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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST  

Initial Study 

1. Project Title:  
Buena Vista Water Storage District 7th Standard Pipeline Project  

2. Lead Agency Name and Address:  
Buena Vista Water Storage District 

525 North Main Street 

P.O. Box 756 

Buttonwillow, CA 93206 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:  
Tim Ashlock, General Manager 

Phone: 661-324-1101 

4. Project Location:  
The Project area is located within the Buena Vista Water Storage District, in the trough of California’s 

southern San Joaquin Valley, 16 miles west of Bakersfield (Figure 1).  

5.  Project Sponsor’s Name and Address 
See information provided under Lead Agency Name and Address.  

6. Zoning Designation(s):  
Agriculture 

7. Description of Project:  

Project Location and Background 
The District’s service area includes approximately 50,000 acres in two distinct areas – Buttonwillow 

Service Area and Maples Service Area – in the lower Kern River watershed of western Kern County 

(Figure 1). The project site is approximately 30 miles west of Bakersfield and immediately west and 

north of Buttonwillow, in the Buttonwillow and Lokern U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute 

quadrangles.  
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Figure 1. 7th Standard Pipeline Project Location 

 
Source: Buena Vista Water Storage District 2018, adapted by GEI Consultants, Inc. in 2018 
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All water used in the District is delivered to agricultural and environmental users, including the Tule Elk 

State Natural Reserve. Approximately 40,000 acres of the District’s service area are annually farmed, 

the primary crops being pistachios, cotton, alfalfa, and raisin grapes. The District receives 158,000 acre-

feet per year of surface water, primarily from the State Water Project (SWP) and the Kern River and 

operates a delivery system with more than 125 miles of earthen canals. The District currently has access 

to five turnouts from the California Aqueduct that provide its system with approximately 850 cubic feet 

per second (cfs) of gravity inflow capacity directly into the distribution system. Surface water supply 

meets two-thirds of the District’s average annual crop demands; the remaining water demands are met 

by pumping groundwater from privately-owned wells.  

Project Description 
The 7th Standard Pipeline would begin near the intersection of Milan Road and Imperial Street and 

terminate 0.5 mile north of State Route 58 (Figure 2). Construction activities would include installing 

approximately 12 miles of buried pipe, up to 36 inches in diameter, along a maximum construction 

corridor width of 50 feet. Pipes would be installed by excavating open trenches. For pipes less than 24 

inches in diameter, trenches would be 3 feet wide and 5 feet deep; for pipes greater than 24 inches in 

diameter, trenches would be 5 feet wide and 6 feet deep. All construction activities would occur in 

existing agricultural areas, including farm roads, fields, and other facilities. Lateral pipes 18 to 24 inches 

in diameter would be installed to connect 18 turnouts to the 7th Standard Pipeline. 

The project would distribute surface water from the California Aqueduct that enters the District’s system 

via SWP Turnout BV1-b and an existing 120-inch-diameter pipeline from Semitropic Water Storage 

District. The project is designed to improve overall efficiency of water and energy use within the District 

by eliminating seepage from unlined canals, improving flow measurement at the turnouts, and reducing 

the electrical needs of groundwater pumping.   

Gated turnouts within the District would be converted to meters to better serve irrigation customers, 

comply with current standards for measurement accuracy at turnouts, and implement volumetric pricing. 

The project would facilitate on-farm improvements by installing highly accurate magnetic flowmeters 

at all turnouts to enable precise measurement and control of delivered water. Improved control of 

deliveries will enable growers to schedule deliveries to match crop water demands, reduce the need to 

apply excess water to compensate for lack of control of irrigation deliveries, and reduce resulting 

tailwater. 

Up to seven equipment staging areas (see Figure 2), approximately 16 acres total, would be used to store 

materials during construction. Construction equipment is anticipated to include one front-end loader, one 

excavator, one backhoe, two water trucks, and three pickup trucks. Access to construction sites would 

be provided by existing paved and unpaved roads. 

Construction is expected to begin in spring 2019 and be completed within approximately 10 months. 

Work is anticipated to generally progress from north to south, although construction will also be 

influenced by the irrigation schedule in the canals.  Sections of the pipeline that are adjacent to canals 

will be constructed at a time when the canals are not full of water, to avoid water seeping into the 

construction area.  Pipeline that is not adjacent to canals can be constructed when the canals are in use.  
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Figure 2. 7th Standard Pipeline Project Components 

 
Source: Buena Vista Water Storage District 2018, adapted by GEI Consultants, Inc. in 2018 
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Project Benefits 
The District estimates the project would conserve 4,802 acre-feet per year (AFY) of surface water – 

2,245 AFY from eliminating canal transmission losses and 2,557 AFY from improved flow measurement 

and control (“water better managed” conservation). Piping canals is known to conserve surface water by 

eliminating evapotranspiration from the canal water surface and from plants near the canal and 

eliminating seepage of water from the canal into the material surrounding the canal.  

Surface water conserved by the project would be available to serve: 1) District water users for 

agricultural use and wildlife enhancement, thus reducing the need for groundwater pumping; 2) the Tule 

Elk State Natural Reserve to support wetlands and groundwater recharge; and 3) dedicated groundwater 

recharge facilities such as the Palms Groundwater Recharge Project. 

Conserving surface water would reduce the District’s need to augment supplies by pumping 

groundwater. Groundwater pumping is estimated to be reduced by 3,779 AFY (2,245 AFY from 

eliminating canal transmission losses and 60 percent of the 2,557 AFY that would be conserved from 

improved measurement and control [1,534 AFY]). The estimated elimination of canal transmission 

losses and improved measurement savings are estimated to reduce power consumption by approximately 

803,540 kilowatt hours per year, which is equivalent to an annual financial savings of $85,700 and an 

annual reduction in carbon dioxide emissions of 659 tons. Historically, the District delivered surface 

water for 2 to 3 months per year. In other months, irrigation water was supplied from deep wells. The 

project would allow year-round delivery of surface water, further reducing groundwater pumping and 

likely increasing the estimated benefits.  

Deliveries through the pipeline system would allow growers to receive metered, on-demand delivery of 

high-quality water, a water supply conducive to the use of modern on-farm application and scheduling 

techniques. Water delivered from the pipeline will have enough residual pressure to eliminate the need 

for on-farm booster pumps, which are currently required for areas that apply canal water through drip or 

micro-sprinkler systems. Tailwater is also expected to be reduced for areas that apply water through 

surface irrigation, because growers will be able to turn off deliveries at any time to avoid applying excess 

water.   

