historic or prehistoric and may consist of single or occasionally multiple,
prehistoric or historic artifacts. As a rule, less than three artifacts in an area 30 m or less in
diameter with a distance of 30 m or more to any other artifact constitutes an isolate. Isolates can
be found on a variety of surfaces, including alluvial plains and washes, and within agricultural
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fields. Isolates may reflect disturbance of the area by natural causes such as lacustrine and/or
alluvial erosion and deposition, and/or by historic and modern human activities.
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CHAPTER 5 –
RESULTS
Project archaeologists performed pedestrian surveys of the LUSD study area on September 27,
2016. The surveys were performed by Marc Hintzman, M.S., RPA and Alec Stevenson, B.A.
The entire Project area was surveyed, visibility varied greatly depending on the density of
vegetation. Approximately half of the survey area was obscured by crops. The remainder
consisted of barren fields, and a few yards. No cultural resources are located within the Project
area; no previously unrecorded cultural resources were identified.
As the survey passed in proximity to previously recorded sites the condition of these sites were
noted and a photograph of each site was taken. In most cases little change to the sites has
occurred since they were last recorded.
HISTORIC-PERIOD RESOURCES
Four sites have been recorded within 100-feet of the Project area. These sites are: 15-011656,
011659, 011660, and 011662. The condition of each site will be discussed below.
P-15-011656
The site is a 1930’s single-family residential structure that is located on a three acre lot (Plate 3).
The structure was constructed by Hans Clausen in the late 1930’s. Mr. Clausen is reported to
have constructed a number of houses in the area. The structure was recorded in 2005, at which
time the property was deemed ineligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR (Brewer 2005a).
This resource has changed little since it was recorded in 2005.
P-15-011659
The site is described as a single story ranch house that was located on the corner of Old River
Road and McClutchen Road. The structure has been demolished and is currently the location of
Independence High School (Plate 4). The structure was recorded in 2005, at which time it was
determined to be ineligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR (Brewer 2005b).
P-15-011660
The site is described as a single-story farmhouse and associated tank house. According to
assessors maps the structure was built in 1928. The structure was recorded in 2005 and was not
considered eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR (Brewer 2005c). Since 2005 the
structures have been demolished, today the land is planted as an orchard (Plate 5).
P-15-01162
The site is described as a single-family, ranch style house, according to the assessor’s maps the
building was construed in 1952 (Brewer 2005d). When the site was recorded the structure was
not considered eligible for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR (Plate 6). The structure seems
unchanged since it was recorded in 2005.
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PREHISTORIC RESOURCES
None of the prehistoric resources identified in the records search are located near the Project
area. The All of the prehistoric sites in the vicinity of the Project area are lithic scatters.
Suggesting that during prehistory the area served as a transitional area between resource and
habitation sites.
Summary
The survey determined that four historic sites have been recorded within 100-feet of the project
area; two of these have since been demolished. None of the prehistoric resources are located near
the Project. Further, no previously unrecorded cultural resources were identified.
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CHAPTER 6 –
SUMMARY AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
AECOM conducted cultural resources studies in compliance with CEQA as amended (Public
Resources Code §21000 et seq.) and pursuant to the Guidelines for Implementation of the
California Environmental Quality Act (California Code of Regulations, Title 14 §15000 et seq.).
A pedestrian archaeological survey was undertaken to identify cultural resources present in the
study area and to determine if the project may cause impacts to cultural resources.
Two cultural resources are located within 100-feet of the proposed project P-15-011656 and
011652. The project proposes to install a pipeline; no impacts to the remaining structures are
anticipated.
IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS
Regardless of how well project designers may succeed in avoiding the known cultural resources,
there will always be some potential for the unanticipated discovery of currently unknown
cultural resources during project construction. However, the probability of unanticipated
discoveries for the route is judged to be moderate, due to the large presence of prehistoric and
historic resources within the project area. Work within the survey areas is unlikely to cause
unanticipated cultural resource impacts.
However, in AECOM recommends that a cultural resource monitor be present during
earthmoving activities. In the event that cultural resources are encountered during grounddisturbing activities when an archaeological monitor is not present, work in the immediate
vicinity should be suspended until the discovery is assessed by a qualified archaeologist and
treatment is determined. Although there is no evidence to suggest the presence of human
remains, in the unlikely event that human remains are encountered during ground-disturbing
activities, all work will cease and the county coroner will be contacted, per the California Public
Resources Code. Should the remains be identified as Native American, the Native American
Heritage Commission will be contacted within 48 hours to provide a Most Likely Descendent to
determine appropriate actions.
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APPENDIX B
PLATES

Plate 1. View of the survey area. Photo taken from the intersection of
Old River Road and McCutchen Avenue, view to the south.

