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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
APPLICANT: Innovative Ag Services, LLC 
 
APPLICATION NOS.: Initial Study Application No. 7338 and Conditional Use 

Permit Application No. 3584 
 
DESCRIPTION: Allow the addition of three corrals, a new 100-stall milk barn, 

900 additional heifers with no addition to the milking 
numbers, a new covered lagoon manure digester and a 
biogas engine generator set with supporting equipment on 
two parcels totaling 159 acres in the AE-20 (Exclusive 
Agricultural, 20-acre minimum parcel size) Zone District.  

 
LOCATION: The project site is located on the southeast side of S. 

McMullin Grade, between S. Madera Avenue and S. 
Goldenrod Avenue, approximately 6.6 miles east of the City 
of San Joaquin (10014 S. McMullin Grade) (Sup. Dist. 4) 
(APN 035-100-22S and 035-100-23S). 

 
I. AESTHETICS 

 
A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; or 
 
B. Would the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 

trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
McMullin Grade, Madera Avenue, and Goldenrod Avenue have not been designated by 
the Fresno County General Plan as landscaped or scenic drives, or as scenic highways. 
There are no scenic vistas in the area. Development in the vicinity of the project site is 
primarily large-scale agricultural operations. Therefore, the addition of corrals, a milk 
barn, and a covered digester to this existing dairy will not present a change in the 
appearance of land uses in the area and will therefore not impact any scenic resources. 

 
C. Would the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 

site and its surroundings? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
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The proposed improvements are consistent with the existing dairy operation and 
therefore will not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings. Surrounding development consists of large parcels which are committed 
to the development of orchard and vineyard. The additional corrals and milk barn will 
represent a negligible increase to the dairy as seen from nearby public roads, primarily 
McMullin Grade. The digester consists of a series of covered ponds, which will be at 
grade or only slightly raised during operation and a generator which will be stored within 
a new building. Therefore, there will be no adverse impact to the existing visual 
character and quality of the site.  

 
D. Would the project create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 

adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
No outdoor lighting is proposed as part of this application. The improvements will be 
constructed with typical construction materials and therefore will not contribute to glare 
impacts.  
 

II. AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project convert prime or unique farmlands or farmland of state-wide 
importance to non-agricultural use? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Farmland on the subject parcels has been classified as a mixture of prime farmland, 
unique farmland, farmland of statewide importance, and confined animal agriculture. 
The confined animal designation is limited to the area where the dairy cows are housed 
and the remaining designations are intermixed across the area of row crops. The new 
milk barn and additional herd will be located in the area of the existing diary 
improvements where the land has been designated for confined animal agriculture; 
however, the proposed digester and three new open lot corrals will be located east of 
the existing improvements, on land designated as prime farmland. While these 
improvements represent a change in the use of the prime farmland on this parcel, the 
new uses are supportive of agriculture and therefore, this project will have a less than 
significant impact on the conversion of prime or unique farmland or farmland of 
statewide importance to a non-agricultural use.  

 
B. Would the project conflict with existing agricultural zoning or Williamson Act Contracts? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The project site is restricted by Williamson Act Contract No. 2416. Electrical power 
generation facilities that sell the generated electricity to the grid are not considered uses 
that are permitted under or compatible with the Williamson Act Contract. Therefore, 
approximately 7.65 acres of land where the digester is proposed must be removed from 
Contract. The Policy Planning Division determined that the land could be removed with 
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the filing of a Notice of Non-renewal for the portion of land where the digester is 
proposed. Removal of this land from Contract #2416 represents a removal of 
approximately 1.2% of the contracted land at the project site. The amount of land now 
under non-renewal does not represent a significant reduction in land restricted by 
Williamson Act Contract. 
 
The Notice for Non-renewal was filed on August 9, 2018 for the portion of the property 
where the digester is proposed. With this Notice, there are no conflicts with the 
remaining Williamson Act Contract.  
 
The proposed improvements are consistent with the Zoning Ordinance, which requires 
the approval of a Conditional Use Permit. Said permit will be considered concurrently 
with this environmental review. Therefore, this project will have a less than significant 
impact on existing zoning.  