8.  Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
Buena Vista Water Storage District (BVWSD), The District is and bordered by Interstate 5 to the east 

and the California Aqueduct to the west approximately 16 miles west of the city of Bakersfield. Aside 

from the small unincorporated town of Buttonwillow, there are no other population centers within the 

BVWSD. The BVWSD’s Service Area comprises approximately 50,000 acres within the lower Kern 

River watershed, and can be divided into two distinct areas, the Buttonwillow Service Area and the 

Maples Service Area. The Buttonwillow Service Area comprises approximately 46,200 acres situated 

northwesterly of the Buena Vista Lake Bed. The Maples Service Area of BVWSD comprises 

approximately 3,600 acres situated easterly of the Buena Vista Lake Bed.  

9.  Other agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or 
participation agreement):  
• Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Construction Activities General Permit  

• San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board Dust Control Plan 

• US Bureau of Reclamation WaterSMART: Water and Energy Efficiency Grant 
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10.  Have California Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with 
the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
21080.3.1? If so, has consultation begun? 
The Torres Martinez Cahuilla Indians requested to be notified of Projects that are within the District’s 

jurisdiction. The Torres Martinez Cahuilla Indians were notified about the 7th Standard Project in writing 

in September, 2018.  
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Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 
The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following 

pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Geology, Soils and Seismicity  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality  Land Use and Land Use Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population and Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation and Traffic  Utilities and Service Systems 

   Mandatory Findings of Significance 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial study: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

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

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially 
significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has 
been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as 
described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but 
it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the 
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed 
adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable 
standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed 
upon the proposed project, no further environmental documentation is required. 

 

Signature Date 
 

Printed Name  



7th Standard Pipeline CEQA 8  Buena Vista Water Storage District 
Initial Study          September 2018 

Environmental Checklist 

1. 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 daytime 
or nighttime views in the area? 

    

Discussion 
(a-d)  The Project area is flat comprised of dirt roads, open water canals, and various agricultural crops. 

There are no significant view-sheds, scenic vistas, or scenic highways (Figure 3). The Project 

would result in buried facilities that would not change the existing view, nor would it create new 

sources of light. Construction would occur during daylight hours for approximately 10 months. 

During construction, a small number of construction vehicles would be situated onsite which is 

not substantially different from normal agricultural operations. Therefore, there would be no 

change to visual resources and thus no impact on aesthetics. 

 
Figure 3. Typical Viewshed in the Project Area  
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2. Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES — 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies 
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range 
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology 
provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by 
Government Code section 51104(g))? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a-e)  The Project is located exclusively within an agricultural area that consists of entirely of active 

farming, service roads, canals and related conveyance facilities. The Project entails burying pipe 

within farm roads to convert the use of the District’s unlined canals to pipeline and does not 

involve removing agricultural lands out of production. There are no forest lands or timberlands 

within the Project area. Therefore, there would be no impact to agriculture and forest resources. 
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3. 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 significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution 
control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
the applicable air quality plan? 

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under 
an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a-e)  The Project is located within the southern San Joaquin air-shed, surrounded by agricultural fields 

and dirt roads. The San Joaquin Valley air-shed is in non-compliance for state air quality 

standards for ozone, 1- and 8-hour, and Particulate Matter (PM) 10 microns or less and PM 2.5 

microns or less (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District [Valley Air District] 2018). 

Federal and state laws require emission control measures in areas where air pollution exceeds 

standards. The Valley Air District (2017) has established thresholds of significance for criteria 

pollutant emissions using project type and size. Projects that fall below the vehicle trips provided 

in Table 1, have been determined to have a less than significant impact on air quality due to 

criteria pollutants and are excluded from quantifying emissions for CEQA purposes. 

Activities related to construction of the Project involve digging and trenching to install a pipeline 

within agricultural dirt roads adjacent to fields in active production. Construction for the 

Proposed Project would take 10 months and utilize typical construction vehicles. Short-term air 

quality impacts would be associated with construction and would generally arise from dust 

generation and operation of equipment. The District would spray water to keep dust to minimal 

levels during construction, however, the area is actively farmed and complete dust suppression 

in the Project area is unlikely.  

The Project would utilize up to 10 construction vehicles to deliver employees and materials to 

the Project site. If 10 vehicles traveled to and from the construction sites, making two roundtrips 

per vehicle, it would total 40 vehicle trips per day. Using the Valley Air Districts established 

thresholds of significance, the Project would need to make 1,673 vehicle trips per day to have a 

significant impact on air quality (Table 1). Construction of the Project would have a less than a 

significant impact on air quality and would not conflict with the Valley Air District’s air quality 

plan.  
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Table 1. Small Project Analysis Level by Vehicle Trips 

 

 

 

 

There are no sensitive receptors (e.g., parks, schools, homes) in the Project area. The Project 

involves digging and trenching to bury a pipeline; it does not involve the use of equipment or 

fuels that would produce objectionable odors. 

No air pollutants will be generated by the Project during the operational phase, as water will be 

moved by gravity or electrical pumps.  

References 
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Valley Air District). 2018. 

http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. Accessed March 15, 2018. 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (Valley Air District). 2017. Small Project Analysis 

Level. http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI-SPAL.pdf. 

  

Residential Housing 1,453 trips/day

Commercial 1,673 trips/day

Office 1,628 trips/day

Institutional 1,707 trips/day

Industrial 1,506 trips/day
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4. 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 California Department of Fish and 
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

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? 

    

Discussion 
(a)  The following analysis of potential for biological resources to be impacted by the proposed 

Project is based on information provided in the Biological Technical Report provided as 

Appendix A. A field survey of the pipeline routes, turnout locations, and six of the potential 

staging areas was conducted by GEI biologists in March 2018; surveys were conducted on the 

northernmost staging area by Booher Consulting, LLC in June 2016. No native vegetation 

assemblages are present on the Project site. All areas except the northernmost staging area are 

actively cultivated or support associated agricultural infrastructure; furrows present on the 

northernmost staging area when the 2016 surveys were conducted and aerial photographs from 

the past 10 years suggest the area is regularly plowed. Cotton is the dominant row crop; pistachio 

is the dominant tree crop on the Project site. Occasional ornamental trees are present near 

structures. Road shoulders are compacted and generally barren; sparse, nonnative groundcover 

occurs between road shoulders and field margins. Appendix A includes maps of land cover types 
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that were present during the March 2018 field survey and photographs of the Project site taken 

during the survey. 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Database 

(CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online Inventory of Rare and 

Endangered Vascular Plants of California were reviewed for occurrences of special-status species 

in on or near the Project site. These reviews were centered on the Buttonwillow and Lokern U.S. 

Geologic Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles and included the ten quadrangles that surround 

them. An official list of federally-threatened and endangered species that could occur on or near 

the Project site was obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for 

Planning and Conservation website. Results of the CNDDB and CNPS USGS 12-quadrangle 

searches yielded occurrences of 50 plants and animals; no additional species were included on 

the USFWS species list. Nineteen of the occurrences are special-status species that have been 

documented within 3 miles of the Project site. However, most of those occurrences are from 

grassland, saltbush scrub, and other natural shrub habitats south and west of the agricultural lands 

on and surrounding the Project site.  

