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Section I 
PROJECT BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

1. PROJECT INFORMATION 

Project Title: Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. 
 Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project 

Lead Agency Name City of Kerman 
& Address: Planning and Development 
 850 S. Madera Avenue 
 Kerman, CA 93630 

Contact Person: Luis Patlan 
 Director of Planning & Development 
 City of Kerman 
 850 S. Madera Avenue 
 Kerman, CA 93630 
 Phone: (559) 846-9389 
 Fax: (559) 846-6199 
 Email: lpatlan@cityofkerman.org 

Project Location: Approximately ¼ mile west of Madera Avenue and just east of City of 
Kerman’s Wastewater Treatment Plan consisting of 28± acres of a 
37.81± acre site owned by Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. located at 15300 
W. Jensen Avenue, Kerman, CA. Assessor Parcel Number E.½ of 
023-080-15s & 023-080-16. 

 
Applicant/Owner: Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. 
 15300 Jensen Avenue 
 Kerman, CA 93630 
 
Zoning: Agricultural Exclusive (AE-20) 
 
General Plan: Heavy Industrial 
 
Project Description: Expansion of existing recycling and transfer station operations to 

increase permitted tons per day (TPD) from 500 to 1,500 TPD in three 
phases to include addition buildings and parking areas, additional 
composting for greenwaste/ food waste, expanding construction and 
demolition debris processing area, anaerobic digestion, and natural 
gas (CNG) production facility. For a detailed project description and 
operational statement please refer to Transfer/Processing Report for 
the project enclosed herein as Attachment A. 
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Land Use Entitlements: Entitlements include prezoning of the site from agricultural exclusive 
(AE-20) to Heavy Industrial (M-2), annexation of 28± acres from the 
County of Fresno to the City of Kerman, and a Conditional Use 
Permit. 

Responsible Agencies: -Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 -City of Kerman Planning & Development Services 
 -San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District 
 -Fresno County Department of Public Health 
 -North Central Fire Protection District 
 -California Department of Toxic Substance Control 
 -California Recycle 
 -Fresno County Local Agency Formation Commission 
  

Additional Documents: All of the documents cited and relied upon in the preparation of this 
Initial Study are available at the City of Kerman Planning and 
Development Services Department and are hereby incorporated into 
the record. 
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2. INTRODUCTION AND REGULATORY GUIDANCE 

Mid Valley Disposal (MVD) operates an existing Recycling and Transfer Station on a 9.81± acre site 
located on Jensen Avenue about ¼ mile west of Madera Avenue and just east of the City of Kerman’s 
Wastewater Treatment Plant. Figure 1-1 shows the location of the project site.  

Mid Valley Disposal currently receives, processes, recycles, and converts a wide variety of materials, many 
of which are diverted from landfills consistent with AB 939 and AB 341. MVD is proposing to expand the 
capacity of the Recycling and Transfer Station from 500 permitted tons per day (TPD) to 1,500 TPD. The 
expansion will be located on 28± acres just east and north of the existing facility. Figure 2-1 shows the 
location of the proposed expansion area. The 28± project site is situated within the City’s sphere of 
influence boundary, and will need to be annexed into the City of Kerman. 

This Initial Study has been prepared in accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 21000 et. seq., and 
the State CEQA Guidelines, Title 14 California Code of Regulations (CCR) 15000 et. seq. An Initial Study is 
prepared by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment. This 
Initial Study relies on expert opinion based on facts, technical studies, or other substantial evidence to 
document its findings. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 15064(a), an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be 
prepared if there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. A 
Negative Declaration is prepared if the agency finds that a proposed project would not have a significant 
effect on the environment, and if the lead agency prepares a written statement supporting that finding. A 
Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be prepared when the Initial Study identifies potentially significant 
effects, but revisions made to the project and agreed to by the project applicant would avoid or mitigate the 
effects of the project. 

Lead Agency 

The lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over the proposed project. In accordance 
with State CEQA Guidelines 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be the agency with general 
governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a singe or limited purpose.” The 
lead agency for the proposed project is the City of Kerman, Department of Planning and Development 
Services. 

Project Objectives 

The objective of the Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project is to assist the 
City of Kerman and other jurisdictions in Fresno County to achieve waste diversion rates from landfills in 
compliance with AB 939 and AB 341 through extensive composting and recycling activities. 

Summary of Findings 

Section II of this Initial Study contains the Environment Checklist that identifies potential environmental 
impacts (presented by environmental subject area) and a discussion of each impact that would result from 
implementation of the proposed Expansion Project. Based on the Environmental Checklist and the 
supporting environmental analysis provided in this document, development of the proposed project would 
result in the following impacts: 
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• No Impact: Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Land Use & 
Planning, Mineral Resources, Public Services, Recreation and Transportation and Traffic. 

• Less-than-Significant Impacts: Aesthetics, Geology and Soils, Utilities and Service Systems and 
Noise.  

• Less-than-Significant Impacts with Mitigation Incorporated: Agricultural Resources, Air 
Quality, Hydrology/Water Quality and Population & Housing. 

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 15070, a Mitigated Negative Declaration may be prepared if the 
proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment after the inclusion of mitigation 
measures into the project. There is no substantial evidence that the proposed project, as revised by 
mitigation measures, would have a significant effect on the environment based on the availability project 
information and the environmental analysis presented in this document. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration is proposed to be adopted in accordance with CEQA Guidelines. 
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3. BACKGROUND INFORMATON AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Background 

Mid Valley Disposal operates an existing Recycling and Transfer Station on 9.81± acres. Current 
operations include receiving daily quantity of inbound material not exceeding 500 permitted tons per day 
(TPD) from curbside collection programs, gardeners, landscapers, agricultural operations, building and 
demolition contractors, solid waste haulers, and the public. Non-salvageable residue is trucked to permitted 
disposal facilities. Mid Valley Disposal recently purchased 28± acres for expansion of current operations. 

Project Description 

Mid Valley Disposal is proposing to expand its existing Recycling and Transfer Station operations in three 
phases. Currently, Mid Valley Disposal conducts its operations on 9.81± acre site, which includes 127 
visitor and employee parking stalls, 10,120 square foot office/maintenance building, 34,000 square foot 
material recovery facility and transfer station building, fuel islands, truck wash, truck scale, compactors and 
hazmat locker area. 

Mid Valley Disposal acquired 28± acres to expand its operations. At full build-out the facility will consist of a 
material recovery facility (MRF), transfer station, construction and demotion (C&D) debris recycling 
operation, maintenance shops, truck wash stations, fueling islands, greenwaste chipping and grinding 
operation, greenwaste/food waste covered composting operation, and anaerobic digestion on a total of 
37.81± acres. 

The proposed expansion of the existing Recycling and Transfer Station will be done in three phases, as 
reflected in Figure 2-1 and described below: 

Phase I 

• Increase the permitted tons per day (TPD) from 500 TPD to 1,500 TPD; 
• Increasing the site acreage from 9.81± acres up to 37.81± acres; 
• Add 44,000 SF to existing building for recycling and transfer station; 
• New 10,000 SF office/maintenance building; 
• 290,000 SF of open construction and demolition and greenwaste material processing area; 
• 68,000 SF of open compost post-processing and load-out area; 
• 100,000 SF of concrete and asphalt crushing area 
• 70,500 SF of open storage of recovered materials in bales; 
• Finished project storage bunkers 
• 31,000 SF of self-haul tipping area 
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Phase II 
• Installation of 8-bay design anaerobic digesters; 
• Add 34,000 SF to existing building for recycling and transfer station; 
• Add 44,000 SF to existing building for dirty material recovery facility; 
• Installation of compressed natural gas (CNG) fuel dispenser; 

 
Phase III 

• Expand anaerobic digester 

Project Location 

Mid Valley Disposal is located approximately ¼ mile west of Madera Avenue along Jensen Avenue. Mid 
Valley Disposal currently occupies approximately 9.81± with proposed expansion on 28± acres 
immediately to the east and north. Figure 2-1 shows the location of Mid Valley Disposal. 

Figure 1-1 
Project Site 
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Figure 2-1 
Proposed Site Plan 
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Construction Schedule 

Mid Valley Disposal shall proceed with the Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project as specified 
in the following schedule: 

 Schedule Due Date 

a. Submit land use entitlements to the City of Kerman October 2012 
b. Submit construction plans for Phase I  May 2013 
c. Begin construction of Phase I improvements July 2013 
d. Complete construction of Phase I improvements April 2014 
e. Commence construction of Phase II improvements January 2016 
f. Commence construction of Phase III improvements January 2017 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Kerman is located in the central Fresno County in the middle of the San Joaquin Valley floor. The Kerman 
area is characterized by flat terrain of approximately 200 to 225 feet above mean sea level. Agricultural 
uses surround the City on all sides. Kerman is approximately 30 miles from both the Coast Range foothills 
to the west and the Sierra Nevada foothills to the east. The nearest significant topographical feature is the 
San Joaquin River bluffs, located approximately 6 miles north of Kerman. 

The City of Kerman, population, 13,598, is a small but growing community. The City of Kerman is organized 
around Madera Avenue, which consists of the central business district. Residential uses are located to the 
west and east of the City. Commercial and agricultural uses are located on the north and south side of the 
City. 

Site-Specific Conditions 

The project site is located in the City of Kerman, Fresno County, California. The project site consists of one 
parcel totaling 38.81 acres, bounded by cultivated land to the north, Jensen Avenue to the south, cultivated 
land to the east, and the City of Kerman Wastewater Treatment Plant to the west. 

A portion of the project site, 9.81 acres, is developed as a recycling and transfer station operation 
consisting of parking spaces, landscaping, office/maintenance building, material recovery and transfer 
station building, internal roads, and perimeter fencing. The proposed project will expand the recycling and 
transfer station operations on a 28 acre site immediately to the east and north of the site. The proposed 28 
acre site is currently under cultivated agricultural uses (alfalfa). There are no structures existing on the site. 
The California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program designate the 
project site as primarily “Primary Farmland”.  

The project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain according to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency maps (FEMA Maps). Mid Valley Disposal has an onsite retention basin that collects 
all storm water runoff and does not discharge to water of the United States. 

Land Use 

The city supports a variety of land uses including residential, commercial, industrial and agricultural 
activities. Mid Valley Disposal’s existing operations is situated on 9.81± acres located within the city limits 
of the City of Kerman. The expansion areas consisting of 28± acres is located outside the city limits but 
within the sphere of influence of the City of Kerman. The city’s General Plan has designated the land 
owned by Mid Valley Disposal as industrial (City of Kerman, 2007-2007 General Plan). Adjacent Fresno 
County land generally consists of land in agricultural production. 

Figure 3-1 shows the Mid Valley Disposal site, including the land immediately adjacent to its boundaries. 
The County of Fresno General Plan has designated these surrounding lands for agricultural land uses with 
a minimum parcel size of 20 acres (County of Fresno, General Plan). Land use in the vicinity of Mid Valley 
Disposal is primarily agricultural to the south, north, and east with the City of Kerman’s wastewater 
treatment plant located to the west. 
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Surface Waters 

There are no natural surface water features such as streams or lakes in the Kerman Area, and there are no 
year-round water courses that traverse the project site. 

Water Quality 

Regional groundwater is approximately 90-100 feet below ground surface and flows south-southwest (City 
of Kerman, General Plan EIR 2007). The city obtains its source water from five deep groundwater wells. 
The source water is of good quality, with the exception of uranium, as indicated by the City’s 2006 Annual 
Water Quality Report (City Kerman, 2006). Elevated concentrations of uranium in groundwater have 
resulted in the city drilling additional wells to meet drinking water standards (depths of 600 to 800 feet). 

Figure 3-1 
Surrounding Land Uses 
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5. PURPOSE AND LEGAL BASIS FOR THE INITIAL STUDY 

This Initial Study serves as the initial environmental compliance for the Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and 
Transfer Station Expansion Project. As described in Section 15063 of the California Environmental Quality 
Act guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et. Seq.), the purpose of an Initial Study is to determine if a project may 
have significant effect on the environment. 

Section III of this Initial Study presents the analyses of whether the proposed project would cause any 
significant impacts. 

6. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Potential Environmental Effect of the Project 

Based on the initial findings and conclusions of the environmental checklist, provided in Section III, it is 
concluded that implementation of the proposed project will have a less-than-significant impact on the 
environment with mitigation measures incorporated. The city will be preparing a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration for the proposed project. 

Potential Cumulative Effects 

The proposed project could have effects on agricultural resources, aesthetics, hazards, biological 
resources, and air quality that are potentially significant and, when considered in combination with the 
effects of the other projects, could contribute to cumulative effects on the environment. However, a majority 
of these effects would be mitigated by the design of the proposed project and the standardized mitigation 
measures that the city would adopt as part of the environmental review process.  

References 

City of Kerman. 2007-2007, General Plan. February 2007. 

City of Kerman. 2007-2007, General Plan: Final Program Environmental Impact Report 
(SCH#20060091148). February 2007. 

Yorke Engineering, LLC. Air Quality Technical Report: Mid Valley Disposal Rercycling and Transfer Station. 
September 2012. 

Michael Brandman Associates. Kerman Walmart Project Environmental Impact Report. SCH No. 
2009101035. December 2010. 

York Engineering, LLC. Response Letter to comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District. January 19, 2013. 
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Section II 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYIS 

Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the report on the following pages. 
Although the project as originally proposed could have had significant effect on the environment, there will 
be not be a significant effect in this case, because revisions in the project design and provide provisions 
have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent to alter the project to avoid potentially significant 
impacts. Therefore, a Negative Declaration has been prepared for the proposed project. “Negative 
Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of 
mitigation measures or altered provisions of the project design reduce the effect from “Potentially 
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The provisions of altered project design are briefly 
explained in each section of this report to state how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

Aesthetics Agricultural Resources Air Quality 

Biological Resources Cultural Resources Geology/Soils 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials Hydrology/Water Quality Land Use/Planning 

Mineral Resources Noise Population/Housing 

Public Services Recreation Transportation/Traffic 

Utilities/Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance None after mitigation measures 
are incorporated 

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 Expansion Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. 

 
I find that the Expansion 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 20 has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but is must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 
 

 

I find that although the Expansion 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 Expansion Project, nothing further is required. 

Date: October 18, 2012 ___________________________________________________________ 
 Luis Patlan, Director of Planning and Development 
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 

Appendix G, the Environmental Checklist Form, of the State CEQA (California Environmetnal Quality Act) 
Guidelines asks questions about various potential environmental impacts. Those questions and the 
appropriate answers are included in the following sections of this Initial Study for a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. 

1. A brief explanation for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported 
by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each question. A 
“No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the reference information sources show that the 
impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a 
fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-
specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite, 
cumulative as well as project specific-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well 
as operational impacts. 

3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur then the 
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than 
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate 
if there is substantial evidence than an effect may be significant. 

4. Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporation applies where the incorporation of mitigation 
measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than 
Significant Impact”. The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly 
explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

5. Earlier analysis may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an 
earlier EIR or negative declaration, Section 15063©(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion 
should identify the following: 

a. Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review. 

b. Impact Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within 
the scope of adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal 
standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based 
on the earlier analysis. 

c. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporation”, describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the 
project. 



  

 
Mid Valley Disposal, Inc., Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project Page 16 of 46  
Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration  

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information 
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a 
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference page 
or pages where the statement is substantiated. 

7. Supporting Information Sources: A source listed should be attached, and other sources used, 
or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion. 

8. The explanation of each issue should identify the following: 

a. The significant criteria, or threshold, used to evaluate each question 

b. The mitigation measures identified, if any, to reduce the impacts to less than significant 
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INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST 

Aesthetics 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 
 
1. 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?     