Plate 2. View of the survey area. Photo taken near the intersection of
Old River Road and Shafter Road, view to the north.

Plate 3. P-15-11656, 1930’s single-family structure, view to the west
from Old River Road.

Plate 4. P-15-011659, view of the area where the historic structure was
located, view to the north.

Plate 5. P-15-011660, view of the area where the historic structures
had been located, view to the west.
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ATTACHMENT 2
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

LAKESIDE UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
Water Supply Project

Mitigated Negative Declaration SCH No. 2016101033
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November 2016

1.

General
The Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the Lakeside Union School District (District)
Water Supply Project specified a number of mitigation measures to be undertaken during
implementation of the proposed project. During implementation it is essential that all of these
be fully complied with and that compliance be documented in a timely manner. Failure to
comply with and or document compliance could result in a challenge to the project that could
result in project delays.
This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared for the project
and has been adopted concurrently with the findings of the final Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration. This plan is intended to track compliance of all of the mitigation
measures adopted with the Mitigated Negative Declaration.

2.

Responsibility for Compliance and Documentation
Implementation of the MMRP will be the responsibility of the District. The District will assign a
project manager to oversee all aspects of implementation of the proposed project and ensure
that the mitigation and monitoring commitments made in the MND are carried out in a timely
and effective manner. In implementing the MMRP, the District will often rely on the expertise of
outside consultants and contractors. To ensure the effectiveness of this mitigation and
monitoring, the District will:
•

•
•
•
•

Make the MMRP an element of all project-related requests for proposals and contract
specifications, specifying that construction contractors will be responsible for
appropriate acquisition of permits for construction and implementation of relevant
mitigation and monitoring elements, as specified in this MMRP;
Independently review contractor compliance on a regular basis and require corrective
actions in a timely manner when the District determines that such actions are
required;
Maintain files, open to the public for inspection, documenting compliance with the
MMRP;
Designate a District staff member to receive and respond to all public and District
comments, complaints, and/or questions regarding compliance with the MMRP; and
Provide regulatory agencies with appropriate and timely documentation of
compliance as specified in regulatory permits issued for the proposed project.

Additionally, the District will require that construction contractors designate a principal mitigation
and monitoring manager (Principal) and back-up mitigation and monitoring manager (Alternate)
and shall ensure that at least one of these is on-site during all phases of construction. These
persons may perform other tasks, but shall have adequate time, training, and expertise to perform
the required monitoring and documentation. The Principal shall be the contractor's construction
field supervisor or assistant field supervisor. The Principal or Alternate shall independently verify
compliance with required mitigation measures and shall indicate verification by filling out and
signing the appropriate compliance checklist, thereby certifying compliance with all measures.

3.

Incidents and Compliance Reporting
Timely reporting of compliance and of any incidents which may result in non-compliance is
essential. Contracts for construction and for independent compliance contractors shall
therefore specify that, if the designated construction contractor for an activity determines that
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any aspect of construction is not in substantive compliance with the mitigation requirements for
the activity, the contractor shall immediately take action to remedy the problem. The designated
Principal or Alternate shall notify the District within not more than 24 hours following
determination that any aspect of construction activity is not in compliance with mitigation
requirements, shall explain how the incident has been addressed, and shall provide any other
information requested by the District. Following action to address the out-of-compliance
incident, the designated Principal or Alternate must complete an "incident report" and submit a
copy of the report to the District’s project manager within one week of the incident.

4.

Mitigation and Monitoring Program Update
The District recognizes that laws, regulations, and policies related to construction activities may
change during construction. The District’s project manager is responsible for periodically review
the status of laws, regulations, and guidelines applicable to their construction activity. The
District will implement any new rules in effect at the time of approval.

5.

Staff Awareness
Staff must be informed of mitigation and monitoring requirements prior to construction. New
staff must be oriented when they come on site. The Principal/Alternate therefore needs to
review compliance requirements and monitoring requirements for the job with all personnel on
site to ensure that they know the requirements, know the importance of compliance, know that
violations must be reported, and know that compliance is a condition of employment on this job.
Similarly, a summary list of mitigation and monitoring requirements shall be posted in a
conspicuous location at the job site so that they may be referred to at any time.

6.