Special-status plants. Based on review of existing documentation and evaluations made during 

field surveys, habitat for special-status plants is absent from the Project site, and none of the 

plants were determined to have potential to occur on or adjacent to any portion of the Project site. 

Therefore, there would be no impact on special-status plants. 

Special-status birds. Five special-status bird species have potential to nest and forage in the 

Project vicinity: burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), 

northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and tricolored blackbird 

(Agelaius ticolor). Project activities would temporarily disturb a very small amount of foraging 

habitat; because extensive areas of similar or higher quality foraging habitat are present in the 

region, this disturbance would be a minor impact. No suitable nesting habitat for tricolored 

blackbird or northern harrier is currently present on or adjacent to the Project site; if grain crops 

are planted or tall ruderal vegetation grows in fallow fields, these species could nest in such 

habitat. Large ornamental trees at several farm residences and facilities on or near the Project site 

provide marginally suitable nest sites for Swainson’s hawk and white-tailed kite (as well as 

common raptor species). Kern County is at the south end of the Swainson’s hawk breeding range, 

and the species occurs sparsely in this region (CDFG 2007); based on the scarcity of Swainson’s 

hawks in the region and the very small number of potential nest trees, potential for this species 

to nest on or near the Project site is low. Similarly, few potential nest sites for white-tailed kite 

are present, and potential for kites to nest on or near the Project site is low. Potentially suitable 

habitat for burrowing owl is currently limited to a small area along the northern portion of the 

pipeline route where California ground squirrel activity was observed and several of the staging 

areas where natural burrows could become established and debris could provide artificial 

burrows. Because the Project site is subject to regular disturbance from agricultural activities, 

and Project activities are anticipated to cause somewhat similar disturbance levels, potential for 

Project implementation to result in nest failure or burrow abandonment is low. However, if 

occupied burrows are present along the pipeline corridor or on a staging area, they could be 

directly destroyed, and burrowing owls could be injured or killed. In addition, if active nests are 

present in or very close to the pipeline corridor, turnout locations, or staging areas, Project 

construction could result nest abandonment, reduced care of eggs or young, or premature 



7th Standard Pipeline CEQA 14  Buena Vista Water Storage District 
Initial Study          September 2018 

fledging. Depending on the species and number of individuals that are affected, burrow 

destruction or nest failure could be considered a substantial adverse effect. Therefore, this impact 

would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measures BIO-1a and BIO-1b, described below, 

have been identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Conduct Focused Surveys for Burrowing Owls and Avoid 

Loss of Occupied Burrows. 

To minimize potential effects of Project construction on burrowing owl, the District will ensure 

that the following measures are implemented, consistent with the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 

Mitigation (CDFG 2012).  

▪ A qualified biologist will assess burrowing owl habitat suitability in the area subject to 

direct impact and adjacent areas within 500 feet.  

▪ If suitable habitat or sign of burrowing owl presence is observed, a take avoidance survey 

will be conducted within 14 days before Project activities begin.  

▪ If any occupied burrows are observed, protective buffers will be established and 

implemented. A qualified biologist will monitor the occupied burrows during Project 

activities to confirm effectiveness of the buffers. The size of the buffer will depend on type 

and intensity of Project disturbance, presence of visual buffers, and other variables that 

could affect susceptibility of the owls to disturbance. 

▪ If it is not feasible to implement a buffer of adequate size and it is determined, in 

consultation with CDFW, that passive exclusion of owls from the Project site is an 

appropriate means of minimizing impacts, an exclusion and relocation plan will be 

developed and implemented in coordination with CDFW. However, passive exclusion 

cannot be conducted during the breeding season (February 1–August 31), unless a 

qualified biologist verifies through noninvasive means that either (1) the birds have not 

begun egg laying or (2) juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently 

and are capable of independent survival. 

Timing: Before and during construction. 

Responsibility: Buena Vista Water Storage District. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Conduct Focused Surveys for Nesting Swainson’s Hawk, 

other Special-status Birds, and Common Raptors and Implement Buffers Around Active 

Nests. 

To minimize potential effects of Project construction on nesting Swainson’s hawk, other 

special-status birds, and common raptors, the District will ensure that the following measures 

are implemented: 

▪ A qualified biologist will conduct surveys of potential Swainson’s hawk nesting trees 

within 0.25 mile of the Project site. To the extent practicable, depending on timing of 

Project initiation, surveys will be conducted in accordance with the Recommended Timing 

and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in California’s Central Valley 
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(Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000). At a minimum, a survey will be 

conducted within 14 days before Project activities begin near suitable nest trees during the 

nesting season (April–August).  

▪ A qualified biologist will conduct surveys of suitable nesting habitat that would be directly 

disturbed by Project activities and suitable nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird, white-

tailed kite, northern harrier, and common raptors, if present within 500 feet of Project 

activities. Surveys will be conducted within 14 days before Project activities begin near 

suitable nesting habitat during the nesting season (February-August). 

▪ If any active nests are observed, protective buffers will be established and implemented 

until the nests are no longer active. A qualified biologist will monitor the nest during 

Project activities to confirm effectiveness of the buffer. The size of the buffer will depend 

on type and intensity of Project disturbance, presence of visual buffers, and other variables 

that could affect susceptibility of the nest to disturbance. 

Timing: Before and during construction. 

Responsibility: Buena Vista Water Storage District. 

Special-status Bats. Western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus) is the only special-status 

bat with reasonable potential to occur in the Project vicinity. This species is most likely to roost 

in hills west of the Project site, though canal crossings and undisturbed buildings on and adjacent 

to the site may provide suitable artificial roost sites. Because mastiff bats typically roost in small 

colonies (Pierson and Rainey 1998), relatively few individuals could be affected in the unlikely 

event structures on or adjacent to the Project site are used as roosting habitat. Potential 

disturbance of small numbers of roosting bats would not be considered a substantial adverse 

effect. If suitable roosts are available in the Project vicinity, these bats could forage over the 

Project site; foraging activities of mastiff bats that may use the Project site are unlikely to be 

disturbed by construction activities. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 

San Joaquin Kit Fox. The CNDDB includes many recent occurrences of San Joaquin kit fox in 

grassland and scrub in the Project vicinity. Although kit foxes occur in a variety of habitats, 

including row crops, orchards, and vineyards, they prefer natural open habitats with loose-

textured soils and dens typically occur in open areas with grass or scattered brush (USFWS 1998, 

2010). According to habitat suitability modeling conducted over the range of San Joaquin kit fox, 

large areas of high suitability are present south and west of the Project site, but no medium or 

high suitability habitat is present on the Project site (Cypher et al. 2013). No potential kit fox 

dens were observed during the field surveys. Based on the current habitat conditions and 

observations made during the field surveys, potential for kit fox to occur on or near the Project 

site is low, and kit fox dens are unlikely to be present. However, because the Project site is near 

high suitability habitat, there is potential for foraging or transient individuals to occasionally pass 

through the site. If a den becomes established on or adjacent to the Project site or transient 

individuals are present during Project implementation, the den could be abandoned, or kit foxes 

could be injured or killed if they become trapped in pipes or trenches. Disturbance of an occupied 

den or injury or death of a San Joaquin kit fox would be considered a substantial adverse effect. 
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Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. Mitigation Measure BIO-2, described 

below, has been identified to reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys and Implement Measures 

during Construction to Minimize Potential Impacts on San Joaquin Kit Fox. 