Threshold and Conclusion: 

Discussion:  

Items 1a: There are no designated scenic vistas or highways within or adjacent to the project site. The project site will be screened by walls, fences, and 
landscaping. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 1b: The proposed project site is not visible from a state-designated scenic highway. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 1c: Vegetation removal and grading associated with future site development will alter the visual character of the site converting it from agricultural use 
to industrial related uses as a recycling and transfer station operation. However, the proposed project consists of uses that are consistent with 
existing recycling and transfer station operations and general plan land use designations for the surrounding area. The proposed project will install 
a seven foot slated fence along the perimeter of the site to screen internal operations. Landscaping along the northern frontage of the site along 
Church Avenue to include decorative block wall and landscaping at the base. Landscape plans must be submitted to comply with the City of 
Kerman Model Water Efficiency Landscape Ordinance and general landscape standards, including, but not limited, to: 

• Shrub areas should be located to screen unwanted views (e.g., utility boxes, trash enclosures, etc.) 
• One tree (minimum 15 gallon) to be provided for every 5 parking spaces to achieve 50% shade within 15 years. 
• One street tree (15 gallon) to be planted every 40’ of street frontage 

The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 1d: The existing operation plus existing surrounding development to the northeast already has light and glare affecting nighttime views in the area. The 
addition of new industrial uses and associated lighting for businesses, parking areas, roadways and related amenities will increase light in the 
area. Combined with existing lighting in the area, the proposed project could contribute, incrementally, to the overall light and glare in the area 
resulting in potentially cumulative adverse impacts to nighttime views. 

To ensure that lighting does not create glare or adversely impact nighttime views, any future development on the project site will be required to   
downward or otherwise shielded to direct light sources downward and not into the sky onto adjoining. Proper implementation of this mitigation 
measure should reduce the potential impact to a level less-than-significant imact. 

Documentation: None referenced. 

Mitigation: AES-1: All outdoor lighting shall be designed to aim downward onto the project site and not glare skyward or onto adjacent parcels (e.g., by 
incorporating cut-off shields, or the equivalent). 
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Agricultural Resources 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agency may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on 
agricultural and farmland. 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 
Resource Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

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

contract?     
c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 

location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use?     

Threshold and Conclusion: 

Discussion:  

Items 2a: The project site consists of 28± acres of Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance. The development of the proposed project 
would permanently convert all of the Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance to urban uses. The City of Kerman General Plan 
designates the project site for Industrial use. This designation indicates that the City has contemplated the conversion of this agricultural and to 
urban use over the planning horizon of the General Plan and, therefore, does not view the project site as a preferred location for permanent 
agriculture. The Program EIR prepared for the 2027 General Plan update and adopted on February 7, 2007, identified that the projected growth 
of the city over the 20-year planning period as having a potentially significant impact on agricultural resources by conversion of farmland to 
non-agricultural uses. According to the City of Kerman’s 2007-2027 General Plan, most of the land within the city’s planning area is considered 
“Prime” or “Farmland of Statewide Importance” by the California Department of Conservation. The Program EIR stated that such impacts to 
farmland are unavoidable as the city grows, and included mitigation measures in the Land Use Element of the Genera Plan to lessen the 
impacts on agricultural land, but not to an insignificant level. As such the Program EIR for the General Plan included adoption of a statement of 
overriding consideration that the economic, social, health and welfare and other benefits to be effected by implementation of the General Plan 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse impacts to the conversion of agricultural lands in accordance with Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
The proposed project would have a significant an unavoidable impact. 

Item 2b: The project site is not subject to a Williamson Act land conservation contract and is designated industrial on the City of Kerman’s General Plan 
Land Use Map. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 2c: See paragraph 2a. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Resources Element. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Kerman/generalplan/2-3%20%20Resources.pdf. Accessed February 1, 2008. 

• City of Kerman, 2007-2027. General Plan Resources Element. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Kerman/generalplan/Map%204_Farmland.pdf. Accessed February 1, 2008. 

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. SCH#2006091148; Chapter 4, Pages 4-9 and 
pages 4-12. 

• Kerman Municipal Code, Title 18, Zoning. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Kerman/generalplan/Map%2020_Zoning.pdf 

Mitigation: None.  
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Air Quality 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

3. 
AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significant 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 that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors?) 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

    

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

f) Greenhouse gas emissions – does the project have the potential 
either directly or cumulatively, to global climate change? 

    

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

    

Threshold and Conclusion: 

Discussion:  

Items 3a: The City of Kerman lies within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). The SJVAB is comprised of eight counties: San Joaquin Stanislaus, 
Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern. The SJVAB has been designated as a non-attainment area for failing to meet National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for two pollutants: 1) ozone, and 2) particulates (particulate matter with particles no larger than 2.5 microns 
(thousandths of a meter) in diameter (PM2.5). Consequently, these pollutants are the focus of local air quality policy. 

The proposed project will include an expanded greenwaste composting operation on site. This portion of the operation will be regulated under 
SJVAPCD Rule 4566 – Organic Material Composting Operations. Other SJVAPCD rules that will apply to the proposed project for stationary 
sources include: 

• Rule 4565 implements Control Measure S-GOV-1, Composting Boisolids; 
• Rule 4307 implements Control Measure S-COM-3, Small Boilers; 
• Rule 4311 implements Control Measure S-IND-21, Flares; and 
• Rule 4601 implements Control Measure S-SOL-1, Architectural Coatings. 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board PM2.5 Plan contains a comprehensive list of strict regulatory and incentive-based 
measures to reduce directly emitted PM 2.5 and precursor emissions through the Valley. The proposed project has several stationary 
equipment that will be subject to SJVPCD regulatory control measures, including: 

• Rule 4307 implements Control Measure S-COM-3, Small Boilers; 
• Rule 4311 implements Control Measure S-IND-21, Flares; and 

The primary pollutant of concern during construction of the proposed project is PM10 (i.e., dust). The proposed project will comply with the 
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII, Fugitive PM 10 Prohibitions, Dust Control Plan (Rule 8021), by submitting a Dust Control Plan to the District for the 
Expansion Project. The Dust Control Plan will describe all the dust control measures to be implemented before, during, and after any dust 
generating activity for the duration of the project 
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The proposed project will be required to install best available control technologies (BACT) and permitted to comply with all applicable rules 
consistent with the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board Air Attainment Plan for ozone and PM2.5 standards. The proposed project 
would have no impacts. 

Item 3b: The propose project will be required to install best available control technologies (BACT) to minimize emissions from permitted sources. 
Emissions due to construction activities will be minimized through implementation of comprehensive fugitive dust control measures. With 
emission controls, the proposed project is expected to have a less than significant impacts. 

The Air Quality Technical Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station dated September 2012 (enclosed as Attachment B) that 
was prepared for the proposed project by Yorke Engineering, LLC evaluated significant thresholds to address impacts of proposed project 
emissions on local and regional air quality as well as for other potential impacts related to project operations, such as odors and toxic air 
contaminants. The Yorke air quality report evaluated Ozone Precursor, Local Carbon Monoxide Concentrations, and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions for project construction impacts and project operations impacts. 

Project Construction Impacts 

The proposed project has the potential, temporarily, to generate dust, smoke and other air emissions during construction. Specifically, PM10 
emissions can result from a variety of construction activities, including excavation, grading, demolition, vehicle travel on paved and unpaved 
surfaces, and vehicle exhaust. Construction-related emissions can cause substantial increases in localized concentrations of PM10, as well as 
affecting PM10 compliance with ambient air quality standards on a regional base. 

To determine the emissions associated with this project, the URBEMIS2007 version 9.2.4 computer model was utilized. The expected 
construction emissions from the proposed project are summarized in Table 3-2 of the Yorke air quality report, and is reprinted below: 

Summary of Construction Emissions: Mid Valley Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project 

Year 
VOC 

(ton/yr) 
NOx 

(ton/yr) 
CO 

(ton/yr) 
SO2 

(ton/yr) 
PM10 

(ton/yr) 
PM2.5 

(ton/yr) 
CO2 

(ton/yr) 
1 1.62 2.28 2.25 0.00 1.38 0.39 397.96 
2 1.44 1.23 1.44 0.00 0.08 0.07 269.88 

 The SJVAPCD has determined that compliance with Regulation VIII and implementation of all other control measures indicated in Tables 602 
and 6-3 of Regulation (as appropriate, depending on the size and location of the project site) will constitute sufficient mitigation to reduce PM10 
impacts to a level considered less-than-significant. 

Project Operation Impacts 

The term “project operations” refers to the full range of activities that can or may generate pollutant emissions when the development is 
functioning in its intended use. For industrial projects and some commercial projects, equipment operation and manufacturing processes can 
be of greatest concern from an emissions standpoint. Air emission from proposed project operations are estimated based on the proposed 
process, process throughput, and equipment-specific emission factors and other criteria. The Yorke air quality report calculated the emissions 
for each source type using the URBEMIS model. The operational emissions for the proposed project are summarized in Table 3-5 of the report 
and reprinted below: 

Summary of Operational Emissions 
Process VOC 

(ton/yr) 
NOx 

(ton/yr) 
CO 

(ton/yr) 
SOx 

(ton/yr) 
PM10 

(ton/yr) 
CO2 

(ton/yr) 
Onsite Emission Sources 

CD&D/Inserts/Self-Haul 0.24 4.47 2.58 0.01 0.90 128 
Processed Organics 3.13 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 16,369 
MSW Unload Operations 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0 
Flare 2.77 3.93 1.18 0.24 0.33 229 
Off-Road Vehicles 0.27 7.54 2.37 0.03 0.11 318 
On-Road Vehicles 0.10 9.24 0.55 0.00 3.56 9 
Offsite  Emission Sources 

Vehicle Traffic 0.67 6.68 1.09 0.01 0.56 657 
Total 7.18 31.85 7.76 0.29 5.62 17,710 
Significant Threshold 10 - - - 10 - - - - - -  - - -  
Significant (Yes/No) No NA No NA NA - - -  

Yorke conducted construction- and operational-phase emission calculations using CalEEMod, as requested by the SJVAPCD. In summary, the 
CalEEMod model predicts slightly higher emissions during both the construction and operational phases of the project than the URBEMIS 
model used for the AQTR; however, the criteria pollutant emissions during both phases of the project remain below the SJVAPCD CEQA 
significance thresholds. A copy of the model output report is provided at Attachment 1 of the Response Letter from Yorke Engineering, LLC to 
comments from the SJVAPCD. 

Impacts to Ozone are assessed based on VOC and NOx emissions, which are regulated as zone precursors. The largest contributor to the 
predicted VOC emissions is the composting operations. The compost operations would be subject to the New Source Review requirements of 
the SJVAPCD (Rule 2201), including the requirement to provide best available control technologies. The proposed project intends to install the 
Gore membrane composting system with demonstrated VOC control efficiency of 98 percent or better. With the BACT, the VOC emissions 
from the proposed project are less than significant. The largest contributor to NOx emissions are the operation of off-road vehicles necessary to 
manage wastes at the site such as front-end loaders, excavator and water trucks, and the operation of the diesel-fueled tub grinder. As mobile 
sources, the off-road vehicles are subject to the CARB off-road equipment regulations which require the use of EPA-certified Tiered engines. 
The tub grinders may be permitted through the SJVAPCD as stationary sources or permitted through the CARB Portable Equipment 
Registration Program (PERP). The application of BACT and/or the use of the CARB-required EPA-certified Tiered engines, the proposed 
project impact from NOx emissions are expected to be less than significant. 

Item 3c: As discussed in paragraph 3b, the VOC and NOx emissions from proposed project individually do not exceed the CEQA thresholds from 
stationary source operations, and the proposed project is expected to have a less than significant impact. The only large proposed project in 
the City of Kerman is the proposed Walmart store, which is scheduled to begin construction in November 2012. The project is located 
approximately 3 miles northeast of the proposed project. Construction of the Walmart store is expected to be completed prior to the start of 
construction of the proposed project. Therefore, there will be no cumulative construction-related air quality impacts form the proposed project 
and the Walmart project. The proposed project would have no impacts. 
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Item 3d: The proposed project may emit hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and toxic air contaminants (TAC) from several stationary sources, including 

boiler(s), flare, anaerobic digester, and possibly the compost operations. Many, if not all, of these stationary sources will require air permits 
from the SJVAPCD. All projects requiring air quality permits from the SJVAPCD are evaluated for HAP/TAC emissions. 

Yorke prepared a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to assess the potential health risk from diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions from truck 
traffic at the facility. DPM is considered a carcinogenic compound by the State California; DPM is currently not evaluated for acute or chronic 
non-cancer impacts. The cancer risk HRA is explained below. 

Air Dispersion Model 

Air dispersion modeling was performed using USEPA’s AERMOD computer model, version 12060. The source of emissions is from diesel 
vehicles entering and exiting the facility. It was previously estimated that 343 vehicles would enter and exit the site. It was assumed that all 343 
vehicles were diesel fueled. Modeling was performed following the SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling. The emissions were 
modeled as a series of volume sources adjacent to each other along the travel path of the vehicle inside the facility. Each source was modeled 
to be 6 feet in height and 12 feet in width. The emissions were taken from EMFAC2007 using the default fleet mix for San Joaquin Valley for 
the year 2013 based on a travel speed of 15 miles per hour. It was assumed that the vehicles would stop at the unloading area and idle for a 
short amount of time. Diesel trucks must follow the state ATCM and SJVAPCD’s guidance which limits idling to 5 minutes. 

Modeling was performed for 5 years of meteorological data. The meteorological data is for the city of Sacramento for the years 2004 through 
2008. This station was selected as it is the station that is the closest to the Project site with a complete meteorological data that has been 
compiled for use with the AERMOD model. 

Receptors 

Based on discussions with the facility and examination of publicly available maps, three offsite worker locations and one residential location 
were identified and included in the analysis. Because the area is generally rural, developed farmland, with widely scattered businesses and  
residences, a specific set of receptors was selected for determining health impacts from Project operation, as follows: 

• The first offsite worker location is the offices of the water treatment plant located west ofthe facility. The offices are located at the 
north end of the water treatment plant facility. Workers typically are not out in the field except for maintenance duties. Since there 
would be little chance of long term exposure away from the offices, only the office area was analyzed. A 4x4 grid of receptors 
spaced 25 meters apart was used to represent the office area. 

• The second offsite worker location is the business area located immediately north of the facility. Fourteen receptors spaced 25 
meters apart were placed along the nearest points of that facility to the Project location. 

• The third offsite worker location was found to be the nearest to the project. This location was a business located immediately 
south of the project. A 3x3 grid of receptors spaced 25 meters apart was used for this location. 

• The nearest residential receptor identified is a small home located west of the project along W. Jensen Avenue. A 5x2 grid of 
receptors spaced 25 meters apart represents this location. 

Health Risk Calculations 

The air dispersion model estimated the highest ground level concentrations for the receptors used. The point of maximum impact (PMI) was 
found to be at the fenceline of the project. However, as there are no off-site workers or residential receptors located along the fenceline, the 
results for the PMI are not reported. The maximum ground level concentration for each of the off-site worker and residential receptors were 
then used to calculate the incremental increase in cancer risk at these locations from the proposed project. 

Results 

Table 1 summarizes the maximum calculated increased cancer risk at the various receptor locations identified. A spreadsheet showing the 
HRA results and analysis is provided as Attachment 2. The AERMOD modeling files are provided as Attachment 3 (electronically). 

Receptor Description Cancer Risk 
(excess cases per million exposed) 

Worker #1 Treatment plant office area 0.32 
Worker #2 Business north of the project 0.20 
Worker #3 Business south of the project 4.91 
Residence Resident to the west of the project 8.43 

According to the SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), the CEQA significance threshold for projects 
emitting hazardous air pollutants is the probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in one million. 
As shown in Table 2, the health risk to exposed receptor locations is in all cases less than 10 per million, thus the proposed Project is expected 
to have less than significant impact with respect to Public Health. 

The SJVAPCD will ensure that the health risk to the public from project operations does not exceed the significance threshold for TAC by the 
application of the Risk Management Policy for Permitting New and Modified Sources during the permit application review process and by 
placing operating conditions on any permits issued for the project. Compliance with the permit conditions will ensure that HAP/TAC emissions 
from the proposed project would be less than significant. 
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Item 3e: The proposed project is a full service organic waste processing operation where green material, wood waste and food waste is received, 

ground, and either composted on site or sent to biomass power plants and other users. In the future, MVD will be adding anaerobic digesters to 
convert food waste and organics to CNG. The facility also includes a construction and demolition debris (C&D) recycling operation, a Material 
Recovery Facility (MRF), and a municipal solid waste (MSW) transfer station with a full Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP). C&D is sorted, and 
shipped off-site to recycling markets. Source separated recyclables and select commercial loads are sorted and recyclables shipped to 
markets. MSW and non-salvageable residue is trucked to the County landfill. 