 
C. Would the project conflict with existing zoning for or cause rezoning of forest land, 

timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production; or 
 
D. Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-

forest use? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project is not located near any land that is used or zoned for used for Timberland 
Production. Therefore, there are no conflicts with or loss of timberland or forest land as 
a result of this project.  

 
E. Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their 

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

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The proposed improvements are an expansion of the existing dairy on this parcel. The 
portion of the parcel where the digester is located was submitted for non-renewal of the 
Williamson Act Contract that restricts the two subject parcels; however, the inclusion of 
the digester on site is generally supportive of the whole agricultural operation on the 
project site. The conflict with the Williamson Act is primarily due to the commercial 
nature of the digester, which proposes to generate electricity for sale to PG&E. The 
continued agricultural production on these parcels is necessary to receive wastewater 
from the digester and the operation of the dairy is necessary to provide the input for the 
digester. Therefore, approval of this project will not result in the conversion of farmland 
to non-agricultural uses.  
 
As noted above, the project is not located in the vicinity of forest land and therefore, will 
have no impacts on the conversion of forestland to non-forest uses. 
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III. AIR QUALITY 
 

A. Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable Air Quality 
Plan; or 

 
B. Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or 

projected air quality violation? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
An Air Impact Assessment was reviewed by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution 
Control District (District) to determine if project emissions would exceed District 
significance thresholds for Carbon Monoxide, Nitrogen Oxides, Sulfur Oxides, and 
Particulate Matter of 10 and 1.5 microns or less in size. Annual emissions were 
determined to be less than the significance thresholds set by the District and therefore, 
impacts from this project are considered to be less than significant.  
 
This project will be subject to several regulations administered by the District, such as 
Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4550 (Conservation Management Practices), Rule 4570 
(Confined Animal Activities), and Rule 2201 or 2010 (New and Modified Stationary 
Source Review or Permits Required). In addition, the developer is required to obtain an 
Authority to Construct prior to construction. Compliance to these regulations will ensure 
that the project does not conflict with the State Implementation Plan or contribute to 
existing or potential violations in Fresno County. 
 

C. Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under a Federal or State ambient 
air quality standard? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The County of Fresno is considered a non-attainment region for the following pollutants: 
one-hour ozone (state standard); eight-hour ozone (state and federal); Particulate 
Matter (PM) 10 (state); and PM2.5 (state and federal). The District has developed rules 
and regulations which ensure that projects which release criteria pollutants are operated 
in a manner that does not interfere with attainment or maintenance of Air Quality 
Standards. Therefore,  with compliance to these existing regulations, this project will 
have a less than significant impact on incremental, cumulative contributions towards the 
exceedance of Federal or State ambient air quality standards.  

 
D. Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations; or 
 
E. Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Dairies are known to release objectionable odors, primarily due to animal waste from 
the milking cows. The proposed project includes an increase in the number of animals 
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at the project site; however, it also proposes to install a covered digester which will 
process manure. The manure will be anaerobically activated to release methane, which 
will then be piped to a nearby engine building where it will run an engine to create 
power. The capture and use of methane gas is anticipated to remove adverse odors 
from the air as compared to the baseline.  
 
Further, development in this area is dominated by large parcels of agricultural 
production with very limited residential development. The nearest residences based on 
a review of Google Earth (imagery dated February 2, 2018) are located on the subject 
parcel, adjacent to the existing dairy. The nearest off-site residence is approximately 
one half-mile from the proposed improvements. Therefore, due to the anticipated 
reduction in objectionable odors and the distance between the closest residences and 
the project site, this project will not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations and will not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people.  
 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any candidate, sensitive, or special-status species? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 
According to comments by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), a  
State Species of Concern, the tri-colored blackbird (TRBL), has the potential to nest or 
forage on or adjacent to the Project Site. Flood-irrigated agricultural land provides 
nesting habitat for these species and take could occur if construction takes place during 
the nesting season. Therefore, a mitigation measure shall be required to ensure that 
construction occurs outside of the typical breeding season. If construction must occur 
during the breeding season, then appropriate pre-construction surveys shall be required 
and should a nesting colony be observed, then consultation with CDFW and/or a take 
permit shall be required.  
 