To minimize potential effects of Project construction on San Joaquin kit fix, the District will 

ensure that the following measures are implemented, consistent with Standardized 

Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During 

Ground Disturbance (USFWS 2011).  

▪ An Environmental Awareness Program will be presented before Project activities begin to 

all Project personnel working on the Project site. The program will be conducted by a 

qualified biologist with knowledge of San Joaquin kit fox. The program will address the 

following: biology and habitat needs; regulatory status and protection; measures required 

to reduce potential impacts during Project construction; penalties for non-compliance; and 

benefits of compliance. 

▪ A qualified biologist will conduct a pre-construction San Joaquin kit fox survey of staging 

areas, canal crossings, and portions of the pipeline route that are not in active agricultural 

cultivation, if any. The survey will be conducted no fewer than 14 days and no more than 

30 days before Project activities begin. If potential dens for San Joaquin kit fox are found, 

exclusion zones will be established before Project activities begin, in accordance with the 

Standardized Recommendations for Protection of the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox 

(USFWS 2011). 

▪ To prevent entrapment of San Joaquin kit fox during construction, all excavated, steep-

walled holes or trenches more than 2 feet deep will be covered with plywood or similar 

materials at the end of each work day. If the trenches cannot be closed, one or more escape 

ramps of no more than a 45-degree slope will be constructed of earthen-fill or created with 

wooden planks. All covered or uncovered excavations will be inspected at the beginning, 

middle, and end of each day. Before trenches are filled, they will be inspected for trapped 

animals. If at any time a trapped or injured San Joaquin kit fox is discovered, Project 

activities in the immediate vicinity will stop, and escape ramps or structures will be 

installed immediately to allow the animal(s) to escape. If a San Joaquin kit fox is unable to 

escape voluntarily, USFWS will be contacted immediately. 

▪ Project activities will only occur during the day (between 30 minutes before sunrise and 

30 minutes after sunset). 

▪ All construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4 inches or greater 

that are stored on the ground at a construction site for one or more overnight periods will 

be thoroughly inspected for wildlife before the pipe is buried, capped, or otherwise used or 

moved in any way. Pipes laid in trenches overnight will be capped. If an animal is 

discovered inside a pipe, the pipe will not be moved, and the animal will be allowed to 

leave on its own volition. If the animal could be a San Joaquin kit fox, a qualified biologist 
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will be summoned to identify the species. If the animal is determined to be a San Joaquin 

kit fox, all Project activities that could result in take will stop, and USFWS will be notified. 

▪ To reduce potential for predation of San Joaquin kit fox by scavengers, all food-related 

trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles or food scraps generated during Project activities 

will be disposed of in closed containers and removed daily from the Project site. No 

deliberate feeding of wildlife will be allowed. 

▪ To prevent harassment or mortality of San Joaquin kit fox, no domestic pets associated 

with Project personnel will be permitted on the Project site. 

▪ Hazardous materials, fuels, lubricants, and solvents that spill accidentally during Project-

related activities will be cleaned up and removed from the Project site as soon as possible, 

according to applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

▪ The District will designate a Project representative as the contact for any employee or 

contractor who finds a dead, injured, or entrapped San Joaquin kit fox. If a San Joaquin kit 

fox is found dead, injured, or entrapped on the Project site, the District contact will be 

notified immediately.  

▪ All sightings of San Joaquin kit fox will be reported immediately to USFWS and CDFW, 

and a record of the sightings will be submitted to the CNDDB. 

Timing: Before and during construction. 

Responsibility: Buena Vista Water Storage District. 

(b, c) The Project site does not support any riparian habitat, designated critical habitat, or other sensitive 

natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations. Aquatic habitat on 

the Project site is limited to irrigation canals. Because these canals are used solely for irrigation 

delivery and do not connect to traditionally navigable waters, they do not qualify as potentially 

jurisdictional waters of the United States and are not subject to regulation under Clean Water Act 

Section 401 or 404. In addition, the canals are heavily maintained, generally lack vegetation, and 

provide very poor habitat. Therefore, disturbance of very small portions of several canals during 

Project construction, would be a minor impact that is considered less than significant. 

(d) The Project site is part of a much larger area dominated by agricultural lands, and it does not 

support any corridors of natural habitat that facilitate wildlife movement; it also does not support 

fish movement corridors or wildlife nursery sites. Terrestrial wildlife may travel along canals and 

agricultural roads and through orchards and fields on the Project site, but these potential travel 

routes are not migratory corridors. In addition, Project construction would disturb a very narrow 

corridor, and wildlife would easily be able move through similar habitat in adjacent areas that are 

undisturbed by Project activities. Therefore, the proposed Project would not 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. This impact would be less than significant. 
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(e) The 2004 Kern County General Plan (Plan) (Kern County 2004), which is currently being 

updated, includes several policies and implementation measures designed to protect and conserve 

threatened and endangered species and oak trees. No oak trees are present on the Project site, and 

the Project has no potential to conflict with Plan’s oak retention policy. The Plan requires 

discretionary Projects to consider effects to biological resources and wildlife agency comments 

during the CEQA process; this is consistent with the CEQA process being implemented by the 

District for the proposed Project. Therefore, implementing the proposed Project would not 

conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources and this impact 

would be less than significant. 

(f) The Project site is not within the area covered by an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), 

Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 

conservation plan. The site is within the area anticipated to be covered by the Kern County Valley 

Floor HCP. A draft of this HCP was distributed in 2006 (Garcia and Associates 2006), but the 

plan was not adopted, and a revised plan has not been distributed. Because this or a revised 

version of the plan would not be adopted by the participants or approved by the regulatory 

agencies before the proposed Project is implemented, consistency of the proposed Project with 

the Kern County Valley Floor HCP is not required to be analyzed under CEQA. Therefore, no 

conflict with an adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved conservation plan would occur, and 

there would be no impact. 
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5. 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 §15064.5? 