The closest sensitive receptors to the proposed project are two farms to the east about 0.34 miles away and to the north about one mile. The 
proposed project would potentially generate odorous emissions from the composting operations and anaerobic digester. Odor impacts from 
these activities are discussed below. 

Decomposition of organic matter inherently generates a large number and variety of volatile chemical compounds that humans can sense as 
odors. A compounds volatility (i.e., its conversion to a gaseous phase and subsequent migration into the air), is what allows it to be sensed by 
humans. Important factors in the formation and outcome of odor-causing compounds include the feedstock, nutrient balances, oxygen, aeration 
time, moisture, bulk density and porosity, temperature and PH. 

The proposed project plans to install the Gore membrane composting system which is expected to retain the malodorous VOC in the compost 
pile for sufficient time to decompose the compounds and eliminate the majority of the emissions and associated odors. All commercial 
composting facilities in California are required to prepare, implement, and maintain a site-specific Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) 
pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations, Chapter 3.1 § 17863.4. In addition, the composting operation will be subject to SJVAPCD 
Rule 4565 Biosolids, Animal Manure, and Poultry Litter Operations, and Rule 4566, Organic Material Composting Operations. Lastly, the 
mitigation measures developed by the California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle) in its final program 
environmental impact report (EIR) for statewide anaerobic digester facilities are included as AIR-3 and AIR-4 to further mitigate any odorous 
emissions from the anaerobic digester. 

Anaerobic digestion is the biological decomposition of organic matter in the absence of oxygen. As a result, odorous compounds such as 
ammonia and H2S are generated and could be released into the environment. The anaerobic digestion process at the proposed project occurs 
in a closed system. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are broken down through the anaerobic digestion process, and exhaust is processed 
in a controlled environment. The propose project will digest organic matter in a closed pressure vessel. The resulting biogas will be stored in a 
closed tank, processed to remove impurities in a scrubber, and the resulting purified methane would be compressed for use in vehicles. 

With the development and implementation of the OIMP, compliance with SJVAPCD Rules 4565 and 4566, and implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AIR-3 and AIR-4, the odor impacts from the composting operations and anaerobic digester are expected to be less than 
significant. 

Item 3f: Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are greenhouse gases. Common greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, 
nitrous oxides, chlorofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, sulfur hexafluoride, ozone, and aerosols. Natural processes and human activities emit 
greenhouse gases. The presence of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere affects the earth’s temperature. However, it is believed that 
emissions from human activities, such as electricity production and vehicle use, have elevated the concentrations, leading to a trend of 
unnatural changes to the earth’s natural climate, known as global climate warming or climate change. 

An individual project cannot generate enough greenhouse gas emissions to effect a discernible change in global climate. However, the 
proposed project may participate in this potential impact by its incremental contribution combined with the cumulative increase of all other 
sources of greenhouse gases, which when taken together constitute potential influences on global climate change. 

Specifically, the SJVAPCD has adopted a standard requiring that project must implement performance based standards (BEST Performance 
Standards, BPS) to reduce GHG emissions, or otherwise demonstrate that project specific GHG emissions have been reduced or mitigated by 
at least 29% (compared to business as usual). 

Therefore, until the City of Kerman, or State of California adopts an alternative threshold for determining the significance of GHG emissions or 
a plan to minimize impacts to a level of less-than-significant, the proposed project will be required to implement Best Performance Standards 
(BPS) or other GHG emissions reduction measures to reduce GHG emissions, or otherwise demonstrate that the project specific GHG 
emissions have been reduce or mitigated by at least 29%. 

The proposed project has the potential to contribute to greenhouse gas emissions from composting and anaerobic operations. The composting 
and anaerobic operations would result in diverting waste from the landfill, which would otherwise decompose under anaerobic conditions to 
form landfill gas (LFG) consisting of methane and carbon dioxide. The proposed project would process waste via anaerobic digestion into 
compressed natural gas (CNG) which will be collected at 100 percent capture and used as vehicle fuel. The compost will be used locally as 
fertilizer, wood chips that will be used locally as either ground cover or fuel for biomass power plants. 

The diversion of waste to the landfill is expected to exceed the 29 percent reduction threshold established by the SJVAPCD as significant; thus, 
the proposed project is expected to divert waste to the landfill resulting in reduced greenhouse gas emissions and the project would have a 
less than significant impact. 

Item 3g: Neither the city, county, nor state has an adopted plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases. Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with any applicable requirement. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • Air Quality Technical Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. September 2012. Yorke Engineering, LLC. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

• SJVAPCD. Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). August 1998. 
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI%20Jan%202002%20Rev.pdf. 

• SJVAPCD. Rule 8021, Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and other Earthmoving Activities. Adopted November 15, 
2001. Amended August 19, 2004. http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r8021.pdf.  

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. SCH#20060091148; Chapter 4, Page 4-23 
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through 4-31. 

• Response Letter from York Engineering, LLC to comments from the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. January 19, 
2013. 

Mitigation: • AIR-1: Implement the control measures identified in the SJVAPCD Regulation VIII to control PM10 emissions from construction 
activities. 

• AIR-2: Prepare, implement, and maintain a site-specific Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP). 

• AIR-3: Applicants for the development of anaerobic digester (AD) facilities shall comply with appropriate local land use plans, 
policies, and regulations, including applicable setbacks and buffer areas from sensitive land uses for potentially odoriferous 
processes. 

• AIR-4: If an AD facility handles compostable material and is classified as a compostable material handling facility, the facility 
must develop and Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) pursuant to 14 CCR 17863.4. Otherwise, applicants shall develop and 
implement an Odor Management Plan (OMP) that incorporates equivalent odor reduction controls for digester operations and is 
consistent with local air district odor management requirements. These plans shall identify and describe potential odor sources, 
as well as identify the potential, intensity, and frequency of odor from these likely sources. In addition, the plans will specific odor 
control technologies and management practices that if implemented, would mitigate odors associated with the majority of 
facilities to less than significant. However, less or more control measures may be required for individual projects. Odor control 
strategies and management practices that can be incorporated into these plans include, but are not limited to, the following: 

o Require substrate to the AD facility within covered, liquid leak-proof containers. 

o Establish time limit for on-site retention of undigested substrates (i.e., feestocks should be processed and placed 
into the portion of the system where liquid discharge and air emissions can be controlled within 24 or 48 hours of 
receipt). 

o Provide enclosed, negative pressure building for indoor receiving and pre-processing. Treat collected foul air in a 
biofilter or air scrubbing system. 

o Establish contingency plans for operating downtime (e.g., equipment malfunction, power outage). 

o Manage delivery schedule to facilitate prompt handling of odorous substrates. 

o Handle fresh unstable digestate within enclosed building, or mix with green waste and incorporate into a 
composting operation within the same business day, and/or directly pump to covered, liquid leak-proof containers 
for transportation. 

o Protocol for monitoring and recording odor events. 

o Protocol for reporting and responding to odor events. 

 



  

 
Mid Valley Disposal, Inc., Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project Page 24 of 46  
Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration  

Biological Resources 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

4. 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 CDFG or USFWS? 

    

b) 
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, and regulations, or by the CDFG or USFWS?     

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?     

Thresholds and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 4a: The project site is located on the southern end of the City of Kerman. The project site is currently cultivated for alfalfa, and has been used for 
cultivated agriculture for some time. The project site is located immediately west of Madera Avenue, south of Church Avenue and north of Jensen 
Avenue. Immediately west of the project site is the City of Kerman Wastewater Treatment Plant consisting of storm water retention basin, settling 
ponds, laboratory offices, maintenance building, sludge press, and sludge drying beds. Further west of the site is land that is under cultivated 
agriculture (almonds and alfalfa). East of the project site is cultivated agricultural land (alfalfa). South of the project site is cultivated agricultural 
land (alfalfa).  

The Environmental Impact Report for the Kerman Walmart project (August 30, 2010) and the Environmental Impact Report for the City of Kerman 
2007-2027 General Plan update consulted the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDD) as well as the USFWS for a list of special-status 
plant species and special-status wildlife species. The nearest occurrence record of special-plant species is for a strand of Lesser Saltscale 
(Atriplex minuscula) located nearly two miles south of the project site. Several regional occurring special-status wildlife species were determined 
not to have potential to occur within the project site (Cooper’s Hawk, Sharp-shinned hawk, Swainson’s hawk, White-tailed kite, Hoary bat, San 
Joaquin kit fox). The occurrence of these regional species on the project site is low because there is no recorded occurrence of these species 
within 5 miles of the site and the site is, and has been, under cultivated agriculture for some time with no structure, mature trees, dense shrubs, 
fallow land, suitable for these species. 
 
Although the project site does not contain suitable habitat for the long-term support of the San Joaquin kit fox and there are no recorded 
occurrences of this species within 5 miles of the site, this species does occur regionally and may traverse the site and may take temporary shelter 
even though the project site is under cultivated agriculture. Therefore, implementation of the project could have a potentially significant impact on 
this species, which is federally listed as endangered and state-listed as threatened. In accordance with the Dissemination of Standard 
Recommendations for the Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to our During Ground Disturbance, implementation of Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1a is require to reduce potential impact to a less than significant level. 

Item 4b: See paragraph 4b. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 4c: There is no federally protected wetland affected by the proposed project nor are there naturally occurring bodies of water discovered on or 
adjacent to the project site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 4d: There will be no interference with any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species, corridors, or wildlife nursery sites affected by the 
proposed project. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 4e: There are no local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources affected by the proposed project. The proposed project would have no 
impact. 
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Item 4f: No habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans have been adopted. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • Kerman Walmart Project Environmental Impact Report. SCH#2009101035. Chapter 4. 

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. SCH#20060091148; Chapter 4, Page 4-19. 

Mitigation: • BIO-1: prior to and during construction activities, the following measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to the San Joaquin 
kit fox: 

o Project-related vehicles should observe a 20 mile-per-hour speed limit within the project site boundaries; this is 
particularly important at night when kit foxes are most active. Construction shall not occur during nighttime hours (8:00 
p.m. to 6:00 a.m.). Off-road traffic outside of designated project construction areas is prohibited. 

o To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other animals during construction, all excavated, steep-walled holes 
or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered at the close of each working day by plywood or similar materials, 
or provided with one or more escape ramps constructed of earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes or trenches 
are filled, they would be thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. If at any time a trapped or injured kit fox is 
discovered, the procedures outlined below must be followed. 

o Kit foxes are attracted to den-like structures such as pipes and may enter stored pipe, becoming trapped or injured. All 
construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or greater that are stored at the 
construction site for once or more overnight periods shall be thoroughly inspected for kit foxes before the pipe is 
subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in any way. If a kit fox is discovered inside a pipe, that 
section of pipe shall not be moved until the USFWS has been consulted. If necessary, and under the direction of a 
qualified biologist, the pipe may be moved once to remove if from the path of construction activity, until the fox has 
escaped. 

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

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

o Use of rodenticides and herbicides in project construction areas is restricted to prevent primary or secondary 
poisoning of kit foxes and the depletion of prey populations on which they depend. All uses of compounds shall 
observe label and other restrictions mandated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, California Department of 
Food and Agriculture and other state a federal legislation, as well as additional project-related restrictions deemed 
necessary by USFWS. If rodent control is conducted, zinc phosphide should be used because of proven lower risk to 
kit fox. 

o A representative shall be appointed by the project proponent who will be the contact source for any employee or 
contractor who might inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped individual. The 
representative shall be identified during the employee education program. The representative’s name and telephone 
number shall be provided to USFWS. 

o An employee education program for the project’s construction workers shall be conducted. The program shall consist 
of a brief presentation by persons knowledgeable in kit fox biology and legislative protection to explain endangered 
species concerns to contractors. A fact sheet shall be prepared for distribution to the above-mentioned people and 
anyone else who may enter the project site. 

o In the case of trapped animals, escape ramps or structures shall be installed immediately to allow the animal(s) to 
escape and USFWS should be consulted. 

o Any contractor, employee, or agency personnel who inadvertently kills or injures a San Joaquin kit fox shall 
immediately report the incident to his or her representative. This representative shall contact the CDFG immediately in 
the case of a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The CDFG contact for immediate assistance is State Dispatch at 
(916) 445-0045. 

o The Sacramento USFWS office and CDFG shall be notified in writing within three working days of the accidental death 
or injury to a San Joaquin kit fox during project related activities. Notification must include the date, time, and location 
of the incident or of the finding of a dead or inured animal and any other pertinent information. The USFWS contact is 
the Chief of the Division of Endangered Species. The CFG contact is Mr. Ron Schlorff at 1416 9th street, Sacramento, 
California 95814, (916) 654-4262. 

• BIO-2: prior to commencing project-related activities, the following measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to the 
Swainson’s Hawk: 

o If ground-disturbing activities are to occur at the site during the nesting season (February 1 through September 15), 
the project applicant will be required to retain a qualified biologist to conduct surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk, 
including the White-tailed kite, following the survey method developed by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory 
Committee (SWHA TAC, 2000) prior to commencing project-related activities. Surveys shall be conducted no more 
than 10 days prior to the start of construction and during the appropriate timing to maximize detectability. If an active 
nest is located, a minimum buffer of ½ mile shall be delineated and maintained around the nest until a qualified 
biologist has determined that fledging has occurred. 

o If the Department of Fish and Game cannot determine that “take” can be avoided, acquisition of an ITP may be 
warranted prior to project-related implementation. 
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• BIO-3: prior to commencing project-related activities, the following measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to raptors: 

o The City of Kerman will add Mitigation Measure BIO-3 to the Final MND. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 stipulates that if 
ground-disturbing activities are to occur at the site during the nesting season (February 1 through September 15), the 
project applicant will be required to retain a qualified biologist to conduct surveys for nesting shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to the start of construction. If an active nest is located, a minimum buffer 
of 250 feet should be delineated around active nests of migratory birds and 500 feet around active nests of non-listed 
raptors, until breeding season has ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that fledging has occurred. 
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Cultural Resources 

  
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

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

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section 1504.5?     

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?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 5a,b: The records search conducted at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center as part of the Environmental Impact Report prepared for 
the City of Kerman 2007-2017 General Plan indicated that no recorded historic resources are documented on the project site or within 0.25 mils 
radius beyond the project site. 

Although considered unlikely since there is no indication of any historic resources on the project site, subsurface construction activities such as 
trenching and grading associated with the proposed project could potentially damage or destroy previously undiscovered historic resources. 
This is considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation is proposed requiring implementation of standard inadvertent discovery 
procedures to reduce potential impacts to previously undiscovered subsurface historic resources. With the implementation of this mitigation 
measure, potential impacts would be reduced to a level of less than significant. 

Item 5c:  There is no evidence of an abandoned cemetery or related indications of human remains were identified on the site. Therefore, no adverse 
impacts are anticipated to any human remains. However, grading and excavation in conjunction with site development has the low potential to 
uncover unanticipated subsurface resources – a potentially significant adverse impact. Mitigation is proposed to reduce this potentially 
significant impact to a level of less than significant. 

Item 5d: There is no record of human remains interred at the site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Natural Resources Element. 

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. SCH#20060091148; Chapter 4.6. 

Mitigation: • CUL-1: If ground-disturbing activities uncover previously unknown human remains, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and 
Safety Code applies, and the following procedures shall be followed: 

o There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the area where the human remains were found or within 50 
feet of the find until the Fresno County Coroner and the City of Kerman are contacted. Duly authorized 
representatives of the Coroner and the City’s Planning Director shall be permitted onto the project site and shall 
take all actions consistent with Health and Safety Code Section 7505.5 and Government Code Section 27460, et 
seq. Excavation or disturbance of the area where the human remains were found or within 50 feet of the find shall 
not be permitted to re-commence until the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to the provisions of 
law concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner, and cause of any death. If the Coroner determines the 
remains are Native American, the Coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours, and the NAHC shall identify the 
person or persons it believes to be the “most likely descendant” (MLD) of the deceased Native American. The MLD 
may make recommendations to the landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for means of 
treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided 
in PRC Section 50976.98. 