 * Mitigation Measure 
 

1. To mitigate impacts to the tricolored blackbird (TRBL), the following measures 
shall be implemented:  
 

a. Where construction occurs outside the normal bird breeding season 
(February 1 through September 15), no further mitigation is necessary.   
 

b. To evaluate potential Project-related impacts planned for the normal bird 
breeding season (February 1 through September 15), a qualified wildlife 
biologist shall conduct surveys for nesting TRBL no more than 10 days 
prior to the start of project implementation.  

 
c. If an active TRBL nesting colony is found during preconstruction surveys, 

a minimum 300-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be established in 
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accordance with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
"Staff Guidance Regarding Avoidance of Impacts to Tricolored Blackbird 
Breeding Colonies on Agricultural Fields in 2015" (CDFW 2015). This 
buffer shall remain in place until the breeding season has ended or until a 
qualified biologist has determined that nesting has ceased, the birds have 
fledged, and are no longer reliant upon the colony or parental care for 
survival. The TRBL colonies can expand over time and for this reason, the 
colony shall be reassessed to determine the extent of the breeding colony 
before conducting construction activities. 

 
d. If the 300-foot no-disturbance nest buffer is not feasible, the developer 

shall consult with California Department of Fish and Wildlife to determine if 
the Project can avoid take. If take cannot be avoided, the developer shall 
acquire an Incidental Take Permit for tricolored blackbird to comply with 
the California Endangered Species Act. 

 
B. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other 

sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or 
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS)? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Mapper identifies fourteen 
wetlands on the project site. Across the two parcels that comprise the project site, the 
Mapper identified ten separate freshwater ponds, each of which was classified as a 
palustrine system with unconsolidated shore which is temporarily flooded. The Mapper 
also identified four stretches of scrub-shrub palustrine systems. It is noted that the 
wetlands in this area were identified using color infrared imagery from 1987 and that 
aerial photos do not indicate the presence of any of these wetlands. Grading in the 
vicinity of the dairy ensures that water does not pool on site. It is similarly unlikely that 
wetlands persist in the areas of the row crops, where the land has been disced and 
improved for farming.  
 
An irrigation canal runs parallel to S. McMullen Grade in this area. It is located on the 
opposite side of the road from the project site and will not be impacted by development.  
 
Therefore, due to the removal of wetlands from the project site during the by-right 
operation of the Dairy and the distance between the proposed improvements and the 
existing irrigation canal, the project will have a less than significant impact on wetlands.  

 
C. Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally-protected wetlands as 

defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption or other means? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
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There are no federally-protected wetlands present on the project site. Wetlands were 
indicated based on infrared review of photos taken in 1987 and the project site has 
been developed with row crops and confined animal pens since 2005.  

 
D. Would the project interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 

migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; or 

 
E. Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 

resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance; or 
 
F. Would the project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 

Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
This project will not interfere with the movement of any fish or wildlife species as the 
proposed improvements represent only an incremental change to the existing 
development on the parcel. The parcel does not currently serve as a migratory corridor 
and is not intersected by a stream or river that would provide a corridor for aquatic 
species.  
 
The project site is not restricted by any Natural Community Conservation Plan or other 
approved habitat conservation plan or tree preservation policy.  
 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
A. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical 

resource as defined in Section 15064.5; or 
 
B. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

archeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5; or 
 
C. Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site 

or unique geologic feature; or 
 
D. Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 

cemeteries; or 
 

E. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 
Under the provisions of Assembly Bill 52, the County of Fresno was required to provide 
notice that this Initial Study was being prepared to Native American Tribes who had 
previously indicated interest in reviewing CEQA projects. Notices were sent on July 31, 
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2017 to Robert Ledger of the Dumna Wo Wah, Robert Pennell of Table Mountain 
Rancheria, and Ruben Barrios of Santa Rosa Rancheria. A notice was also sent to Tara 
Estes-Harter of the Picayune Rancheria of Chukchansi Indians on October 20, 2017.  
 