    

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

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

    

Discussion 
(a-b, d) Inventory efforts included a records search at the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information 

Center, archival research, Native American consultation conducted by the Bureau of 

Reclamation, consultation with other interested parties, including historical societies, and 

archaeological and built environment surveys conducted by GEI’s cultural resources specialists 

in April and June 2018. A cultural resources report is provided in Appendix B.  

The built environment survey identified nine historic-era resources (45 years old or older) in 

the Project area: Palomas Drain, School House Canal, Angelo Ditch, 24705 7th Standard Road 

(APN 100-040-01), Baker Ditch, East Side Canal (P-15-13725 [formerly P-15-16998]), 

Ditch 14, Eighty Foot Canal, and 1921 Corn Camp Road (APN 100-190-01). Portions of the 

School House Canal and the East Side Canal were previously evaluated for the National 

Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the California Register of Historical Resources 

(CRHR) as part of the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act process. It was 

determined that neither met the criteria for either register. The state Historic Preservation 

Officer concurred with the findings for those two canals. The other seven resources were 

evaluated as individual resources, and the canals/ditches were also evaluated as part of a larger 

system and an historic district, but none were recommended as eligible for inclusion in the 

NRHP or the CRHR or as a contributor to a historic district. Because no historic-era built 

environment resources appear to meet the criteria for the NRHP or the CRHR there are no 

historical resources for the purposes of CEQA and there would be no impact.  

During the archaeological survey six isolated artifacts were identified in the Project area: 

five pieces of debitage and one pestle. The Project will not result in a significant adverse change 

to archaeological or historical resources and therefore no significant impact to cultural 

resources are anticipated from the Project. Though very unlikely, the possibility remains that a 

resource meeting CRHR significance criteria for a historical resource may be discovered during 

Project-related ground-disturbing activities. If this were to occur, then it would be a potentially 

significant impact. The state CEQA Guidelines require consideration of unique archaeological 

resources (CCR Section 15064.5). Because they are isolates they lack context and are not 

considered cultural resources or unique archaeological resources. The possibility remains that 
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an archaeological resource could be inadvertently discovered during the Project causing a 

potentially significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measure CUL-1 would reduce the 

potentially significant impact on any previously undiscovered historical resources to a less-

than-significant level because the resources would be avoided and preserved in place or 

assessed and treated in accordance with appropriate professional standards. Mitigation Measure 

CUL-1 would also reduce the potentially significant impact on previously undiscovered unique 

archaeological resources to a less-than significant level for the same reasons as stated above. 

(c.) Paleontology is the study of life that existed in a previous geologic time. Significant 

paleontological resources include individual fossils or assemblages of fossils that are unique or 

unusual, or diagnostically or stratigraphically important. Significant paleontological resources 

are usually found in sedimentary and metasedimentary deposits. The Project area is made up 

largely of reclaimed swamp lands located in and along the ancestral channel of the lower Kern 

River. Regional geologic mapping prepared by Smith (1964) indicates that the Project site is 

composed of recent Holocene-age (i.e., 11,700 years Before Present to Present Day) Basin 

deposits.  It is therefore unlikely that Project-related construction activities will encounter and 

accidentally damage or destroy unique paleontological resources from a previous geologic 

time. If this were to occur, then it would be a potentially significant impact. To minimize the 

potential destruction of or damage to unique paleontological resources during Project-related 

earthmoving activities, BVWSD and its construction contractor(s) will implement Mitigation 

Measure CUL-2. Implementing Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would reduce the potentially 

significant impact from the possible destruction of or damage to unique paleontological 

resources to a less-than-significant level because in the event that significant resources were 

discovered, fossil specimens would be recovered and recorded and would undergo appropriate 

curation. 

Mitigation Measures 
CUL-1 – To avoid potential effects on undiscovered historical resources and unique archaeological 

resources BVWSD and its construction contractor(s) will implement the following 

measures: 

▪ If cultural resources are discovered during Project-related ground-disturbing activities, then all 

construction activities that may damage the discovery will stop within 100 feet of the discovery 

and the BVWSD will be immediately notified. BVWSD will hire a qualified archaeologist to 

determine if the discovery is an historical resource or unique archaeological resource per 

CEQA. If necessary, the qualified archaeologist will develop a testing plan to determine if the 

discovery meets significance criteria for a historical resource or unique archaeological 

resource; any testing plan will not be implemented until reviewed by BVWSD. 

▪ If the discovery is determined not to be either an historical resource or unique archaeological 

resource, then construction in the area of the discovery may continue. 

▪ If the discovery is determined to meet significance criteria, then the qualified archaeologist will 

develop and implement a treatment plan in consultation with BVWSD to mitigate any 

significant impacts to the discovery; preservation in place is the preferred mitigation measure. 

Work in the area of the discovery will not continue until treatment is completed. 
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CUL-2 – To avoid potential effects on unique paleontological resources, BVWSD and its 

construction contractor(s) will implement the following measures: 

If paleontological resources are discovered during earthmoving activities, the construction 

crew shall notify BVWSD and shall immediately cease work in the vicinity of the find. 

BVWSD shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a recovery 

plan in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Guidelines (Society of Vertebrate 

Paleontology 1995). The recovery plan may include, but is not limited to, a field survey, 

construction monitoring, sampling and data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination 

for any specimen recovered, and a report of findings. Recommendations in the recovery plan 

that are determined by BVWSD to be necessary and feasible shall be implemented before 

construction activities can resume at the site where the paleontological resources were 

discovered. 

CUL-3 – Avoid potential effects on undiscovered burials by implementing the following measures: 

▪ In accordance with the California Health and Safety Code, if human remains are uncovered 

during ground-disturbing activities, all ground-disturbing work potentially damaging 

excavation in the area of the burial and a 100-foot radius shall halt and the Kern County Coroner 

shall be notified immediately. The coroner is required to examine all discoveries of human 

remains within 48 hours of receiving notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and 

Safety Code Section 7050.5[b]). If the coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native 

American, he or she must contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) by 

phone within 24 hours of making that determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). 

The NAHC shall designate a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) for the human remains. After the 

coroner’s findings have been made, an archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Standards for Archaeologists, and the NAHC-designated MLD, shall make 

recommendations to the landowner regarding the ultimate treatment and disposition of the 

remains (PRC 5097.98). The responsibilities of Kern County for acting upon notification of a 

discovery of Native American human remains are identified in PRC Section 5097.9. 

▪ Native American human remains, associated grave goods, and items associated with Native 

American human remains that are subject to California PRC Section 5097.98 will not be 

subjected to scientific analysis, handling, testing, or field or laboratory analysis without written 

consent from the MLD, if one is identified. If human remains are present, treatment shall 

conform to the requirements of state law under California Health and Safety Code 

Section 7050.5 and PRC Section 5097.87, unless the discovery occurs on federal land. 