• CUL-2: If in the event that unanticipated cultural or paleontological resources (including structural features, unusual amounts of 
bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains) are encountered during construction, all earthmoving activities 
within 100-feet radius of the identified resources shall cease until a qualified archaeologist evaluates the item for its significance 
and records the item on the appropriate State Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) forms. The archaeologist shall 
determine whether the item requires further study. If, after the qualified archaeologist conducts appropriate technical analyses, 
the item is determined to be significant under California Environmental Quality Act, the archaeologist shall recommend feasible 
mitigation measures, which may include avoidance, preservation in place or other appropriate measure, as outlined in Public 
resources Code section 21083.2. Upon the City’s approval of the recommended mitigation measure, the project developer shall 
implement such measures. The developer shall fund the costs of the qualified archaeologist and required analysis, sand shall 
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include his mitigation measure in every construction contract to inform contractors of this requirement. 

• CUL-3: The project developer shall consult with the Duma-Wo-Wah Tribal Government regarding the placement of a Native 
American monitor onsite during construction related activities. Should a Native American monitor be required the cost of the 
monitor shall be covered by the project developer. 
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Geology and Soils 
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No Impact 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structure 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 shaking, including liquefaction? 

IV. Landslides? 

   

 

 

b) Result in substantial soil-erosion or loss of topsoil? 

    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable as a result of the 
project, and potentially result in on-or offsite 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 risk 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 wastewater?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 6a,c: The project site is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. Since no known surface expression of active 
faults is believed to cross the site, fault rupture through the site is not anticipated. No impact would occur. 

The Fresno County General Plan Background Report identified the City of Kerman as being within the Uniform Building Code Seismic Zone 3. 
According to the United States Geological Survey’s Probabilistic Hazard Map, ground shaking in Fresno County is predicted to have a 10-
percent probability that a seismic event would produce horizontal ground shaking of 10 to 25 percent within a 50-year period. 

Although Kerman is located in an area of low seismic activity, the faults and fault systems that lie along the eastern and western boundaries of 
Fresno County, as well as other regional faults, have the potential to produce high-magnitude earthquakes throughout Fresno County. The City 
of Kerman is located on alluvial deposits, which tend to experience greater ground shaking intensities than areas located on hard rock. 
However, the distance to the faults that are the expected sources of the shaking would be sufficiently great that the effect should be minimal. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1 requires the applicant to prepare and submit a geotechnical study that complies with all applicable seismic design 
standards of the California Building Standards Code. 

The subsurface soil in Kerman consisted of dense and stiff silt soils. These subsurface characteristics indicate that the project site has a low 
susceptibility to liquefaction and liquefaction-related phenomena. However, Mitigation Measure GE)-1 requires the applicant to submit 
geotechnical study that complies with all seismic standards of the California Building Standards Code. This measure would reduce the potential 
ground failure impact to a level of less than significant. 

There are no substantial slopes on or near the project site. Therefore, the opportunity for slope failure in response to the long-term geologic 
cycle of uplift, mass wasting, and difference is slopes is unlikely. Project site conditions preclude the possibility of earthquake-induced land 
sliding onsite. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 6b: Construction activities associated with the proposed project would involve vegetation removal, grading, and excavation activities that could 
expose barren soil to sources of wind or water, resulting in the potential for erosion and sedimentation on and off the project site. National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permitting programs regulate stormwater quality from construction sites, which 
includes erosion and sedimentation. Under the NPDES permitting program, the preparation and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) are required for construction activities that would disturb an area of 1 acre or ore. The SWPPP must identify 
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potential sources of erosion or sedimentation that may be reasonably expected to affect the quality of stormwater discharges as well as identify 
and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) that ensure the reduction of these pollutants during stormwater discharges. Typical BMPs 
intended to control erosion include sand bags, detention basins, silt fencing, storm drain inlet protection, street sweeping, and monitoring of 
water bodies. 

These requirements have been incorporated into the proposed project as mitigation. The implementation of an SWPPP and its associated 
BMPs would reduce potential erosion impacts to a level less than significant. 

Item 6d: According to the United States Geological Survey of Agricultural Soil Conservation Service survey, the project site is underlain by Hanford 
coarse sandy loam and Hesperia sandy loam. These soils have low clay content and possess low shrink-swell properties. The proposed project 
would have less than significant impact. 

Item 6e: No impact from septic systems or waste water are expected on the project site which will be serve by public sewer and a public storm drain 
system. Because no septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems for the disposal of waste water are anticipated for the project site, 
the proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Safety Element. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: • GEO-1: Prior to issuance of building permits for the proposed project, the project applicant shall submit geotechnical report to the 
City of Kerman for review and approval. The report shall demonstrate that the proposed project’s plans for that structure 
incorporate all applicable seismic design standards of the latest adopted edition of the California Building Standards Code. The 
recommendations from the approved geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the project plans, and the project applicant 
shall adhere to these approved plans in developing the project site. 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  
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7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or through 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 emission 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 that is included on a list of hazardous materials 
sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 6592.5 and, as 
a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

    

e) If located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan not 
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
Proposed Project Site? 

    

f) If located within the vicinity of a private airstrip, result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the Proposed Project Site?     

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 residence are intermixed with wildlands?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 7a,b: The proposed project is a recycling and transfer station operation which receives, processes, recycles, and converts a wide variety of 
household and commercial waste, greenwaste, and construction and demolition debris. The proposed project will not transport, use, or dispose 
of hazardous materials on the project site. Hazardous waste will be prohibited from entering the facility. However, there may be a need to 
dispose of a limited quantity of hazardous waste discovered through the facility’s load checking program. If hazardous waste is discovered, the 
facility has procedures for handling, manifesting, and reporting the discovered waste. A temporary hazardous waste storage area will be 
located on the site, and all hazardous waste incidentally recovered from the waste stream will be temporarily stored onsite, manifested, and 
transported off site according to Federal and State regulatory requirements. A spill response locker will be supplied with emergency response 
equipment. The facility will report to the County each month, the quantity of hazardous waste transported for disposal off site. The proposed 
project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 7c: There is no proposed or existing school within one-quarter mile of the project site. The nearest existing school (Kerman Floyd Elementary) is 
located about one mile north of the project site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 7d: The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The proposed 
project would have no impact. 

Item 7e: The project is not located within an established airport land use plan, and will not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 7f: No private airstrips are located within the vicinity of the project site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 7g: The Kerman General Plan 2027 provides an overview of the City’s Safety Element. Based on a review of the element, development of the 
proposed project site is not anticipated to physically interfere with either emergency response or evacuation plans. The proposed project would 
have no impact. 
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Item 7h: There are no wildland within or in proximity to the proposed project. The project site and surrounding uses are primarily cultivated agriculture 

(alfalfa, cotton, tree fruit, etc.). The proposed project will be served by the North Central Fire Protection District. The proposed project will be 
required to install a series of fire hydrants on site for fire suppression purposes. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Safety Element. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 
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Significant 
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No Impact 

8. 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 causing a net deficit in aquifer volume or 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level that 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 that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or 
offsite? 

    

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 that would result in flooding on-or offsite? 

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?     

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

   

 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
Federal Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?     

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that 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 failure of a 
levee or dam?     

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

    

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 8a: The development of the proposed project would grading and construction on approximately 28 acres of land. During these activities, there 
would be the potential for surface water to carry sediment from onsite erosion and small quantities of pollutants into the stormwater system and 
local waterways. Soil erosion may occur along project boundaries during construction in areas where temporary soil storage is required. Small 
quantities of pollutants have the potential to enter the storm drainage system, thereby potentially degrading water quality. The Clean Water Act 
(CWA) requires local jurisdictions to address the problems of pollutants in stormwater runoff from development. To regulate point source 
pollution, the CWA provides that the EPA may issue National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. California’s NPDES 
permit program is implemented through the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(RWQCBs). In September 2009, the SWRCB adopted a new NPDES General Permit for stormwater discharges associated with construction 
and land disturbance activities of more than 1 acre. This General Permit requires development of a site-specific Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that specifies Best Management Practices (BMP) that will prevent construction pollutants from contacting 
stormwater with the interest of keeping all products of erosion from moving offsite to receiving waters. Mitigation Measure HYD-1 is proposed 
that would require the project applicant to prepare and implement a SWPPP prior to the issuance of grading or building permits. The SWPPP 
would identify potential sources of pollutants that are reasonably expected to affect the quality of the stormwater discharges as well as identify 
and implement BMPs that ensure the reduction of these pollutants during stormwater discharges to the maximum extent possible. The 
implementation of this measure would ensure that potential, short-term, construction water quality impacts are reduced to a level of less than 
significant. 

The floor of the MRF, “dirty” MRF, and transfer station will be concrete, as will the pad under the GORE compost heaps. Inlaid in the concrete 
under the composting heaps will be leachate collection trenches. The leachate generated is very minor in quantity, roughly 5 gallons per 250 
tons of material composted.  This leachate is collected and stored in a tank and is used to moisten the feedstock as it is prepared for the 
composting process. This is a zero discharge leachate system. 
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Item 8b: The proposed project would be served with potable water supplied by the City of Kerman, which relies on groundwater from the Kings 

Groundwater Subbasin. The groundwater basis is classified as being in a state of overdraft by California Department of Water Resources 
because groundwater pumping has historically exceeded recharge. 

The proposed project would result in a net increase in groundwater consumption, but mitigates this impact to the maximum extent feasible 
through various measures associated with water conservation and groundwater recharge. However, because of uncertainties associate with 
quantifying reductions in groundwater consumption and the net increase in recharge attributable to the proposed project, the residual 
significance of the project’s impact on the subbasin groundwater supplies may be significant and unavoidable. 

The Environmental Impact Report prepared for the City of Kerman 2007-2027 General Plan adopted a state of overriding consideration 
indicating that the loss of groundwater was a significant and unavoidable impact. The proposed project would have a significant and 
unavoidable impact. 

Item 8c: Construction activities would have minimal impacts on the storm water drainage patterns of the site or area resulting in substantial erosion or 
siltation on-or offsite. The WWTF currently has an existing storm water retention basin on-site. The contractor, during construction, will attempt 
to maintain surface water drainage in a manner that will not create onsite flooding events. Additionally, the storm water drainage pattern that 
currently exists on the project site will not be impacted by the proposed Expansion Project; therefore, the impact is considered less than 
significant. 

Item 8d: The project site contains primarily cultivated agricultural lands with no existing drainage infrastructure. The project would increase impervious 
surface coverage on the project site. The increase in impervious surface coverage would create the potential for greater runoff to leave the 
project site, which could cause flooding or substantial erosion or siltation unless adequate facilities are in place. The proposed project would 
install onsite storm drainage system consisting of inlets and piping to a retention basin onsite, located on the northern end of the project site. 
The proposed project would provide adequate storm drainage facilities to ensure that runoff is captured and conveyed to the onsite storm drain 
basin. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 8e: See paragraph 8d. The proposed project would have less than significant impact. 

Item 8f: The proposed project would consist of a recycling and transfer station facility on a 28 acre site. The facility will collect, process, recycle and 
dispose of a variety of non-hazardous material (e.g., C&D materials, bulk metal, organics, wood waste, food waste, municipal solid waste, etc.). 
The proposed waste tipping, recycling, and processing will occur within the MRF, “dirty” MRF, and transfer station enclosures, and that the 
composting piles will be covered.  

The floor of the MRF, “dirty” MRF, and transfer station will be concrete, as will the pad under the GORE compost heaps. Inlaid in the concrete 
under the composting heaps will be leachate collection trenches. The leachate generated is very minor in quantity, roughly 5 gallons per 250 
tons of material composted. This leachate is collected and stored in a tank and is used to moisten the feedstock as it is prepared for the 
composting process. This is a zero discharge leachate system. 

As discussed in paragraph 8a and d, implementation of a SWPPP and a stormwater management control plan as set forth in Mitigation 
Measure HYD-1 would mitigate these impacts to less than significant. 

Item 8g: The project is a recycling and transfer station operation with no housing planned for future development. The project site is located in an area 
determined to be outside the 0.2% chance floodplain (Zone X) pursuant to the Federal Emergency management Agency Flood Insurance Rate 
Map Number 06019C2075F. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 8h: See paragraph 8g. The proposed project would have no impact.  

Item 8i: See paragraph 8g. The proposed project would have no impact.  

Item 8j: There are no nearby reservoirs or other bodies of water that could result in inundation from either seiche or tsunami. The proposed project 
would have no impact. 

Documentation: • California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. Waste Discharge Requirement for City of Kerman 
Wastewater Treatment Facility, Order No. R5-2007-0115. September 15, 2007. 

• California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. Cease and Desist Order Requiring the City of Kerman 
Wastewater Treatment Facility to Cease and Desist from Discharging Waste Contrary to Requirement, Order No. R5-2007-0116. 
September 15, 2007. 

• Federal Emergency Management Agency Floodplain Regulations, FEMA Map 06019C2075 F, effective July 19, 2001. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: • HYD-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or building permit for the project, the project applicant shall obtain coverage 
under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Permit No. CA2000002 for Storm Water Discharge 
Associated with Construciton and Land Disturbing Activities, Water Quality Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ through State Water 
Board’s Storm Water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS) website at https://smarts.aterboards.ca.gov.  The 
Construction General Permit requires the preparation and submittal of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the 
Central Valley RWQCB that identifies specific actions and Best management Practices (BMPs) to prevent stormwater pollution 
during construction activities to the maximum extent practicable. The City of Kerman shall confirm that the RWQCB has 
approved the SWPPP prior to issuance of the grading permit or building permit. The SWPPP shall identify a practical sequence 
for BMP implementation and maintenance, site restoration, contingency measures, responsible parties, and agency contact. The 
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SWPPP shall include but not limited to the following elements: 

o Temporary erosion control measures shall be employed for disturbed areas. 

o No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control measures in place during the winter and spring months. 

o Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment basins, traps, or other appropriate measures. 

o Silt fence – installation of silt fence in order to detain sediment-laden water, promoting sedimentation behind the 
fence. 

o The construction contractor shall prepare Standard Operating Procedures for the handling of hazardous materials 
on the construction site to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials to storm drains. 

o BMP performance and effectiveness shall be determined either by visual means where applicable (e.g., 
observation of above-normal sediment release), or by actual water sampling in cases where verification of 
containment reduction or elimination (such as inadvertent petroleum release) is required by the Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board to determine adequacy of the measure. 

o In the event of significant construction delays or delays in the final landscape installation, native grasses or other 
appropriate vegetative cover shall be established on the construction site as soon as possible after disturbance, as 
an interim erosion control measure throughout the wet season. 
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Land Use and Planning 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

9. 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?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 9a: The proposed project is located at the southern portion of the community in the designated industrial park. The proposed project is surrounded 
primarily by cultivated agricultural lands to the north, east, south and west. The City of Kerman Wastewater Treatment Plant is located 
immediately to the east of the project site with cultivated agricultural lands farther east. To the north and northeast are some existing light and 
heavy industrial uses. The project site is designated for industrial uses in the Kerman General Plan. The proposed project would not physically 
divide an established community. The project site does not have the potential to physically divide the community. The proposed project would 
have no impact. 

Item 9b: The project site is designated Industrial by the City of Kerman General Plan. The proposed project consists of the expansion of the recycling 
and transfer station operations on a 38 acre site. The proposed project would be consistent with all applicable objectives, goals, and policies of 
the Kerman General Plan, including development standards contained in the Cit of Kerman Zoning Ordiance. The proposed project would have 
no impact. 

Item 9c: There is no habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans that apply to the site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 17.34. 
http://www.codepublishing.com/CA/Kerman/ 

•  City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan, Land Use Element. February 2007. 

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan, Resources Element. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Mineral Resources  

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

10 MINERAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: 

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

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

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 10a,b: The Proposed Project site is not identified in the General Plan as having any known mineral resource value or as being located within any 
“Critical Mineral Resource Overlay” area. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan, Resources Element. February 2007. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Noise 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

11 NOISE 
Would the project: 

a) Expose 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) Expose persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration 
or ground-borne noise levels?     

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the project vicinity above the levels existing without the project?     

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project?     

e) If within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport, expose 
people residing or working in the Proposed Project site to excessive 
noise levels? 