Of these Tribal Governments, only Dumna Wo Wah requested consultation. Staff 
responded to the request in a letter dated September 6, 2017 and attended a meeting 
on September 13, 2017 with two Tribal Representatives to discuss this and other 
projects where the Tribe recommended consultation. On February 12, 2018, the results 
of a Sacred Lands File search by the Native American Heritage Commission and a 
records search performed by the San Joaquin Valley Information Center were 
forwarded to Robert Ledger along with a request for the tribe to identify any known 
resources at the project site. There was no response from the tribe since the September 
13, 2017 meeting and staff therefore concluded consultation without identification of any 
known cultural resources.  
 
However, despite the failure of the tribes and historical databases to identify known 
cultural resources, the potential exists for significant artifacts to be excavated during 
construction. Therefore, the following mitigation measure is proposed to ensure that 
impacts to previously unknown cultural resources can be reduced to less than 
significant.  
 
* Mitigation Measure 
 

1. In the event that cultural resources are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
activities, all work shall be halted in the area of the find. An Archeologist shall be 
called to evaluate the findings and make any necessary mitigation 
recommendations.  If human remains are unearthed during ground-disturbing 
activities, no further disturbance is to occur until the Fresno County Sheriff-
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin and disposition. All normal 
evidence procedures should be followed by photos, reports, video, etc.  If such 
remains are determined to be Native American, the Sheriff-Coroner must notify 
the Native American Commission within 24 hours. 

 
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
 

A. Would the project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 
including risk of loss, injury or death involving:  
 
1. Rupture of a known earthquake? 

 
2. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

 
3. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

 
4. Landslides? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
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The project site is located approximately five miles north of a series of faults identified 
by the California Department of Conservation’s Fault Activity Map. These faults have 
had recognized movement in the last 1.6 million years; however, Figure 9-5 of the 
Fresno County General Plan Background Report (FCGPBR) indicates that the project 
site is located in an area where ground acceleration due to seismic hazards has only a 
10% chance to exceed 20%g (speed of gravity) within the next 50 years. Therefore, 
despite the relative proximity of a series of fault lines, it is not anticipated that severe 
groundshaking or rupture of these faults will occur. The structures associated with this 
project will be subject to building standards at the time of development, which include 
specific regulations to protect against damage caused by earthquake and/or ground 
acceleration.  
 
Figure 9-6 (FCGPBR) shows that the project site is not in an area of moderate or high 
landslide or subsidence hazards and the project site is generally flat, precluding site-
specific risk factors. Therefore, due to the project’s location in a low-risk area and 
required compliance to the Fresno County Building code, development of this project 
will have a less than significant impact on the risk of adverse effects due to rupture of a 
known earthquake, strong seismic ground shaking or ground-related failure, and 
landslides.  

 
B. Would the project result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The proposed improvements to this existing dairy will not represent a significant 
expansion of graded area on the project site. Any grading that is performed will require 
a grading permit or voucher and ministerial review of those permits will ensure that 
substantial erosion or loss of topsoil does not occur.  

 
C. Would the project result in on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 

liquefaction or collapse; or 
 
D. Would the project be located on expansive soils, creating substantial risks to life or 

property? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located in an area that is at risk of on-site or offsite landslide, 
lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, according to Figure 7-1 
(FCGPBR), and will not be located on expansive soils.  

 
E. Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks 

or alternative disposal systems where sewers are not available for wastewater 
disposal? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 



Evaluation of Environmental Impacts – Page 10 

The project currently operates with the use of the existing permitted septic systems. No 
new septic is proposed as part of this application.  
 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
A. Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 

may have a significant impact on the environment; or 
 
B. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the 

purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 
 

FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Review of this project by the San Joaquin Valley Air District (District) determined that 
the project’s emissions of criteria pollutants would not exceed the District’s thresholds 
for significance and that the operation of the project would be consistent with the State 
Implementation Plan. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact on 
the generation of greenhouse gases and adherence to existing plans, policies, and 
regulations adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 
 

VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
 

A. Would the project create a significant public hazard through routine transport, use or 
disposal of hazardous materials; or 