BVWSD agrees to comply with other related state laws, including PRC 5097.9.  
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6. Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

6. GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND SEISMICITY — Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

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

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 

liquefaction? 
    

iv. Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss 

of topsoil? 
    

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

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a, i-iii) There are no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones or other known faults, and no seismically-

induced liquefaction hazard zones mapped within the Project site (Jennings and Bryant 2010, 

California Geological Survey 2018). The nearest known active fault is the Buena Vista Fault 

approximately 15 miles south of the Project site near Taft (Jennings and Bryant 2010). The 

proposed pipelines would be buried, and no above-ground structures are proposed. If a seismic 

event should cause a pipeline break, the water would be released underground in a low-gradient 

agricultural area, posing minimal risk to people or structures. Therefore, this impact would be 

less than significant. As the purpose of the Project facilities is to deliver water to irrigate crops; 

the lands surrounding the Project area will remain in active agriculture less than significant 

impacts are anticipated. 

 



7th Standard Pipeline CEQA 24  Buena Vista Water Storage District 
Initial Study          September 2018 

(a, iv) The Project site is located in a topographically flat area and thus there would be no hazard from 

landslides. No impact would occur. 

(b, c, d) Soils in the Project area are comprised primarily of Buttonwillow and Lokern clays which are 

poorly drained and have slow permeability (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2017). The pipeline 

would be buried within these soils types which are not expansive or unstable and do not create a 

risk to life or property. 

Because construction activities would disturb an area larger than 1 acre, BVWSD is required by 

law to obtain coverage under the state Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) stormwater permit for general construction activity 

(Order 2009-0009-DWQ as amended by Order 2012-006-DWQ), including preparation and 

submittal of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to discharge with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (CVRWQCB). BVWSD is required to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 

Plan (SWPPP) and comply with the conditions of the NPDES general stormwater permit for 

construction activity. The SWPPP must describe the construction activities to be conducted, Best 

Management Practices (BMPs) that would be implemented to prevent soil erosion and 

contaminated stormwater discharges into waterways, and inspection and monitoring activities that 

would be conducted. 

With the implementation of the Dust Control Plan (see Section E), loss of topsoil would be 

minimized during construction. Operation of the Project would not increase topsoil loss or create 

a potential for soil erosion as the area is in constant agricultural production and topographically 

flat. 

 (e) The Project does not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems; 

temporary portable restrooms would be provided for construction workers. Therefore, no impact 

would occur. 

Therefore, implementation of the Project would have less than significant or no impact to geology and 

soils.  
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7. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS — Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a-b)  The three largest contributors to global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are electricity, 

transportation, and industry (Environmental Protection Agency [EPA] 2018). The Valley Air 

District has adopted the Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission 

Impacts for New Projects under CEQA (2009). Projects complying with an approved GHG 

emission reduction plan or mitigation program would be determined to have a less than 

significant impact to atmospheric greenhouse gas levels (Valley Air District 2009). California 

has more than 10 Executive Orders directing state agencies to implement programs to reduce 

GHG emissions to meet 2030 target of 40 percent below 1990 levels (state of California, 2018). 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) is the primary state agency responsible implementing 

GHG reduction programs. Such programs include the Advanced Clean Cars program. One of the 

components of the ACC program is the Low-Emission Vehicle regulations that reduce criteria 

pollutants and GHG emissions from light- and medium-duty vehicles. The Program set 

requirements for model years 2015 through 2025 to reduce criteria pollutants and GHG emissions 

(California ARB 2017).  

Construction vehicles for the Project would consist of a front wheel loader, excavator, two water 

trucks, backhoe, and three pickup trucks. The District’s pickup trucks would be considered 

medium-duty and purchased after 2015, and the remaining construction vehicles are exempt from 

regulations as they are off-road diesel vehicles used exclusively for agriculture (California ARB 

2016). 

During the operation phase, the pipeline would rely on gravity generated by the elevation of the 

California Aqueduct above the Buttonwillow Service Area during off-peak delivery periods. 

During peak demand, the District would operate existing electric pumps to move the water to the 

places of use. Therefore, Project operations will not result in a discharge of GHG emissions. 

The District is in compliance with regulations that target the reduction of GHG emissions and 

regulations adopted by a public agency with jurisdiction. Therefore, GHGs emitted during 

construction and operation of the Project would be less than significant. 
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8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

8. Hazards and Hazardous Materials — Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

    

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

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or where residences are 
intermixed with wildlands? 

    

Discussion 
(a-h)  The pipeline would be installed adjacent to active agriculture, farm roads, and canals. The Project 

is located away from population centers; involves no hazardous materials; and would rely on 

electric power rather than liquid fuels. The Project area is far removed from transportation 

corridors and the pipeline would be buried. The Project would not expose people to increased 

risks from wildland fire as the Project area is comprised entirely of farmland. There are no 

airports within the vicinity of the Project area. The Project would not affect emergency response 

plans as facilities would not interfere with traffic routes or response vehicle transport.  

Sites which are included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government 

Code Section 65962.5, Cortese list (2018) are not found within the District. 
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Therefore, no hazardous materials would be utilized in construction or operation of Project. 

References  
California Department Toxic Substances Control. Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List - Site 

Cleanup (Cortese List). http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Cortese_List.cfm. Accessed 

March 9, 2018.  

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/SiteCleanup/Cortese_List.cfm
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9. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY — Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements? 

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies 
or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the 
local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of a site or area through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or by other means, in a manner that would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- 
or off-site? 

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of a site or area through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or by other means, substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on- or 
off-site? 

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality? 

    

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

    

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

    

j) Expose people or structures to a significant 
risk of loss, injury or death involving 
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 

    

Discussion 
(a)  The Project would not violate water quality standards.  

(b)  A groundwater study (Appendix C) was conducted to assess the impacts from implementation 

of the Project. 
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The Project area lies in the middle of the BVWSD located between the Buttonwillow and 

Semitropic ridges to the east, and the coast range to the west. The Buttonwillow and Semitropic 

ridges are subtle, but distinct topographic features. The Project area is underlain by the Tulare 

Formation.  Sandy material is found from about 200 to 400 feet below ground surface (bgs) and 

is used by most wells in the region for water supply.  

The Tulare Formation within the BVWSD is typically broken up by three distinct clay layers 

dubbed the A, C, and E-clay layers, which are described below. 

• The A-clay is the uppermost of the clay layers. It occurs 20 to 30 feet bgs and is the cause of 

shallow, perched groundwater levels identified in piezometers throughout the northern part of 

the BVWSD. 

• The C-clay is about 30 feet thick and occurs at a depth of about 200 feet bgs. The C-clay may 

be laterally discontinuous and is assumed to provide semi-confining conditions. 

• The E-clay occurs at a depth of about 400 feet bgs and is known regionally to be a vertical 

barrier to groundwater flow. 