    

f) If within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or 
working in the Proposed Project site to excessive noise levels?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 11a: Exterior noise is anticipated in conjunction with ground disturbances during construction of the project and activities from operation of the 
facility. The short-term increase in ambient noise and vibration levels could occur during construction activities either from the noise impacts 
created by the transport of workers and movement of construction materials to and from the project site, or from the noise generated onsite 
during ground clearing/excavation, grading, and building construction activities. The project site is primarily in a rural setting, surrounded 
primarily by cultivated agricultural land to the north, east, south and west. The City of Kerman Waste Water Treatment Plant is immediately to 
the west. The closest noise-sensitive receptor is one single-family home located approximately 1,084 feet west of the project site. However, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-1 will limit the hours of construction and the noise impact to less than significant. 

Based on the noise levels currently generated by the project and the surrounding land uses, the expansion of the proposed project is expected 
to produce noise levels with existing noise levels in the vicinity of the project site. Therefore, long-term noise impacts from the proposed project 
are not anticipated. 

Items 11b: See paragraph 11a. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 11c: See paragraph 11a. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 11d: See paragraph 11a. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 11e: The proposed project is not located within an airport land use plan area or within 2 miles of any public airport. The proposed project would have 
no impact. 

Item 11f: There are no private airstrips in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman Municipal Code, Chapter 9.26.020, Subsection A. 

• City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Noise Element. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: • NOI-1: Construction activities will be limited to the hours between 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. daily. The City of Kerman shall have the 
discretion to permit construction activities to occur outside of the allowable hours if compelling circumstances warrant such an 
exception (e.g., weather conditions to pour concrete). 

• NOI-2: All construction equipment shall use noise-reduction features (e.g., mufflers and engine shrouds) that are no less effective 
than those originally installed by the manufacturer. 
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Population and Housing 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

12 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?     

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 12a: The project site currently carries a general plan land use designation of Industrial (I). This designation would allow for future development 
consistent with industrial uses (e.g., manufacturing, transportation, recycling, etc.). The project site is located within the City of Kerman’s 
designated industrial park area. There are no existing residential or housing development within or adjacent to the project site. Water, sewer, 
and roads already about the property to the south and north. No extensions of these facilities, except through the project site itself and 
connecting to existing developed sites will occur. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 12b: The proposed project would expand existing recycling and transfer station operations on a 28 acre site that is currently cultivated for 
agricultural uses. There are no existing homes or housing units on the project site that would be displaced as a result of the proposed project. 
The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 12c: See paragraph 12b. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027. General Plan Final Environmental Impact Report. SCH#20060091148. February 2007. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Public Service 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

13 PUBLIC SERVICE 
Would the project: 

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

    

 i. Fire protection? 

    

 ii. Police protection? 

    

 iii. Schools? 

    

 iv. Parks? 

    

 v. Other facilities? 

    

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 13a(i): The proposed project includes the development of an expansion to an existing recycling and transfer station facilities and operations on a 28 
acre site. There have been no reportable incidents or major issues with the operation of the existing recycling and transfer station. The 
proposed project will be required to install appropriate fire hydrants for use in fire suppression and provide all appropriate markings and 
designation for fire lanes and other emergency access points. The proposed project will be served by North Central Fire District (under contract 
with the City of Fresno Fire Department). The proposed project will be required to comply with all building and fire code requirements and will 
be verified at varies points in the projects’ progress, including a plan check and prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy. 

For these reasons, the proposed project would not generate the need for additional staff such that new or physically altered facilities would be 
required. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Items 13a(ii): The proposed project includes the development of an expansion to an existing recycling and transfer station facilities and operations on a 28 
acre site. There have been no reportable incidents or major issues with the operation of the existing recycling and transfer station. The project 
site will include a perimeter fence around the site with lockable gates at all entrances. The proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact. 

Item 13a(iii): The proposed project includes the development of an expansion to an existing recycling and transfer station facilities and operations on a 28 
acre site. The project applicant currently employs over 150 people. Many of which reside in the Kerman and, presumably those with school 
aged children already attend Kerman schools. Although new employees from the proposed project may enroll children in local schools, the 
proposed project would have a less than significant impact.  

Item 13a(iv): The proposed project includes the development of an expansion to an existing recycling and transfer station facilities and operations on a 28 
acre site. There are no parks or other recreational space on the project site or within the vicinity of the project site. The proposed project would 
have a less than significant impact. 

Documentation: None referenced. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Recreation 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

14 RECREATION 
Would the project: 

a) 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) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on 
the environment?     

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 14a: The proposed project is an industrial use which includes the development of an expansion to an existing recycling and transfer station facilities 
and operations on a 28 acre site. The project applicant currently employs over 150 people. Many of which reside in the Kerman and, 
presumably utilize existing park and recreational facilities. Although new employees from the proposed project may choose to reside in Kerman 
and use existing parks and recreational facilities, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 14b: See paragraph 14b. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 20027-2027, General Plan. Conservation, Open Space, Parks & Recreation Element. February 2007. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Transportation and Traffic 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

15 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
Would the project: 

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

    

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level-of-service standard 
established by the County 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 results 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) Result in inadequate parking capacity? 

    

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

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items 15a,b: The proposed project will expand existing recycling and transfer station buildings and operations from 500 tons per day (TPD) to 1,500 TPD. 
The facility will receive, process, and recycle inbound material from curbside collection programs, gardeners, landscapers, agricultural 
operations, building and demolition contractors, roofers, solid waste haulers, and the public. Non-salvageable material will be trucked to 
permitted disposal site. 

The facility will be pen to receive material 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Material will be processed and transferred up to 
seven days a week, 24 hours a day. The public will be able to drop off recyclable material, municipal solid waste (MSW), construction and 
demolition debris, e-Waste and other self-hauled loads. 

The anticipated peak daily vehicles will be approximately 443, as reflected in the table below: 

Vehicle Type Number Per Day Payload (tons/load) 
Inbound Vehicles 
Roll-offs (C&D, Inerts) 90 5.1 
Collection trucks (MSW 18 6.0 
Self-haul vehicles (C&D,Inerts) 110 1.6 
Self-haul vehicles (White goods) 31 1.0 
End dumps 33 22 
Outbound Vehicles 
Transfer trucks (residue to landfill) 19 22 
Transfer trucks (recyclable materials) 42 22 
Employee vehicles 100 - - -  
Total Vehicles Per Day 443 - - - 

The proposed project will incrementally contribute to the existing traffic load on Jensen, Church and Madera Avenues. Jensen and Church 
Avenues are designated collectors. Madera Avenue is designated arterial and is under the jurisdiction of the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). The existing level of service at the Madera/Jensen Avenue intersection is B at AM Peak Hour and C at PM Peak 
Hour. The minimum level of service at this intersection is C (per Caltrans).  The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 15c: The proposed project will not affect air traffic patterns. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 15d: The proposed project will use existing roadways for egress and ingress and will be compatible with the General Plan land use designation for 
industrial uses. The proposed project would have no impact. 



  

 
Mid Valley Disposal, Inc., Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion Project Page 43 of 46  
Initial Study and Draft Mitigated Negative Declaration  

Item 15e: The proposed project will be developed contingent upon the provision of emergency access as required by the North Central Fire Department 
(under contract with the City of Fresno Fire Department). The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 15f: The proposed project will be required to provide adequate on-site parking in compliance with Chapter 17.74 of the Kerman Municipal Code. 
The proposed project would have no impact. 

Item 15g: The proposed project would be required to provide bicycle racks for employees use as a condition of the development. The proposed project 
would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Circulation Element. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

16 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
RWQCB?     

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?     

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 that 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve 
the project’s projected demand in addition to providers existing 
commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the projects solid waste disposal needs?     

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

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion: The proposed project consists of expanding an existing recycling and transfer station operation. The site is currently served by existing 
municipal utilities. The development of the proposed project would extend existing utilities to serve the expansion. Minor roadway improvement 
on the south side of Church along the property frontage will be required including the extension of sewer, water, and storm drain to serve the 
site. 

Items 16a: The proposed project would be served by wastewater collection service provide by the City of Kerman via an extension to the existing sewer 
line onsite which is connected to the existing sewer line in Jensen Avenue. The proposed project would generate negligible amounts of 
wastewater from the proposed 10,000 square foot office/maintenance building. The City of Kerman recently completed a major upgrade and 
expansion to its wastewater treatment plant from 1.2 mgd to 2.0 mgd. Based on growth projections contained in the General Plan, the 
expansion will provide capacity fort he city (including the proposed project) to the year 2022. The proposed project would have a less than 
significant impact. 

Item 16b: See paragraph 16a. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 16c: The proposed project will develop a storm water retention basin onsite to capture any new storm water runoff from the project. The proposed 
project would have a less than significant. 

Item 16d: The City of Kerman currently provides potable water to the proposed project through existing water lines serving the site. The project proponent 
will install new water lines onsite to serve the proposed project. The City of Kerman has sufficient distribution and capacity to serve the 
proposed project. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact.  

Item 16e: See paragraph 16a. The proposed project would have less than significant impact. 

Item 16f: The proposed project is expected to generate solid waste from construction and operational activities. Construction and operational waste 
would be extremely small amount relative to the existing capacity at the American Avenue Disposal Site. The City of Kerman is currently 
meeting the State’s waste diversion goal. Because the project applicant is a recycling and transfer station operation, the impact on the existing 
landfill site would be negligible. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

Item 16g: The project applicant is a recycling and transfer station operation permitted by the several local and state agencies. The project applicant is 
required to comply with all applicable federal, state statutes and regulations in order to operate as a municipal solid waste recycling and 
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transfer station. The proposed project would have no impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Human Environment. February 2007. 

Mitigation: None. 
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Section III 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

 
 
 
Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than Significant 
with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

 
Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No Impact 

17 
 
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 self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, 
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 
cumulative considerable? (“Cumulative 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 project)? 

    

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

Threshold and Conclusion 

Discussion:  

Items a: The proposed project does not have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment by reducing habitat, threatening to eliminate any 
plant or animal community, or eliminating important examples of California history or prehistory. With regard to this issue, the proposed project 
would have a less than significant impact. 

Item b: The propose project could potentially contribute to incremental effects that would cumulatively considerable when considered in combination 
with other past, present, or foreseeable future projects. With regards to this issue, the proposed project would have a less than significant 
impact with mitigation incorporation. 

Item c: The proposed project would not result in environmental impact that would have a direct or indirect adverse effect on human beings. With regard 
to this issue, the proposed would have a less than significant impact. 

Documentation: • City of Kerman. 2007-2027, General Plan Human Environment. February 2007. 

• Transfer/Processing Report: Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station. November 2012. Clemens Environmental 
Corporation. 

Mitigation: Project will require implementation of mitigation measures. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was prepared to ensure compliance. 
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Appendix ‘B’ 
Air Quality Technical Report 
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Appendix ‘C’ 
Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. 

Transfer/Processing Report 
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Appendix ‘D’ 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
for the 

Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 
Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. 

Recycling and Transfer Station Expansion 
 

State Clearinghouse No. 201212100 

  

Prepared by: 
 

City of Kerman 
Planning and Development Department 

850 S. Madera Avenue 
Kerman, CA 93630 

559.846.9387 

Contact: Luis Patlan, City Manager/Director of Planning 

 

February 13, 2013 
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City of Kerman Planning & Development Services 1 

Table 1: Mid Valley Disposal, Inc. Recycling & Transfer Station Expasnion Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

Mitigation Measures Method of Verification Timing of Verification Responsible for 
Verification 

Verification of Completion 

Date Initial 

1. Aesthetics, Light, and Glare 

MM AES-1: All outdoor lighting shall be designed to aim downward 
onto the project site and not glare skyward or onto adjacent parcels 
(e.g., by incorporating cut-off shields, or the equivalent). 

Approval of lighting plan Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

2. Air Quality 

MM AIR-1: Implement the control measures identified in the SJVAPCD 
Regulation VIII to control PM10 emissions from construction activities. 

Submittal of 
documentation 

Prior to the issuance 
of building permits 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

MM AIR-2: Prepare, implement, and maintain a site-specific Odor 
Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP). 

Site inspection Prior to issuance of 
Certificates of 
Occupancy 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

MM AIR-3: Applicants for the development of anaerobic digester (AD) 
facilities shall comply with appropriate local land use plans, policies, 
and regulations, including applicable setbacks and buffer areas from 
sensitive land uses for potentially odoriferous processes. 

Site inspection Prior to issuance of 
building permits for 
anaerobic digester 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

MM AIR-4: If an AD facility handles compostable material and is 
classified as compostable material handling facility, the facility must 
develop an Odor Impact Minimization Plan (OIMP) pursuant to 14 CCR 
17863.4. Otherwise, applicants shall develop and implement an Odor 
Management Plan (OMP) that incorporates equivalent odor reduction 
controls for digester operations and is consistent with local air district 
odor management requirements. These plans shall identify and 
describe potential odor sources, as well as identify the potential, 
intensity, and frequency of odor from these likely sources. In addition, 
the plans will specify odor control technologies and management 
practices that if implemented would mitigate odors associated with the 
majority of facilities to less than significant. However, less or more 
control measures may be required for individual projects. Odor control 

Submittal of 
documentation 

Prior to issuance of 
building permit 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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strategies and management practices that can be incorporated into 
these plans include, but are not limited, to: 

• Require substrate to the AD facility within covered, liquid leak 
proof containers. 

• Establish time limit for on-site retention of undigested 
substrates (i.e., feestocks should be processed and placed 
into the portion of the system where liquid discharge and air 
emissions can be controlled within 24 or 48 hours of receipt). 

• Provide enclosed, negative pressure building for indoor 
receiving and pre-processing. Treat collected foul air in a 
biofilter or air scrubbing system. 

• Establish contingency plans for operating downtime (e.g., 
equipment malfunction, power outage). 

• Manage delivery schedule to facilitate prompt handling of 
odorous substrates. 

• Handle fresh unstable digestate within enclosed building, or 
mix with green waste and incorporate into a composting 
operation within the same business day, and/or directly pump 
to covered, liquid leak-proof containers for transportation. 

• Protocol for monitoring and recording odor events. 
• Protocol for reporting and responding to odor events. 

 

3. Biological Resources 

MM BIO-1: prior to and during construction activities, the following 
measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to the San Joaquin 
kit fox: 

• Project-related vehicles should observe a 20 mile-per-hour 
speed limit within the project site boundaries; this is 
particularly important at night when kit foxes are most active. 
Construction shall not occur during nighttime hours (8:00 
p.m. to 6:00 a.m.). Off-road traffic outside of designated 
project construction areas is prohibited. 

• To prevent inadvertent entrapment of kit foxes or other 
animals during construction, all excavated, steep-walled 
holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep shall be covered at 
the close of each working day by plywood or similar 
materials, or provided with one or more escape ramps 
constructed of earth fill or wooden planks. Before such holes 

Submittal of 
documentation; Site 
inspection 

Prior to and during 
construction 
activities 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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or trenches are filled, they would be thoroughly inspected for 
trapped animals. If at any time a trapped or injured kit fox is 
discovered, the procedures outlined below must be followed. 

• Kit foxes are attracted to den-like structures such as pipes 
and may enter stored pipe, becoming trapped or injured. All 
construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a 
diameter of 4 inches or greater that are stored at the 
construction site for once or more overnight periods shall be 
thoroughly inspected for kit foxes before the pipe is 
subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in 
any way. If a kit fox is discovered inside a pipe, that section 
of pipe shall not be moved until the USFWS has been 
consulted. If necessary, and under the direction of a qualified 
biologist, the pipe may be moved once to remove if from the 
path of construction activity, until the fox has escaped. 

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

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

• Use of rodenticides and herbicides in project construction 
areas is restricted to prevent primary or secondary poisoning 
of kit foxes and the depletion of prey populations on which 
they depend. All uses of compounds shall observe label and 
other restrictions mandated by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, California Department of Food and 
Agriculture and other state a federal legislation, as well as 
additional project-related restrictions deemed necessary by 
USFWS. If rodent control is conducted, zinc phosphide 
should be used because of proven lower risk to kit fox. 