Training
If specialized expertise are necessary for mitigation or monitoring, District staff or the delegated
construction contractor shall provide such training to the persons responsible for compliance
and/or monitoring. For example, if biological pre construction surveys identify the presence of a
special status species, the District shall retain the services of a qualified biologist familiar with
this species to provide environmental training for the identification and protection of same.

7.

On Going Documentation
Compliance will be monitored on a timely basis, depending on the nature of the activity and the
Mitigation requirement. Where appropriate. photo documentation of pre-construction
conditions, of activities during construction, of any incidents that may constitute a violation of
mitigation requirements, and of post construction conditions are encouraged. However, if photo
documentation is adopted as a monitoring tool, it must be used consistently to ensure that there
are records of all activities for which compliance must be documented. Labels must be
explanatory and contain adequate information about the photographer, date, time, and
conditions when the photo was taken. Photo documentation shall be backed up with paper
copies and/or records on CD/DVD. District staff may audit records of compliance with mitigation
and monitoring requirements at any time and compliance records must be readily available and
in good order. Logs of mitigation and monitoring compliance should be maintained and
supporting documentation should be provided in parallel to the log. The District and its project
manager and other contractors will maintain such records in a form suitable for the required
monitoring and reporting. It is anticipated that contractors will generally have appropriate
monitoring templates for typical construction activities. In other cases, the format of compliance
monitoring records may be available from the regulatory District approving the monitoring (if
any).
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8.

Mitigation and Monitoring Requirements
The following includes a list of all of the mitigation measures identified in the MND.
AIR QUALITY
AIR-1: In order to minimize any impact, the construction contractor will implement necessary
BMPs as required by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution District as is standard practice for
construction projects in the San Joaquin Valley.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
BIO-1: Special-Status Plants Protection. If sensitive plant species are observed during preconstruction surveys, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than 5-feet from the edge of the root
zone should be established to protect the individuals from direct impacts.
BIO-2: Pre-Construction Surveys. A qualified biologist should conduct a comprehensive preconstruction survey for special-status wildlife species within the Project footprint and buffer at
least 2 weeks prior to the start of construction. In the event that a special status or listed
species is observed, the appropriate agency or agencies should be contacted for consultation
and to determine an approved course of action.
BIO-3: Worker Environmental Awareness Training (WEAT). Prior to construction, a Worker
Environmental Awareness Training should be prepared and presented to all construction
personnel at the start of Project-related activities. The training should discuss sensitive-status
species with the potential to occur within the Project footprint, including their regulatory status,
description, and habitat requirements, and any sensitive habitat areas that may be
encountered. The program should emphasize the importance of minimizing disturbance, and
describe the federal, state, and local regulations protecting biological resources and the
potential penalties for non-compliance with these laws and statutes.
BIO-4: Biological Monitor. If special-status wildlife species are detected within the Project area
or buffer during pre-construction surveys, a qualified biological monitor should be on-site during
all ground-disturbing activities, including vegetation removal. The biological monitor should be
the principal agent in the direct implementation of project mitigation measures, including
administering the WEAT, conducting compliance monitoring and pre-construction surveys, and
completing necessary reporting.
BIO-5: Wildlife Entrapment Hazards. Where pre-construction surveys indicate presence of
special-status wildlife species, exclusionary fencing (silt or construction fencing) should be
installed around work areas to prevent individuals from entering the work area.
All trenches that are to be left open overnight should be either securely covered or have wildlife
escape ramps installed during non-work hours to prevent entrapment of common and specialstatus wildlife species.
BIO-6: Western Burrowing Owl Protection. Within two (2) weeks prior to construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct pre-construction clearance surveys within all potentially
suitable habitats for western burrowing owls within the work area and buffer. Surveys should
focus on identifying any western burrowing owls, active or inactive western burrowing owl
burrows, and their sign, including pellets, white wash, prey remains, tracks, feathers and other
signs of occurrence, etc.
a.
If occupied, non-breeding burrows are observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than
160 feet will be established around the burrow. If a burrow is located within 160 feet of
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b.

the work area, the CDFW should be consulted to determine an appropriate course of
action.
If occupied, breeding burrows are observed, a no-disturbance buffer of no less than 300
feet will be established around the burrow. A qualified biologist will monitor the burrow
until it has been determined that the nest has failed or the young have fledged. If a
burrow is located within 300 feet of the work area, the CDFW should be consulted to
determine an appropriate course of action.