These three clay layers create the three groundwater aquifers found throughout the BVWSD: The 

Perched Aquifer above the A-clay, the shallow aquifer between the A- and C-clays, and the deep 

aquifer between the C- and E-clays.  Permeable sediments are present below the E-clay, but the 

water quality is poor and is not used for water supply in this area.  Most wells are constructed in 

the deep aquifer above the E-clay. 

The Perched Aquifer is found within the northern portion of the BVWSD and only covers a small 

portion of the Project Area to the northwest. As little to none of the Project lies within this area, 

the Perched Aquifer is not discussed further. 

The C-clay is only a semi-confining layer so, for the purposes of water accounting and this 

project, the shallow and deep aquifers are combined and referred to as the Main Aquifer. Effects 

of the Project are assessed in their impacts to water level and salt concentration of the Main 

Aquifer.   

Seepage Changes 

Estimates for the effects of seepage loss on groundwater balance was determined by 1) 

calculating the maximum volume of (water and salt) seepage caused by the Project and 2) 

comparing the seepage lost due to the Project with the total storage of the aquifer.    

In practice, other components of the water balance would also change and partially offset the 

reduced seepage. These components are listed below, with the net effect that the Project will have 

on each. 

Groundwater pumping will be reduced due to 

• lower water requirements by agricultural users from use of piped system eliminating seepage 

and increasing the ability to control the amount of applied water. 
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• increased reliability of surface water supplies through the piped system throughout the 

growing season 

• Subsurface inflow from neighboring areas will be increased if water levels in the Project area 

are lowered 

• Subsurface outflow to neighboring areas will be reduced if water levels in the Project area 

are lowered 

• Vertical leakance through the E-Clay will be reduced if water levels in the Project area are 

lowered 

• Other BVWSD projects will increase the subsurface inflow due to increased recharge south 

of the Project area 

• During wet years when excess surface water supplies are available the District can use the 

unlined canals to increase recharge 

The water level declines described below provide a simplified approach that does not consider 

these mitigating factors, and therefore provides a worst-case scenario of the project’s effects on 

groundwater resources.   

BVWSD documents the volume of water conserved by the Project in their WaterSMART grant 

application (BVWSD 2016) in two categories: 2,245 AFY through (canal) seepage reduction and 

2,557 AFY by improved measurement and control, totaling 4,802 AFY of annual savings. The 

improved measurement and control is also a form of reduced seepage on the agricultural fields 

(i.e. less deep percolation of applied water).   

However, measurement and control improvements will also lead to an increased efficiency in 

water consumption and application throughout BVWSD.  This increase in efficiency is expected 

to reduce the amount of groundwater pumping to supplement water supplied by BVWSD.  

Reductions in groundwater pumping are conservatively estimated at 60% of the 2,557 AFY 

conserved through improved measurement and control, resulting in a pumping reduction of 1,534 

AFY.     

Additionally, excess water from wet years will be applied to portions of the abandoned canals to 

enhance infiltration. Water applied across 2.5 miles of the Eighty Foot Canal during wet years is 

expected to generate 6811 AFY of infiltration. Water may be applied to additional lengths of the 

abandoned canals, up to 2,245 AFY, as deemed necessary by the BVWSD to increase 

groundwater recharge.     

To understand the magnitude of the Project’s effect on groundwater resources, the total annual 

savings are assumed to be a reduction in the annual groundwater balance (-4,802 AFY); while 

reductions in groundwater pumping (+1,534 AFY) and the use of abandoned canals for 

groundwater recharge in wet years (+681 AFY) are assumed to be increases in the annual 

groundwater balance. Considering both the reductions and increases on the groundwater balance, 

the total net effect of the Project is a reduction in the annual groundwater balance of -2,587 AFY. 
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This reduction is compared to the total volume of groundwater in storage in the Project Area 

along with determination of the annual effect on water levels that would be realized if 

groundwater storage were reduced by that amount annually.   

Aquifer storage was calculated by multiplying the Project Area with the saturated thickness of 

the Main Aquifer.  This calculated volume was then multiplied by a storage coefficient to account 

for the portion of the aquifer material that will yield water, estimated at 15%.    

The thickness of the Main Aquifer was calculated as the difference between the saturated water 

surface and the Corcoran Clay (E-Clay). The depth of the Corcoran Clay was estimated from 

contours provided by the USGS and the depth to water was estimated based on an average of 

spring 2017 water level measurements from DMW06 and DMW07. Table 4 in Appendix C 

shows the calculation of maximum annual storage volume and water level reduction.   

With a total storage of about 683,000 AF for the Main Aquifer, the 2,587 AF reduction in the 

groundwater balance accounts for less than half a percent of the total aquifer storage per year. 

Projecting this volume reduction over the entire Project Area, there is an expected loss of 1.4 ft 

per year. BVWSD may mitigate declining groundwater levels, if observed significant, by 

increasing groundwater recharge through the Palms Groundwater Banking Project (Palms 

Project) and infiltration using the abandoned canals up to the entire 2,245 AFY eliminated by 

this project. These mitigation measures shall be triggered based on continued monitoring of 

groundwater levels and groundwater quality through both the California Statewide Elevation 

Monitoring (CASGEM) and the Irrigated Lands programs.   

Groundwater levels are currently monitored at select piezometers and District monitoring wells 

within the Project Area through BVWSD’s groundwater monitoring program. DMW06 and 

DMW07 (Figure 10), which are also part of the CASGEM monitoring network, will be the 

principal wells used to provide information on groundwater levels and trends within the Project 

Area.  Continued monitoring of these wells will inform BVWSD on changes in groundwater 

levels and trigger mitigation measures if significant declines in groundwater levels are observed.    

Declining groundwater levels may also result in a reduction in groundwater quality. While this 

is not expected based on results of the NAP project, water quality will be monitored to ensure 

significant degradation in water quality does not occur. Water quality monitoring within the 

project area is currently conducted through the BVWSD’s groundwater monitoring program and 

through the participation of the Buena Vista Coalition in the Irrigated Lands Regulatory Program 

(ILRP). Under the ILRP, the Coalition recently submitted a Groundwater Quality Trend 

Monitoring Work Plan which includes a monitoring network and monitoring schedules and 

protocols that will be used to monitor water quality in the project area.   

The maximum annual water level decline of 1.4 ft per year as a result of the project is considered 

a less than significant effect.  Monitoring through CASGEM and the ILRP will inform BVWSD 

if significant changes in groundwater levels or quality occur and trigger additional recharge 

through the abandoned canal system or the Palms Project.  

(c)-(d) The Project would not alter a stream or river as understood in California Fish and Game Code 

Section 1600.  
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(e) By installing the pipeline underground and removing impervious surfaces (i.e., canal), the Project 

would not create runoff or add sources of polluted runoff.  