• A representative shall be appointed by the project proponent 
who will be the contact source for any employee or contractor 
who might inadvertently kill or injure a kit fox or who finds a 
dead, injured, or entrapped individual. The representative 
shall be identified during the employee education program. 
The representative’s name and telephone number shall be 
provided to USFWS. 
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• An employee education program for the project’s 

construction workers shall be conducted. The program shall 
consist of a brief presentation by persons knowledgeable in 
kit fox biology and legislative protection to explain 
endangered species concerns to contractors. A fact sheet 
shall be prepared for distribution to the above-mentioned 
people and anyone else who may enter the project site. 

• In the case of trapped animals, escape ramps or structures 
shall be installed immediately to allow the animal(s) to 
escape and USFWS should be consulted. 

• Any contractor, employee, or agency personnel who 
inadvertently kills or injures a San Joaquin kit fox shall 
immediately report the incident to his or her representative. 
This representative shall contact the CDFG immediately in 
the case of a dead, injured, or entrapped kit fox. The CDFG 
contact for immediate assistance is State Dispatch at (916) 
445-0045. 

• The Sacramento USFWS office and CDFG shall be notified 
in writing within three working days of the accidental death or 
injury to a San Joaquin kit fox during project related activities. 
Notification must include the date, time, and location of the 
incident or of the finding of a dead or inured animal and any 
other pertinent information. The USFWS contact is the Chief 
of the Division of Endangered Species. The CFG contact is 
Mr. Ron Schlorff at 1416 9th street, Sacramento, California 
95814, (916) 654-4262. 

MM BIO-2: prior to commencing project-related activities, the following 
measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to the Swainson’s 
Hawk: 

• If ground-disturbing activities are to occur at the site during 
the nesting season (February 1 through September 15), the 
project applicant will be required to retain a qualified biologist 
to conduct surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk, including 
the White-tailed kite, following the survey method developed 
by the Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 
(SWHA TAC, 2000) prior to commencing project-related 
activities. Surveys shall be conducted no more than 10 days 

Submittal of 
documentation; Site 
inspection 

If ground clearing or 
vegetation removal 
activities occur 
during the nesting 
season (March 1 
through September 
1) 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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prior to the start of construction and during the appropriate 
timing to maximize detectability. If an active nest is located, a 
minimum buffer of ½ mile shall be delineated and maintained 
around the nest until a qualified biologist has determined that 
fledging has occurred. 

• If the Department of Fish and Game cannot determine that 
“take” can be avoided, acquisition of an ITP may be 
warranted prior to project-related implementation. 

MM BIO-3: prior to commencing project-related activities, the following 
measures shall be implemented to reduce impacts to raptors: 

• The City of Kerman will add Mitigation Measure BIO-3 to the 
Final MND. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 stipulates that if 
ground-disturbing activities are to occur at the site during the 
nesting season (February 1 through September 15), the 
project applicant will be required to retain a qualified biologist 
to conduct surveys for nesting shall be conducted by a 
qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to the start of 
construction. If an active nest is located, a minimum buffer of 
250 feet should be delineated around active nests of 
migratory birds and 500 feet around active nests of non-listed 
raptors, until breeding season has ended or until a qualified 
biologist has determined that fledging has occurred. 

Submittal of 
documentation; Site 
inspection 

If ground clearing or 
vegetation removal 
activities occur 
during the nesting 
season (February 1 
through September 
15) 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

4. Cultural Resources 

MM CUL-1:  If ground-disturbing activities uncover previously unknown 
human remains, Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety 
Code applies, and the following procedures shall be followed: 
 

There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the area where 
the human remains were found or within 50 feet of the find until the 
Fresno County Coroner and the City of Kerman are contacted.  Duly 
authorized representatives of the Coroner and the City’s Planning 
Director shall be permitted onto the project site and shall take all 
actions consistent with Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and 
Government Code Section 27460, et seq.  Excavation or disturbance 
of the area where the human remains were found or within 50 feet of 
the find shall not be permitted to re-commence until the Coroner 
determines that the remains are not subject to the provisions of law 

Notification of Fresno 
County Coroner; Submittal 
of documentation; Site 
inspection 

During ground-
disturbing activities 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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concerning investigation of the circumstances, manner, and cause of 
any death.  If the Coroner determines the remains are Native 
American, the Coroner shall contact the NAHC within 24 hours, and the 
NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to be the “most 
likely descendant” (MLD) of the deceased Native American.  The MLD 
may make recommendations to the landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing 
of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated 
grave goods as provided in PRC Section 5097.98. 

MM CUL-2:  If a potentially significant historical or archaeological 
resource is encountered during subsurface construction activities (i.e., 
trenching, grading), all construction activities within a 100-foot radius of 
the identified potential resource shall cease until a qualified 
archaeologist evaluates the item for its significance and records the 
item on the appropriate State Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) forms.  The archaeologist shall determine whether the item 
requires further study.  If, after the qualified archaeologist conducts 
appropriate technical analyses, the item is determined to be significant 
under California Environmental Quality Act, the archaeologist shall 
recommend feasible mitigation measures, which may include 
avoidance, preservation in place or other appropriate measure, as 
outlined in Public Resources Code section 21083.2.  Upon the City’s 
approval of the recommended mitigation measures, the project 
developer shall implement said measures.  The developer shall fund 
the costs of the qualified archaeologist and required analysis, and shall 
include this mitigation measure in every construction contract to inform 
contractors of this requirement.   

Submittal of 
documentation; Site 
inspection 

If a potentially 
significant historical 
or archaeological 
resource is 
encountered during 
subsurface 
construction 
activities (i.e., 
trenching, grading) 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

MM CUL-3: The project developer shall consult with the Duma-Wo-
Wah Tribal Government regarding the placement of a Native American 
monitor onsite during construction related activities. Should a Native 
American monitor be required the cost of the monitor shall be covered 
by the project developer. 

Submittal of 
documentation 

Prior to issuance of 
grading permit 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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5. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

MM GEO-1: Prior to issuance of building permits for the proposed 
project, the project applicant shall submit geotechnical report to the 
City of Kerman for review and approval. The report shall demonstrate 
that the proposed project’s plans for that structure incorporate all 
applicable seismic design standards of the latest adopted edition of the 
California Building Standards Code. The recommendations from the 
approved geotechnical report shall be incorporated into the project 
plans, and the project applicant shall adhere to these approved plans 
in developing the project site. 

Approval of plans Prior to issuance of 
building permits for 
the Walmart store 
and for the structure 
on each outlot 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

6. Hydrology and Water Quality 

MM HYD-1: Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or building permit 
for the project, the project applicant shall obtain coverage under the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General 
Permit No. CA2000002 for Storm Water Discharge Associated with 
Construction and Land Disturbing Activities, Water Quality Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ through State Water Board’s Storm Water Multi-
Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS) website at 
https://smarts.aterboards.ca.gov.  The Construction General Permit 
requires the preparation and submittal of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the Central Valley RWQCB that identifies 
specific actions and Best management Practices (BMPs) to prevent 
stormwater pollution during construction activities to the maximum 
extent practicable. The City of Kerman shall confirm that the RWQCB 
has approved the SWPPP prior to issuance of the grading permit or 
building permit. The SWPPP shall identify a practical sequence for 
BMP implementation and maintenance, site restoration, contingency 
measures, responsible parties, and agency contact. The SWPPP shall 
include but not limited to the following elements: 

• Temporary erosion control measures shall be employed for 
disturbed areas. 

• No disturbed surfaces shall be left without erosion control 
measures in place during the winter and spring months. 

• Sediment shall be retained onsite by a system of sediment 
basins, traps, or other appropriate measures. 

Submittal of 
documentation 

Prior to issuance of 
the grading permit 
for the project 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 
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• Silt fence – installation of silt fence in order to detain 
sediment-laden water, promoting sedimentation behind the 
fence. 

• The construction contractor shall prepare Standard Operating 
Procedures for the handling of hazardous materials on the 
construction site to eliminate or reduce discharge of materials 
to storm drains. 

• BMP performance and effectiveness shall be determined 
either by visual means where applicable (e.g., observation of 
above-normal sediment release), or by actual water sampling 
in cases where verification of containment reduction or 
elimination (such as inadvertent petroleum release) is 
required by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board to determine adequacy of the measure. 

• In the event of significant construction delays or delays in the 
final landscape installation, native grasses or other 
appropriate vegetative cover shall be established on the 
construction site as soon as possible after disturbance, as an 
interim erosion control measure throughout the wet season. 

7. Noise 

MM NOI-1:  T he project applicant shall require construction 
contractors to adhere to the following noise attenuation requirements: 
• Construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7 a.m. 

to 8 p.m. daily.  The City of Kerman shall have the discretion to 
permit construction activities to occur outside of allowable hours if 
compelling circumstances warrant such an exception (e.g., weather 
conditions necessary to pour concrete). 

Notes on plans; Site 
inspection 

During construction City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

MM NOI-2: All construction equipment shall use noise-reduction 
features (e.g., mufflers and engine shrouds) that are no less effective 
than those originally installed by the manufacturer. 

Site inspection During project 
operations 

City of Kerman 
Planning & 
Development 
Services Department 

  

 



` 

 

Appendix ‘E’ 
Response Letter from York Engineering, Inc. 
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31726 Rancho Viejo Road, Suite 218 ▼ San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675 ▼ Tel: (949) 248-8490 ▼ Fax: (949) 248-8499 

 
January 19, 2013 

Jacqueline McMillen 
Staff Engineer 
Clements Environmental 
15230 Burbank Blvd., Suite 103 
Sherman Oaks, CA   91411 
 
Subject: Mid Valley Recycling & Transfer Station Facility Expansion 

Response to Comments from SJVAPCD 
 
Dear McMillan, 

As requested, Yorke Engineering, LLC is providing this response to comments received from the 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) regarding the Air Quality 
Technical Report (AQTR) Yorke prepared for the Mid Valley Recycling & Transfer Station 
Facility Expansion project. 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

We understand that Mr. Luis Patlan, City Manager, Director of Planning & Development, City of 
Kernan, received comments from Mr. David Warner, Director of Permit Services for the 
SJVAPCD on December 18, 2012.  Yorke has reviewed the comment letter and prepared 
additional analyses and responses to comments to supplement the AQTR.  Each comment is 
reproduced herein for your convenience, and is followed by our response. 

Comment 1: 

The District transitioned to the use of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) 
when reviewing or preparing air impact assessments in compliance with provisions of District 
Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review), California Environmental Quality Act (CECA), and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), within the San Joaquin Valley air basin. CalEEMod 
is the newest computer emissions estimating model developed by the Califomia Air Pollution 
Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). The model calculates criteria pollutant and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from a variety of land uses, including residential, commercial, 
retail, and industrial projects. CalEEMod also calculates the benefits of implementing mitigation 
measures, including GHG mitigation measures. 

As of July 1, 2012 the District requires the use of CalEEMod when reviewing or preparing air 
impact assessments in compliance with CEQA. Therefore, the District cannot make a 
determination on the impact the project will have on air quality at this time. The District 
recommends the Air Quality Technical Report (AQTR) be revised using CalEEMod. The District 
recognizes that CEQA can involve long lead times, and if lead Agencies are acting on projects 
with significant modeling already completed before the July 1st, 2012 deadline, please contact 
the District at (559) 230-6000 for project-specific discussions. 
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Response: 

Construction- and operational-phase emission calculations were revised using CalEEMod, as 
requested.  A copy of the model output report is provided at Attachment 1.  In summary, the 
CalEEMod model predicts slightly higher emissions during both the construction and operational 
phases of the project than the URBEMIS model used for the AQTR; however, the criteria 
pollutant emissions during both phases of the project remain below the SJVAPCD CEQA 
significance thresholds. 

Comment 2: 

On page 5 of the AQTR Table 2-1 breaks down the anticipated peak daily vehicles by vehicle 
type. The URBEMIS analysis used default values instead of project specific information that is 
available at the time.  The District recommends the model be updated to include the anticipated 
vehicle type as shown in Table 2-1 for an accurate project assessment. 

Response: 

In the AQTR, Yorke used default vehicle types for the construction vehicle mix; the actual 
vehicle types and counts from Table 2-1 of the AQTR were used in the URBEMIS emission 
calculations for operational emission estimates.  Yorke revised the operational emission 
estimates using the CalEEMod model using the default fleet mix.  CalEEMod does not allow 
modifying the fleet mix for vehicles used to calculate operational emissions.  The results are 
provided in Attachment 1. 

Comment 3: 

On page 2 of the AQTR it states "Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station will be 
critical to the City of Kerman and other jurisdictions of Fresno County as it will provide 
significant capacity for the regional composting and recycling activities". This indicates material 
will come from anywhere within Fresno County however, the URBEMIS model used a default 
trip length of 7.4 miles. The District recommends the AQTR be updated to include an average 
trip length for the anticipated vehicles indicated in Table 2-1 for an accurate project assessment, 
or further clarification be provided for the trip length. 

Response: 

Operational emissions were revised from the default distance of 7.3 miles to 25 miles when the 
operational emissions were prepared with CalEEMod; 25 miles is one-half the distance from the 
facility to the county line.  The revised operational emissions are shown in Table 1.  The 
emissions reported in the AQTR are presented for comparison purposes.  The emissions are also 
shown in the CalEEMod output report in Attachment 1. 

As shown, the revised operational emissions are less than the SJVAPCD significance threshold 
for NOx (10 tons per year) and ROG (10 tons per year), thus the conclusion presented in the 
AQTR that the proposed Project is less than significant for criteria pollutant emissions during 
operations is unchanged.  SJVAPCD has not established numerical significance thresholds for 
CO, PM10, SO2 or CO2. 
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Table 1: Operational Mobile Source Emissions 

Pollutant 

2014 Emissions 
(Ton/Year) 

URBEMIS 
(7.4 mile collection radius) 

CalEEMod 
25 mile collection radius 

ROG 0.67 1.27 

NOx 1.09 6.28 

CO 6.68 11.21 

SO2 0.01 0.02 

PM10 0.56 1.65 

CO2 657.05 1,713.46 

Comment 4: 

On page 20 section 3.4.2.1 Toxic Air Contaminants/Hazardous Air Pollutants of the AQTR 
discusses the health risk of Hazardous Air Pollutants/Toxic Air Contaminants (HAP/TACs) from 
the stationary sources from the project. The AQTR didn't discuss the health risk of HAP/TACs 
from mobile sources, mainly the larger trucks needed to haul material inward and outward 
bound from the facility. The most common source of HAP/TACs can be attributed to diesel 
exhaust fumes that are emitted from both stationary and mobile sources. If the project is located 
near residential/sensitive receptors, the proposed project should be evaluated to determine the 
health impact of HAP/TACs to the near-by receptors. If the analysis indicates that HAP/TACs 
are a concern, the District recommends that a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) be performed. If 
an HRA is to be performed, it is recommended that the project proponent contact the District to 
review the proposed modeling approach. 

Response: 

Yorke prepared a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) to assess the potential health risk from diesel 
particulate matter (DPM) emissions from truck traffic at the facility.  DPM is considered a 
carcinogenic compound by the State California; DPM is currently not evaluated for acute or 
chronic non-cancer impacts.  The cancer risk HRA is explained below. 

Air Dispersion Model 

Air dispersion modeling was performed using USEPA’s AERMOD computer model, version 
12060.  The source of emissions is from diesel vehicles entering and exiting the facility.  It was 
previously estimated that 343 vehicles would enter and exit the site.  It was assumed that all 343 
vehicles were diesel fueled. 

Modeling was performed following the SJVAPCD’s Guidance for Air Dispersion Modeling.  
The emissions were modeled as a series of volume sources adjacent to each other along the travel 
path of the vehicle inside the facility.  Each source was modeled to be 6 feet in height and 12 feet 
in width.  The emissions were taken from EMFAC2007 using the default fleet mix for San 
Joaquin Valley for the year 2013 based on a travel speed of 15 miles per hour.  It was assumed 
that the vehicles would stop at the unloading area and idle for a short amount of time.  Diesel 
trucks must follow the state ATCM and SJVAPCD’s guidance which limits idling to 5 minutes. 
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Modeling was performed for 5 years of meteorological data.  The meteorological data is for the 
city of Sacramento for the years 2004 through 2008.  This station was selected as it is the station 
that is the closest to the Project site with a complete meteorological data that has been compiled 
for use with the AERMOD model. 