 
B. Would the project create a significant public hazard involving accidental release of 

hazardous materials into the environment? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Methane will be produced in the anaerobic digester by natural biological processes (the 
decomposition of manure waste) and will be pumped to an engine house. The house 
would be located just north of the proposed digester, within the boundaries of the 
project site. Manure will enter the digester on the northwestern corner, pass through the 
double U in the digester and exit at the southwestern corner. Digester effluent will flow 
into the nearby storage ponds from where it will eventually be diluted and applied to the 
row crops. The methane biogas will be piped directly to the engine building where it will 
be pushed through a condenser and into the engine, which will will be mated to an 
electric generator. The generator will export its power to the PG&E grid through new 
switchgear and step-up electrical transformer.  
 
Therefore, while the routine use of the hazardous methane gas will occur, risk to the 
public as a result of its transport or accidental release is less than significant. The 
operation is limited to the southwestern corner of the dairy, approximately 3.8 acres, 
which is also surrounded by the row crops where the remaining effluent will be applied. 
The operator is required to maintain an emergency response plan. With compliance to 
the existing regulations and the operation of the digester distant from nearby 
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residences, there will be a less than significant impact on public hazards as a result of 
the transport or use of hazardous materials.  

 
C. Would the project create hazardous emissions or utilize hazardous materials, 

substances or waste within one quarter-mile of a school? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located with one quarter mile of a school. 

 
D. Would the project be located on a hazardous materials site? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
Review of the US EPA’s NEPAssist report indicates that there are no hazardous or 
contaminated sites within one mile of the project site. The following lists were consulted: 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Toxic Releases Inventory (TRI), 
Superfund/National Priorities List, Brownfields Assessment Cleanup and Redevelopment 
Exchange System (ACRES), RADInfo, and Toxic Substances Control Act. 

 
E. Would a project located within an airport land use plan or, absent such a plan, within 

two miles of a public airport or public use airport, result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area; or 

 
F. Would a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip result in a safety hazard 

for people residing or working in the project area? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project is not located within the vicinity of a public or private airport or an airstrip. 

 
G. Would the project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 

Emergency Response Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan; or 
 
H. Would the project 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? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
Approval of this project will not impair the implementation of an Emergency Response 
Plan or Emergency Evacuation Plan. Following construction, there will be a negligible 
increase in the amount of traffic generated by this project for maintenance and repair of 
the proposed digester, engine, and transformer.  
 
The project site is located in an area of local responsibility for fire protection and is not 
at significant risk of damage due to wildfire.  
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IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
 
A. Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

or otherwise degrade water quality; or 
 
B. Would the project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge so that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The subject dairy is enrolled under the Waste Discharge Requirements Lone Oak Dairy 
#2, Order R5-2008-0001, which is associated with a monitoring and reporting program. 
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is responsible for monitoring 
the quality of water produced by this dairy. With the required updates to technical 
reports required by the Digester Order, this project will be in compliance with the Water 
Boards’ standards and will not violate any water quality standards.  
 
The project site is not located in an area of water shortage and a percentage of the 
water used in cleaning the stalls will be recovered as effluent that will be applied to the 
fields, further reducing impacts to the groundwater supplies and recharge. 

 
C. Would the project substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on or off site; or 

 
D. Would the project substantially alter existing drainage patterns, including alteration of 

the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site; 
or 

 
E. Would the project create or contribute run-off which would exceed the capacity of 

existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted run-off? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located in an area of special flood hazard; however, all 
development in the County of Fresno which involves grading is required to obtain a 
grading permit or voucher. Compliance to the provisions in the permit or voucher will 
ensure that excessive flooding an erosion do not occur.  

 
F. Would the project otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
Approval of this project will not degrade water quality. Wastewater will be applied to field 
crops after it is processed through the digester. Without approval of the project, the 
waste water would be applied without any additional processing, consistent with the 
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nutrient management plan approved by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
Some fresh water may be mixed with the effluent to ensure that the mixture is 
appropriate for application to the field crops.  

 
G. Would the project place housing within a 100-year floodplain; or 
 
H. Would the project place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would 

impede or redirect flood flows? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain according to FEMA FIRM 
Panel No. 06019C2575H.  