BIO-7: San Joaquin Kit Fox Protection. Within two (2) weeks prior to the start of construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct pre-construction clearance surveys of the work area and
buffer for signs of San Joaquin kit fox, including active and inactive natal and non-natal dens,
scat, prey remains, and tracks. All suitable denning locations should be investigated for use.
Any observation of an active den should result in consultation with the USFWS and CDFW to
determine if Project modifications or further mitigation measures may be necessary. Generally,
a 150-foot no-disturbance buffer should be established around any active, non-natal dens
observed, and a 300-foot no-disturbance buffer should be established around active, natal dens
observed.
a.
If active San Joaquin kit fox dens are found within the work area or buffer during
construction activities, all work should immediately stop and the USFWS and CDFW
should be notified to establish suitable exclusion zones.
b.
If active San Joaquin kit fox dens are found within the work area or buffer during
construction activities, all work should immediately stop and the USFWS and CDFW
should be notified to establish suitable exclusion zones.
c.
If a San Joaquin kit fox is encountered during Project activities, all work that could result
in a direct injury, disturbance, or harassment should immediately cease and the Project
biologist should be notified.
BIO-8: Tipton Kangaroo Rat Protection. No more than two (2) weeks prior to construction, a
qualified biologist should conduct surveys within the Project footprint and buffer to identify
potential kangaroo rat burrows. Where potential burrows are identified, a live-trap survey should
be conducted following the methods provided in the USFWS-approved Survey Protocol for
Determining Presence of San Joaquin Kangaroo Rats (USFWS 2013). If any Tipton kangaroo
rats are identified during surveys, consultation with the USFWS and CDFW should be
conducted to determine an approved course of action.
a.
If any Tipton kangaroo rats are observed during work activities, all work in the vicinity
should immediately stop and the appropriate agencies (CDFW, USFWS) should be
contacted for consultation. If uninvestigated kangaroo rat burrows are observed during
construction, work in the vicinity should immediately stop and the appropriate agencies
(CDFW, USFWS) should be contacted for consultation. If uninvestigated kangaroo rat
burrows are observed during construction, work in the vicinity should stop and
appropriate live-trap surveys should be conducted to confirm the species.
BIO-9: Nesting Birds Protection. When construction activities will occur during avian breeding
season (February 1 through August 31), a qualified biologist should conduct a nesting bird
survey of the Project footprint and a minimum of a 300-foot adjacent buffer no more than seven
(7) days prior to the start of construction or vegetation clearing activities.
a.
If any active nests are identified within the Project footprint or buffer, a no-disturbance
buffer should be established, measuring no less than 500 feet for nesting raptors and 300
feet for all other species. A qualified biologist should monitor the nest for progress until
such time as the nest has been determined to have failed or successfully fledged.
b.
All vegetation clearing activities required by the Project should be conducted outside the
breeding bird season to the extent feasible. Where vegetation clearing must be
conducted within the breeding bird season, these activities should be preceded by a
nesting bird survey conducted by a qualified biologist no more than seven (7) days prior
to the start of vegetation clearing. Vegetation clearing activities during avian breeding
season within suitable nesting bird habitat should be monitored by a qualified biologist.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
CULT-1: A qualified professional archaeologist will be available during ground disturbance
activities at any time the contractor finds any objects within the pipeline trench excavation that
have the potential to be significant. Contractor will receive training per Mitigation Measure
CULT – 2 so they can distinguish trash Vs. items that have to be reported to the archeologist.
The archeologist will identify the significance of any unearthed cultural resources and make the
appropriate mitigation recommendations.
CULT-2: Prior to any ground disturbance, contractor personnel shall attend a Cultural
Resources Sensitivity Training to be conducted by a qualified professional archeologist or tribal
agency approved appointee trainer.
CULT-3: Consistent with Public Resources Code Sections 21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2, the Lead
Agency shall initiate formal consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission within
14 days of the Lead Agency approving the Project.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS
GEO-1: Construction contractor will be required to develop and implement a storm water
pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) in accordance with the State of California Construction
General Permit Guidelines.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
HYDRO-1: The construction contractor will address drainage through the construction site as
part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
NOISE
NOISE-1: Construction operations inside the Lakeside Union School District are to be
conducted on those times when school is not in session on nights or weekends.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
TRA-1: Construction contractor will be required to develop and implement a traffic control plan
in accordance with local, State, and Federal requirements.
TRA-2: As requested by CALTRANS, an encroachment permit must be obtained by the Agency
for any utility installations within and across State Right of Way.
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