Receptors 

Based on discussions with the facility and examination of publicly available maps, three offsite 
worker locations and one residential location were identified and included in the analysis.  
Because the area is generally rural, developed farmland, with widely scattered businesses and 
residences, a specific set of receptors was selected for determining health impacts from Project 
operation, as follows: 

 The first offsite worker location is the offices of the water treatment plant located west of 
the facility.  The offices are located at the north end of the water treatment plant facility.  
Workers typically are not out in the field except for maintenance duties.  Since there 
would be little chance of long term exposure away from the offices, only the office area 
was analyzed.  A 4x4 grid of receptors spaced 25 meters apart was used to represent the 
office area. 

 The second offsite worker location is the business area located immediately north of the 
facility.  Fourteen receptors spaced 25 meters apart were placed along the nearest points 
of that facility to the Project location. 

 The third offsite worker location was found to be the nearest to the project.  This location 
was a business located immediately south of the project.  A 3x3 grid of receptors spaced 
25 meters apart was used for this location. 

 The nearest residential receptor identified is a small home located west of the project 
along W. Jensen Avenue.  A 5x2 grid of receptors spaced 25 meters apart represents this 
location. 

Health Risk Calculations 

The air dispersion model estimated the highest ground level concentrations for the receptors 
used.  The point of maximum impact (PMI) was found to be at the fenceline of the project.  
However, as there are no off-site workers or residential receptors located along the fenceline, the 
results for the PMI are not reported. 

The maximum ground level concentration for each of the off-site worker and residential 
receptors were then used to calculate the incremental increase in cancer risk at these locations 
from the proposed project. 

Results 

Table 1 summarizes the maximum calculated increased cancer risk at the various receptor 
locations identified.  A spreadsheet showing the HRA results and analysis is provided as 
Attachment 2.  The AERMOD modeling files are provided as Attachment 3 (electronically). 
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Table 2: Summary of Health Risk Impacts 

Receptor Description Cancer Risk  
(excess cases per million exposed)

Worker #1 Treatment plant office area 0.32 

Worker #2 Business north of the project 0.20 

Worker #3 Business south of the project 4.91 

Residence Residence to the west of the project 8.43 

According to the SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts 
(GAMAQI), the CEQA significance threshold for projects emitting hazardous air pollutants is 
the probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds 10 in 
one million. As shown in Table 2, the health risk to exposed receptor locations is in all cases less 
than 10 per million, thus the proposed Project is expected to have less than significant impact 
with respect to Public Health. 

Comment 5: 

The District concurs that the project will need to comply with the rules and regulation stated on 
page 19 of the Mitigated Negative Declaration under the Air Quality section discussion item 3a. 
To identify any other District rules or regulations that may apply to this project or to obtain 
information about District permit requirements, the applicant is strongly encouraged to contact 
the District's Small Business Assistance Office at (559) 230-5888. Current District rules can be 
found online at: www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm. 

Response: 

None required. 

Comment 6: 

The District recommends that a copy of the District's comments be provided to the project 
proponent. 

Response: 

None required. 

CONCLUSION 

Should you have any questions or concerns, please contact me at (805) 376-0088. 

Sincerely, 

 
Russell Kingsley 
Principle Engineer 
Yorke Engineering, LLC 
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RKingsley@YorkeEngr.com 
 
cc: Greg Wolffe, Yorke Engineering, LLC 
 
Attachments: 

1. CalEEMod Output Report 
2. Mobile Source Health Risk Assessment 
3. AERMOD Modeling Files 



 
 
 
 

   

ATTACHMENT 1 – CALEEMOD OUTPUT REPORT 
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Water And Wastewater - Based on expected usage of 5,000 GPD.

Vehicle Trips - Assumes customers can come from anywhere in the County.  The distance from the faiclity to the furthest edge of the county is 50 miles.  
The average of 25 miles was used.

Grading - Assumed all 38 acres is disturbed.

Land Use - Project size is 38 acres.  Building will include 114,000 sq. ft. area.

Project Characteristics -

On-road Fugitive Dust - Construction vehicles will not be using onsite paved roads.

Construction Phase - Based on expected project construction schedule

San Joaquin Valley Unified APCD Air District, Annual

Mid Valley Disposal Recycling and Transfer Station

1.1 Land Usage

General Light Industry 114 1000sqft

Land Uses Size Metric

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

7

Wind Speed (m/s)

Precipitation Freq (Days)

2.7

45

1.3 User Entered Comments

1.0 Project Characteristics

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Date: 1/18/2013CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1
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Mobile Land Use Mitigation -

Construction Off-road Equipment Mitigation -

2.0 Emissions Summary

2014 1.14 2.34 1.86 0.00 0.00 0.14 0.15 0.00 0.14 0.14 0.00 300.08 300.08 0.03 0.00 300.67

2013 1.55 5.11 3.74 0.01 0.05 0.31 0.36 0.02 0.31 0.33 0.00 597.43 597.43 0.06 0.00 598.69

Total 2.69 7.45 5.60 0.01 0.05 0.45 0.51 0.02 0.45 0.47 0.00 897.51 897.51 0.09 0.00 899.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction

2.1 Overall Construction

2014 1.14 2.34 1.86 0.00 57.76 0.14 57.90 5.76 0.14 5.91 0.00 300.08 300.08 0.03 0.00 300.67

2013 1.55 5.11 3.74 0.01 271.73 0.31 272.04 27.15 0.31 27.46 0.00 597.43 597.43 0.06 0.00 598.69

Total 2.69 7.45 5.60 0.01 329.49 0.45 329.94 32.91 0.45 33.37 0.00 897.51 897.51 0.09 0.00 899.36

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,346.31 0.00 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Mobile 1.27 6.28 11.21 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.65 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.00 1,713.46 1,713.46 0.08 0.00 1,715.13

Area 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 195.05 195.05 0.01 0.00 196.25

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.89 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Total 1.80 6.38 11.29 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.66 0.03 0.20 0.24 1,346.31 1,911.40 3,257.71 79.71 0.00 4,933.06

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,346.31 0.00 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Mobile 1.27 6.28 11.21 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.65 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.00 1,713.46 1,713.46 0.08 0.00 1,715.13

Area 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Energy 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 195.05 195.05 0.01 0.00 196.25

Water 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.89 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Total 1.80 6.38 11.29 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.66 0.03 0.20 0.24 1,346.31 1,911.40 3,257.71 79.71 0.00 4,933.06

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Water Exposed Area
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3.2 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 0.14 1.12 0.61 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 113.23 113.23 0.01 0.00 113.46

Fugitive Dust 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.14 1.12 0.61 0.00 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.00 113.23 113.23 0.01 0.00 113.46

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 3.21 0.00 3.21 0.32 0.00 0.32 0.00 1.93 1.93 0.00 0.00 1.94

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 3.21 0.00 3.21 0.32 0.00 0.32 0.00 1.93 1.93 0.00 0.00 1.94

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.2 Grading - 2013

Off-Road 0.14 1.12 0.61 0.00 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.00 113.23 113.23 0.01 0.00 113.46

Fugitive Dust 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.14 1.12 0.61 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.00 113.23 113.23 0.01 0.00 113.46

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.93 1.93 0.00 0.00 1.94

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.93 1.93 0.00 0.00 1.94

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Asphalt - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.11 0.69 0.43 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 54.25 54.25 0.01 0.00 54.44

Total 0.11 0.69 0.43 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 54.25 54.25 0.01 0.00 54.44

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 4.29 0.00 4.29 0.43 0.00 0.43 0.00 2.59 2.59 0.00 0.00 2.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 4.29 0.00 4.29 0.43 0.00 0.43 0.00 2.59 2.59 0.00 0.00 2.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.3 Asphalt - 2013

Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Off-Road 0.11 0.69 0.43 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 54.25 54.25 0.01 0.00 54.44

Total 0.11 0.69 0.43 0.00 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.00 54.25 54.25 0.01 0.00 54.44

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.59 2.59 0.00 0.00 2.59

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.59 2.59 0.00 0.00 2.59

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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Vendor 0.05 0.51 0.29 0.00 55.12 0.02 55.14 5.50 0.02 5.52 0.00 73.83 73.83 0.00 0.00 73.87

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.52 0.00 206.03 0.00 206.03 20.56 0.00 20.56 0.00 62.14 62.14 0.00 0.00 62.23

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.56 0.81 0.00 261.15 0.02 261.17 26.06 0.02 26.08 0.00 135.97 135.97 0.00 0.00 136.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - Phase I - 2013

Off-Road 0.40 2.67 1.81 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 282.17 282.17 0.03 0.00 282.85

Total 0.40 2.67 1.81 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 282.17 282.17 0.03 0.00 282.85

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.05 0.51 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 73.83 73.83 0.00 0.00 73.87

Worker 0.05 0.05 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 62.14 62.14 0.00 0.00 62.23

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.10 0.56 0.81 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 135.97 135.97 0.00 0.00 136.10

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - Phase I - 2013

Off-Road 0.40 2.67 1.81 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 282.17 282.17 0.03 0.00 282.85

Total 0.40 2.67 1.81 0.00 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.00 282.17 282.17 0.03 0.00 282.85

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.30 0.00 0.30 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.30 0.00 0.30 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - Phase I - 2013

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.48 5.48 0.00 0.00 5.50

Archit. Coating 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.80 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.48 5.48 0.00 0.00 5.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Architectural Coating - Phase I - 2013

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.48 5.48 0.00 0.00 5.50

Archit. Coating 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.80 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.48 5.48 0.00 0.00 5.50

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Vendor 0.02 0.19 0.11 0.00 11.54 0.01 11.55 1.15 0.01 1.16 0.00 30.89 30.89 0.00 0.00 30.91

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 43.15 0.00 43.15 4.31 0.00 4.31 0.00 25.41 25.41 0.00 0.00 25.44

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.21 0.30 0.00 54.69 0.01 54.70 5.46 0.01 5.47 0.00 56.30 56.30 0.00 0.00 56.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Building Construction - Phase II & III - 2014

Off-Road 0.31 2.07 1.50 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 236.37 236.37 0.02 0.00 236.89

Total 0.31 2.07 1.50 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 236.37 236.37 0.02 0.00 236.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Building Construction - Phase II & III - 2014

Off-Road 0.31 2.07 1.50 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 236.37 236.37 0.02 0.00 236.89

Total 0.31 2.07 1.50 0.00 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.00 236.37 236.37 0.02 0.00 236.89

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.02 0.19 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 30.89 30.89 0.00 0.00 30.91

Worker 0.02 0.02 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.41 25.41 0.00 0.00 25.44

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.04 0.21 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 56.30 56.30 0.00 0.00 56.35

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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3.7 Architectural Coating - Phase II & III - 2014

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.61 5.61 0.00 0.00 5.63

Archit. Coating 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.80 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.61 5.61 0.00 0.00 5.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 3.07 0.00 3.07 0.31 0.00 0.31 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 3.07 0.00 3.07 0.31 0.00 0.31 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Mobile Detail

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Worker 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.81 1.81 0.00 0.00 1.81

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.7 Architectural Coating - Phase II & III - 2014

Off-Road 0.01 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.61 5.61 0.00 0.00 5.63

Archit. Coating 0.79 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.80 0.06 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 5.61 5.61 0.00 0.00 5.63

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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Unmitigated 1.27 6.28 11.21 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.65 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.00 1,713.46 1,713.46 0.08 0.00 1,715.13

Mitigated 1.27 6.28 11.21 0.02 1.43 0.22 1.65 0.03 0.20 0.23 0.00 1,713.46 1,713.46 0.08 0.00 1,715.13

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

General Light Industry 794.58 150.48 77.52 2,761,627 2,761,627

Total 794.58 150.48 77.52 2,761,627 2,761,627

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

General Light Industry 9.50 25.00 7.30 59.00 28.00 13.00

Miles Trip %

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

5.0 Energy Detail
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Electricity 
Mitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 87.55 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 87.55 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

General Light 
Industry

2.01438e+006 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

Total 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy
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5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

General Light 
Industry

300960 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

Total 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

General Light 
Industry

2.01438e+006 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

Total 0.01 0.10 0.08 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 107.49 107.49 0.00 0.00 108.15

NaturalGas Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

Unmitigated 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Mitigated 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

General Light 
Industry

300960 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

Total 87.55 0.00 0.00 88.10

Electricity Use ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated



21 of 24

7.0 Water Detail

Consumer 
Products

0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

6.2 Area by SubCategory

Consumer 
Products

0.45 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Landscaping 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Architectural 
Coating

0.08 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.53 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- 
CO2

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated
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7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.2 Water by Land Use

General Light 
Industry

1.825 / 0 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Total 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated

Unmitigated 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Mitigated 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr
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8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

7.2 Water by Land Use

General Light 
Industry

1.825 / 0 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Total 2.89 0.06 0.00 4.51

Indoor/Outdoor 
Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.0 Waste Detail

Unmitigated 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Mitigated 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Total NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

tons/yr MT/yr

Category/Year
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9.0 Vegetation

General Light 
Industry

6632.37 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Total 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated

8.2 Waste by Land Use

General Light 
Industry

6632.37 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Total 1,346.31 79.56 0.00 3,017.17

Waste 
Disposed

ROG NOx CO SO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons tons/yr MT/yr

Unmitigated



 
 
 
 

   

ATTACHMENT 2 – MOBILE SOURCE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT



Dose‐inh = Cair {DBR} A EF ED 10‐6

AT

PMI MEIW 1 MEIW 2 MEIW 3 MEIR
Dose‐inh = 9.85E‐05 2.94E‐07 1.84E‐07 4.46E‐06 7.66E‐06 = Dose through inhalation (mg/kg/day)
10‐6 = 1.00E‐06 1.00E‐06 1.00E‐06 1.00E‐06 1.00E‐06 = Micrograms to milligram conversion
Cair = 0.2614 0.00514 0.00322 0.07805 0.02033 = Concentration in air (ug/m3)
{DBR} = 393 149 149 149 393 = Daily Breathing Rate (Lkg body weight ‐ day)
A = 1 1 1 1 1 = Inhalation absorption factor
EF = 350 245 245 245 350 = Exposure fequency (days/year)
ED = 70 40 40 40 70 = Exposure duration (years)
AT = 25550 25550 25550 25550 25550 = Averaging time period over which exposure is averaged

Cancer Risk = Dose‐inh ancer Potenancer Potency

PMI MEIW 1 MEIW 2 MEIW 3 MEIR
Cancer Risk = 108.4 0.3 0.2 4.9 8.4
Cancer Risk = 0.000108 3.23E‐07 2.02E‐07 4.91E‐06 8.43E‐06
Dose‐inh = 9.85E‐05 2.94E‐07 1.84E‐07 4.46E‐06 7.66E‐06
Cancer Potency = 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1

Fenceline Worker 1 Worker 2 Worker 3 Resident
2004 0.25787 0.00508 0.00322 0.07805 0.01844
2005 0.2614 0.00514 0.00255 0.06863 0.0199
2006 0.26028 0.00453 0.00313 0.07034 0.02033
2007 0.20365 0.00375 0.00187 0.07042 0.01636
2008 0.192 0.00397 0.00269 0.07429 0.01477



Scen Year: 2013 ‐‐ All model years in the range 1969 to 2013 selected
Season   : Annual
Area     : San Joaquin Valley
****************************************************************************************
     Year: 2013 ‐‐ Model Years 1969 to 2013 Inclusive ‐‐ Annual
     Emfac2007 Emission Factors: V2.3 Nov 1 2006

     San Joaquin Valley                  Basin Average                  Basin Average                  

                             Table   1:  Running Exhaust Emissions (grams/mile; grams/idle‐hour)

     Pollutant Name: PM10                      Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:  50%

     Speed
MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL

0 0 0 0 1.388 0 0 1.388
5 0 0 0 1.704 0 0 1.704

10 0 0 0 1.163 0 0 1.163
15 0 0 0 0.767 0 0 0.767
20 0 0 0 0.54 0 0 0.54

     Pollutant Name: PM10  ‐ Tire Wear         Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:  50%

     Speed
MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL

5 0 0 0 0.036 0 0 0.036
10 0 0 0 0.036 0 0 0.036
15 0 0 0 0.036 0 0 0.036
20 0 0 0 0.036 0 0 0.036