(g)-(h) The pipelines would be installed within an area mapped by FEMA as “minimal flood hazard” 

(Zone X) (FEMA 2018). However, the buried pipeline would not expose people or structures to 

a risk of loss. 

(i)-(j) The buried pipeline would not increase flooding and inundation. In fact, the Project would help 

alleviate any risk of flooding by removing surface water.  

References  
Buena Vista Water Storage District. Assessment of Potential Groundwater Impacts for the 7th Standard 

Pipeline Project. August 23, 2018.  

FEMA. Flood Service Map Center. Available at 

https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search?AddressQuery=buttonwillow%2C%20ca . Accessed on 

August 29, 2018. Washington, D.C. 
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10. Land Use and Land Use Planning 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

10. LAND USE AND LAND USE 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? 

    

Discussion 
(a-c)  The pipeline would be buried within existing farm roads and in an area zoned for agriculture to 

serve existing farmland. The Project is located outside of existing communities and is consistent 

with existing zoning. There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Community 

Conservation Plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans covering 

the Project area.  

Therefore, there would be no conflict with conservation plans or land use plans, as zoning would 

not change. 
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11. Mineral Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

11. 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? 

    

Discussion 
(a)-(b) The Project is located in an active agricultural area and not in the vicinity of known mineral 

resources. 

Therefore, there will be no impact to mineral resources. 
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12. Noise 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

12. NOISE — Would the project: 

a) Result in Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Result in Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    

c) Result in A substantial permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above 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) For a project located within an airport land 
use plan area, or, where such a plan has not 
been adopted, in an area within two miles of 
a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project expose people residing or 
working in the area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a 
private airstrip, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

Discussion 
(a)-(f)  The Project is located in an agricultural land use area with no known sensitive receptors. 

Construction would occur during the day; the Project is located in a remote area, without a 

population center or residences. The Project related to routine agricultural activities, and not 

located near any sensitive receptors. Construction noise would be limited to daylight hours and 

be temporary, lasting approximately 10 months. The Project is not located within the vicinity 

of an active or private airstrip. 

Therefore, during the Project construction phase, noise impacts would be less than significant 
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13. Population and Housing 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

13. 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 units, necessitating the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a-c)  The Project will result in no new housing. In addition, the Project will result in no new long-

term employment. The construction of the Project would be less than 1 year, and the operations 

will require no additional employees to operate. The expected increase in water due to the 

reduction of inefficiencies in water delivery would not be allocated for urban growth.  

Therefore, there would be no impact to population and housing. 
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14. Public Services 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

14. PUBLIC SERVICE — Would the project: 

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

    

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

Discussion 
(a) The Project is located in an undeveloped area. The characteristics of the facilities pose no 

increase in fire risk. In addition, the construction phase will be relatively short with no 

construction activities occurring at night. The operation phase will require no additional 

employees to maintain and operate.  

Therefore, the Project will demand no additional public services. 
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15. Recreation 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

15. 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 facilities 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? 

    

Discussion 
(a-b)  No recreational facilities exist in the Project area.  

Therefore, the Project will not increase the use of recreational facilities or require the expansion 

of recreational facilities. 

  



7th Standard Pipeline CEQA 41  Buena Vista Water Storage District 
Initial Study          September 2018 

16. Transportation and Traffic 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

16. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC — Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance 
or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the 
circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation 
system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not 
limited to, level of service standards and 
travel demand measures, or other standards 
established by the 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) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 

programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance or safety of such facilities? 

    

Discussion 
(a-f) The Project occurs in a rural area with lightly travelled roads. The Project will result in no 

additional employees or transit routes. Construction traffic will utilize existing public roads to 

deliver equipment, supplies, and workers to the construction sites. Since the pipeline 

construction would primarily move along a linear corridor; no one place will experience a 

change in traffic for extended period. Construction of the Project will employ only a few 

individuals at a time. The pipeline Project consists of buried facilities and would not increase 

hazards during operation. 

Therefore, there would be no impact to traffic, transportation reliability, or access. 
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17. Tribal Cultural Resources 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

17. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

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

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

    

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

    

Discussion 
(a, b) As part of cultural resources identification efforts, the NAHC was contacted on August 10, 

2018. A request was made of the NAHC to conduct a search of their Sacred Lands File as well 

as to provide a list of Native American representatives who might have knowledge of cultural 

resources within the Project area. The NAHC responded on August 17, 2018 that a search of 

their Sacred Lands File had failed to indicate the presence of Native American sacred sites in 

the Project area.  

There are no known Indian Sacred Sites in the Project Area. Since no known Indian Sacred 

Sites have been within the Project area, there would be no direct, indirect, or cumulative 

impacts to Indian Sacred Sites from the proposed Project. The proposed Project would not have 

the potential to affect or prohibit access to any ceremonial use of Indian Sacred Sites. No further 

analysis is warranted. 
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17. Utilities and Service Systems 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project: 

a) Conflict with wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

    

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 would serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

    

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

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste? 

    

Discussion 
(a-g) No wastewater treatment facilities occur in the Project area. Stormwater and agricultural runoff 

(tailwater) currently collects within certain existing ditches and canals. The Project will result 

in reduced tailwater discharge to ditches and canals as a result of more efficient on farm water 

use. Therefore, the Project will result in no new wastewater facilities or wastewater flow. 

Minimal waste will be generated during construction and no increase in waste production will 

occur during the operation of the Project.  

Therefore, the Project will not place constraints on the local utilities and services that would 

create adverse impacts and there would be no impact to utilities and public services in the area. 
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18. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Issues (and Supporting Information Sources): 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

18. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE — Would the project: 

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

    

c) Have environmental effects that would 
cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

Discussion 
a) Impacts to habitats, plants, and animals will be less than significant as the project is being 

constructed in active agricultural land. No significant historical or prehistorical resources have 

been found in the Project area. 

b) Consideration of cumulative effects for this Project include the reduction in precipitation due to 

climate change. Based on the climate change analysis in the Agricultural Water Management 

Plan a 15% reduction in precipitation is predicted for all years. The effect of reduced precipitation 

due to climate change would be less than 0.1 feet as shown in Table 5 in Appendix C. Therefore, 

the cumulative Project effect on water levels and the associated water quality (salt balance) is 

less than significant. 

The Palms Groundwater Banking Project is a past and current project in the Project area. The 

Palms Project entails recharging groundwater supplies with surface supplies during wet years, 

when there is excess water available. The Palms Project will increase the subsurface inflow due 

to increased recharge south of the Project area. BVWSD may mitigate declining groundwater 

levels, if observed significant, by increasing groundwater recharge through the Palms Project. 

Therefore, the cumulative impact of this Project with the Palms Project is less than significant.  

c) There will be no detrimental impact to humans, either directly or indirectly. 