     Pollutant Name: PM10  ‐ Brake Wear        Temperature:  70F  Relative Humidity:  50%

     Speed
MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL

5 0 0 0 0.028 0 0 0.028
10 0 0 0 0.028 0 0 0.028
15 0 0 0 0.028 0 0 0.028
20 0 0 0 0.028 0 0 0.028

Total PM10 ‐ PM10 + Tire Wear + Brake Wear

     Speed
MPH LDA LDT MDT HDT UBUS MCY ALL

5 0 0 0 1.768 0 0 1.768
10 0 0 0 1.227 0 0 1.227
15 0 0 0 0.831 0 0 0.831
20 0 0 0 0.604 0 0 0.604



Assume truck entrance is located at 0, 0 Emis 7093.435 grams/year 1773.359 grams/year Emis 11822.39 grams/year Emis 14480.89 grams/year
7.50E‐06 g/s‐src 2.30E‐05 g/s‐src

Paths Distance Direction Path 1 x (ft) y (ft) x (ft) y (ft) Path 3 x (ft) y (ft) Idling x (ft) y (ft) Boundary x (m) y (m)
1 360 feet North 1 0 6 6 360 39 90 366 89 120 954 1 0 0
2 90 feet East 2 0 18 18 360 40 90 378 90 120 924 2 ‐9.14 0
3 600 feet North 3 0 30 30 360 41 90 390 91 120 894 3 ‐9.14 50

4 0 42 42 360 42 90 402 92 120 864 4 ‐9.14 100
5 0 54 54 360 43 90 414 93 120 834 5 ‐9.14 150
6 0 66 66 360 44 90 426 94 120 804 6 ‐9.14 200
7 0 78 78 360 45 90 438 95 120 774 7 ‐9.14 250
8 0 90 90 360 46 90 450 96 120 744 8 ‐9.14 300
9 0 102 47 90 462 97 120 714 9 ‐9.14 350

10 0 114 48 90 474 98 120 684 10 ‐9.14 395.02
11 0 126 49 90 486 99 120 654 11 ‐50 395.02
12 0 138 50 90 498 100 120 624 12 ‐100 395.02
13 0 150 51 90 510 101 120 594 13 ‐110.34 395.02
14 0 162 52 90 522 102 120 564 14 ‐110.34 400
15 0 174 53 90 534 103 120 534 15 ‐110.34 450
16 0 186 54 90 546 104 120 504 16 ‐110.34 500
17 0 198 55 90 558 105 120 474 17 ‐110.34 550
18 0 210 56 90 570 106 120 444 18 ‐110.34 583.69
19 0 222 57 90 582 107 120 414 19 ‐91.06 629.83
20 0 234 58 90 594 108 120 384 20 ‐71.78 675.96
21 0 246 59 90 606 21 ‐52.5 722.09
22 0 258 60 90 618 22 ‐33.53 767.49
23 0 270 61 90 630 23 0 767.49
24 0 282 62 90 642 24 50 767.49
25 0 294 63 90 654 25 100 767.49
26 0 306 64 90 666 26 144.78 767.49
27 0 318 65 90 678 27 144.78 750
28 0 330 66 90 690 28 144.78 700
29 0 342 67 90 702 29 144.78 650
30 0 354 68 90 714 30 144.78 600

69 90 726 31 144.78 550
70 90 738 32 144.78 500
71 90 750 33 144.78 450
72 90 762 34 144.78 400
73 90 774 35 144.78 350
74 90 786 36 144.78 300
75 90 798 37 144.78 250
76 90 810 38 144.78 200
77 90 822 39 144.78 150
78 90 834 40 144.78 100
79 90 846 41 144.78 50
80 90 858 42 144.78 0
81 90 870 43 100 0
82 90 882 44 50 0
83 90 894
84 90 906
85 90 918
86 90 930
87 90 942
88 90 954



Worker Receptors Residential Receptor

Treatment Facility Office Northern Business Southern Business W Jensen Avenue
x (ft) y (ft) x (ft) y (ft) y (ft) x (ft) y (ft)

1 ‐710 2258 1 90 2578 1 ‐60 1 ‐590 0

x (m) y (m) x (m) y (m) y (m) x (m) y (m)
1 ‐216.408 688.2384 1 27.432 785.7744 1 ‐18.288 1 ‐179.832 0
2 ‐241.408 688.2384 2 52.432 785.7744 2 ‐18.288 2 ‐204.832 0
3 ‐266.408 688.2384 3 77.432 785.7744 3 ‐18.288 3 ‐229.832 0
4 ‐291.408 688.2384 4 102.432 785.7744 4 ‐43.288 4 ‐254.832 0
5 ‐216.408 713.2384 5 127.432 785.7744 5 ‐43.288 5 ‐279.832 0
6 ‐241.408 713.2384 6 152.432 785.7744 6 ‐43.288 6 ‐179.832 25
7 ‐266.408 713.2384 7 177.432 785.7744 7 ‐68.288 7 ‐204.832 25
8 ‐291.408 713.2384 8 27.432 810.7744 8 ‐68.288 8 ‐229.832 25
9 ‐216.408 738.2384 9 52.432 810.7744 9 ‐68.288 9 ‐254.832 25
10 ‐241.408 738.2384 10 77.432 810.7744 10 ‐279.832 25
11 ‐266.408 738.2384 11 102.432 810.7744
12 ‐291.408 738.2384 12 127.432 810.7744
13 ‐216.408 763.2384 13 152.432 810.7744
14 ‐241.408 763.2384 14 177.432 810.7744
15 ‐266.408 763.2384
16 ‐291.408 763.2384



CO STARTING
   TITLEONE MID‐VALLEY DISPOSAL RECYCLING AND TRANSFER STATION
   TITLETWO DELIVERY TRUCK EMISSIONS HRA
   MODELOPT CONC
   AVERTIME PERIOD
   POLLUTID OTHER
   RUNORNOT RUN
CO FINISHED

SO STARTING
*** PATH 1 ***
   LOCATION TR001 VOLUME 0 1.83 0
   LOCATION TR002 VOLUME 0 5.49 0
   LOCATION TR003 VOLUME 0 9.14 0
   LOCATION TR004 VOLUME 0 12.8 0
   LOCATION TR005 VOLUME 0 16.46 0
   LOCATION TR006 VOLUME 0 20.12 0
   LOCATION TR007 VOLUME 0 23.77 0
   LOCATION TR008 VOLUME 0 27.43 0
   LOCATION TR009 VOLUME 0 31.09 0
   LOCATION TR010 VOLUME 0 34.75 0
   LOCATION TR011 VOLUME 0 38.4 0
   LOCATION TR012 VOLUME 0 42.06 0
   LOCATION TR013 VOLUME 0 45.72 0
   LOCATION TR014 VOLUME 0 49.38 0
   LOCATION TR015 VOLUME 0 53.04 0
   LOCATION TR016 VOLUME 0 56.69 0
   LOCATION TR017 VOLUME 0 60.35 0
   LOCATION TR018 VOLUME 0 64.01 0
   LOCATION TR019 VOLUME 0 67.67 0
   LOCATION TR020 VOLUME 0 71.32 0
   LOCATION TR021 VOLUME 0 74.98 0
   LOCATION TR022 VOLUME 0 78.64 0
   LOCATION TR023 VOLUME 0 82.3 0
   LOCATION TR024 VOLUME 0 85.95 0
   LOCATION TR025 VOLUME 0 89.61 0
   LOCATION TR026 VOLUME 0 93.27 0
   LOCATION TR027 VOLUME 0 96.93 0
   LOCATION TR028 VOLUME 0 100.58 0
   LOCATION TR029 VOLUME 0 104.24 0
   LOCATION TR030 VOLUME 0 107.9 0
   SRCPARAM TR001  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR002  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR003  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR004  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR005  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR006  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR007  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR008  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR009  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR010  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR011  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR012  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR013  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR014  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR015  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR016  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR017  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR018  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR019  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR020  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR021  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR022  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR023  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR024  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR025  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR026  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR027  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR028  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR029  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR030  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
*** PATH 2 ***

#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!



*** PATH 3 ***
   LOCATION TR039 VOLUME 27.43 111.56 0
   LOCATION TR040 VOLUME 27.43 115.21 0
   LOCATION TR041 VOLUME 27.43 118.87 0
   LOCATION TR042 VOLUME 27.43 122.53 0
   LOCATION TR043 VOLUME 27.43 126.19 0
   LOCATION TR044 VOLUME 27.43 129.84 0
   LOCATION TR045 VOLUME 27.43 133.5 0
   LOCATION TR046 VOLUME 27.43 137.16 0
   LOCATION TR047 VOLUME 27.43 140.82 0
   LOCATION TR048 VOLUME 27.43 144.48 0
   LOCATION TR049 VOLUME 27.43 148.13 0
   LOCATION TR050 VOLUME 27.43 151.79 0
   LOCATION TR051 VOLUME 27.43 155.45 0
   LOCATION TR052 VOLUME 27.43 159.11 0
   LOCATION TR053 VOLUME 27.43 162.76 0
   LOCATION TR054 VOLUME 27.43 166.42 0
   LOCATION TR055 VOLUME 27.43 170.08 0
   LOCATION TR056 VOLUME 27.43 173.74 0
   LOCATION TR057 VOLUME 27.43 177.39 0
   LOCATION TR058 VOLUME 27.43 181.05 0
   LOCATION TR059 VOLUME 27.43 184.71 0
   LOCATION TR060 VOLUME 27.43 188.37 0
   LOCATION TR061 VOLUME 27.43 192.02 0
   LOCATION TR062 VOLUME 27.43 195.68 0
   LOCATION TR063 VOLUME 27.43 199.34 0
   LOCATION TR064 VOLUME 27.43 203 0
   LOCATION TR065 VOLUME 27.43 206.65 0
   LOCATION TR066 VOLUME 27.43 210.31 0
   LOCATION TR067 VOLUME 27.43 213.97 0
   LOCATION TR068 VOLUME 27.43 217.63 0
   LOCATION TR069 VOLUME 27.43 221.28 0
   LOCATION TR070 VOLUME 27.43 224.94 0
   LOCATION TR071 VOLUME 27.43 228.6 0
   LOCATION TR072 VOLUME 27.43 232.26 0
   LOCATION TR073 VOLUME 27.43 235.92 0
   LOCATION TR074 VOLUME 27.43 239.57 0
   LOCATION TR075 VOLUME 27.43 243.23 0
   LOCATION TR076 VOLUME 27.43 246.89 0
   LOCATION TR077 VOLUME 27.43 250.55 0
   LOCATION TR078 VOLUME 27.43 254.2 0
   LOCATION TR079 VOLUME 27.43 257.86 0
   LOCATION TR080 VOLUME 27.43 261.52 0
   LOCATION TR081 VOLUME 27.43 265.18 0
   LOCATION TR082 VOLUME 27.43 268.83 0
   LOCATION TR083 VOLUME 27.43 272.49 0
   LOCATION TR084 VOLUME 27.43 276.15 0
   LOCATION TR085 VOLUME 27.43 279.81 0
   LOCATION TR086 VOLUME 27.43 283.46 0
   LOCATION TR087 VOLUME 27.43 287.12 0
   LOCATION TR088 VOLUME 27.43 290.78 0
   SRCPARAM TR039  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR040  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR041  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR042  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR043  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR044  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR045  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR046  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR047  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR048  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR049  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR050  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR051  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR052  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR053  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR054  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR055  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR056  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR057  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR058  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR059  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR060  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR061  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR062  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR063  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR064  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR065  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR066  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR067  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR068  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR069  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR070  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR071  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR072  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR073  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR074  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR075  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR076  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012



   SRCPARAM TR077  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR078  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR079  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR080  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR081  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR082  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR083  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR084  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR085  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR086  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR087  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR088  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
*** IDLING ***
   LOCATION TR089 VOLUME 36.58 290.78 0
   LOCATION TR090 VOLUME 36.58 281.64 0
   LOCATION TR091 VOLUME 36.58 272.49 0
   LOCATION TR092 VOLUME 36.58 263.35 0
   LOCATION TR093 VOLUME 36.58 254.2 0
   LOCATION TR094 VOLUME 36.58 245.06 0
   LOCATION TR095 VOLUME 36.58 235.92 0
   LOCATION TR096 VOLUME 36.58 226.77 0
   LOCATION TR097 VOLUME 36.58 217.63 0
   LOCATION TR098 VOLUME 36.58 208.48 0
   LOCATION TR099 VOLUME 36.58 199.34 0
   LOCATION TR100 VOLUME 36.58 190.2 0
   LOCATION TR101 VOLUME 36.58 181.05 0
   LOCATION TR102 VOLUME 36.58 171.91 0
   LOCATION TR103 VOLUME 36.58 162.76 0
   LOCATION TR104 VOLUME 36.58 153.62 0
   LOCATION TR105 VOLUME 36.58 144.48 0
   LOCATION TR106 VOLUME 36.58 135.33 0
   LOCATION TR107 VOLUME 36.58 126.19 0
   LOCATION TR108 VOLUME 36.58 117.04 0
   SRCPARAM TR089  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR090  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR091  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR092  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR093  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR094  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR095  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR096  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR097  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR098  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR099  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR100  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR101  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR102  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR103  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR104  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR105  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR106  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR107  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
   SRCPARAM TR108  7.498E‐06 0.9144 1.7012 1.7012
*** SOURCE GROUPS ***
   SRCGROUP PATH01 TR001‐TR030
   SRCGROUP PATH02 TR031‐TR038
   SRCGROUP PATH03 TR039‐TR088
   SRCGROUP IDLING TR089‐TR108
   SRCGROUP ALL
SO FINISHED

RE STARTING
*** BOUNDARY RECEPTORS ***
   DISCCART 0 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 50 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 100 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 150 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 200 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 250 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 300 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 350 0 0
   DISCCART ‐9.14 395.02 0 0
   DISCCART ‐50 395.02 0 0
   DISCCART ‐100 395.02 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 395.02 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 400 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 450 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 500 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 550 0 0
   DISCCART ‐110.34 583.69 0 0
   DISCCART ‐91.06 629.83 0 0
   DISCCART ‐71.78 675.96 0 0
   DISCCART ‐52.5 722.09 0 0
   DISCCART ‐33.53 767.49 0 0
   DISCCART 0 767.49 0 0
   DISCCART 50 767.49 0 0
   DISCCART 100 767.49 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 767.49 0 0



   DISCCART 144.78 750 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 700 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 650 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 600 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 550 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 500 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 450 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 400 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 350 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 300 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 250 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 200 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 150 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 100 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 50 0 0
   DISCCART 144.78 0 0 0
   DISCCART 100 0 0 0
   DISCCART 50 0 0 0
*** WORKER RECEPTORS #1 ***
   DISCCART ‐216.408 688.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐241.408 688.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐266.408 688.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐291.408 688.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐216.408 713.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐241.408 713.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐266.408 713.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐291.408 713.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐216.408 738.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐241.408 738.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐266.408 738.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐291.408 738.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐216.408 763.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐241.408 763.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐266.408 763.2384 0 0
   DISCCART ‐291.408 763.2384 0 0
*** WORKER RECEPTORS #2 ***
   DISCCART 27.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 52.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 77.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 102.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 127.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 152.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 177.432 785.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 27.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 52.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 77.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 102.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 127.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 152.432 810.7744 0 0
   DISCCART 177.432 810.7744 0 0
*** WORKER RECEPTORS #3 ***

#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!
#REF!

*** RESIDENTIAL RECEPTORS ***
   DISCCART ‐179.832 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐204.832 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐229.832 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐254.832 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐279.832 0 0 0
   DISCCART ‐179.832 25 0 0
   DISCCART ‐204.832 25 0 0
   DISCCART ‐229.832 25 0 0
   DISCCART ‐254.832 25 0 0
   DISCCART ‐279.832 25 0 0
RE FINISHED

ME STARTING
   SURFFILE 2004.SFC
   PROFFILE 2004.PFL
   SURFDATA 23237 2004 Sacramento
   UAIRDATA 23230 2004 Sacramento
   PROFBASE 120 FEET
   STARTEND 2004 1 1 1 2004 12 31 24
ME FINISHED

OU STARTING
   RECTABLE ALLAVE FIRST
   MAXTABLE ALLAVE 50
OU FINISHED
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