 
I. Would the project expose persons or structures to levee or dam failure? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The project site is located in an area at risk of inundation as a result of dam failure; 
however, the proposed buildings must comply with the Fresno County Ordinance Title 
15, Chapter 15.48 Flood Hazard Areas, which require the implementation of flood 
protection and grading limitations to reduce the risk of damage due to flood. Compliance 
to these regulations will reduce risks to person or structures as a result of levee or dam 
failure to less than significant.  
 

J. Would the project cause inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located near a body of water that would be subject to seiche; is 
not located in an area of steep slopes that could cause mudflow; and is not located near 
to the coast where there is a risk of tsunami. Therefore, there will be no impacts to the 
risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.  
 

X. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
A. Will the project physically divide an established community? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The scope of this project is limited to the two parcels which are currently in operation as 
Lone Oaks Dairy #2. There are no established communities in the area and the 
improvements are proposed to be built adjacent to the existing dairy. Therefore, 
approval of this project does not have the potential to divide an established community. 

 
B. Will the project conflict with any Land Use Plan, policy or regulation of an agency with 

jurisdiction over the project? 
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FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The proposed use is allowed in the County of Fresno with the approval of a Classified 
Conditional Use Permit, which will be reviewed by the Planning Commission 
concurrently with this Initial Study.  

 
C. Will the project conflict with any applicable Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural 

Community Conservation Plan? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
There are no Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans in 
the vicinity of the project.  
 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES 
 

A. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource; or 
 
B. Would the project result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 

recovery site designated on a General Plan? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
According to Figure 7-7(FCGPBR), the project site is not located at an area designated 
for Mineral Resource Recovery.  

 
XII. NOISE 
 

A. Would the project result in exposure of people to severe noise levels; or 
 
B. Would the project result in exposure of people to or generate excessive ground-borne 

vibration or ground-borne noise levels; or 
 
C. Would the project cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 

project vicinity; or 
 
D. Would the project result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise 

levels? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Some noise may be produced by the generator; however, the nearest sensitive receptor 
would be located approximately one half-mile from the house for the engine. Therefore, 
due to the project’s distance from sensitive receptors, there will be no increase in the 
exposure of persons to severe or adverse noise levels or ground borne noise or 
vibration. Additionally, the proposed design which requires that the engine be built 
inside a new building will further attenuate noise impacts.  
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E. Would the project expose people to excessive noise levels associated with a location 
near an airport or a private airstrip; or 

 
F. For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people 

residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project site is not located in the vicinity of an airport or airstrip.  
 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
 

A. Would the project induce substantial population growth either directly or indirectly? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
Approval of this project would allow the increase in herd size at this dairy and would 
allow methane produced by the manure of cows to power the generation of electricity 
which would be sold to PG&E. This will not induce substantial population growth 
because it will not create a significant number of new job opportunities or otherwise 
increase the desirability of living in this area. While approval of this project is likely to 
reduce adverse odors in the area by capturing and burning a portion of the methane 
produced by manure, it is not likely to remove all adverse odors and this area will 
remain unlikely to attract new residents. The historical use of the surrounding parcels for 
large-scale agricultural production is likely to continue.  

 
B. Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing housing; or 
 
C. Would the project displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 

construction of housing elsewhere? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
No housing will be displaced as a result of this project. This project similarly will not 
displace substantial numbers of people. It will be developed on areas of farmland that 
were previously dedicated to agricultural production.  
 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES  
 

A. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 
provision of new or physically-altered public facilities in the following areas: 

 
1. Fire protection; 
 
2. Police protection; 
 
3. Schools; 
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4. Parks? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
This project will not increase the need for public facilities associated with fire or police 
protection. As this project will not lead to population growth, there will be no impacts on 
schools or parks. The layout for this project will be reviewed by the Fresno County Fire 
Protection District to ensure compliance with California Code of Regulations Title 24 – 
Fire Code.  
 
5. Other public facilities? 

 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
The electricity proposed to be generated by the operation of the dairy will be sold to 
PG&E and will therefore lead to a small physical alteration in PG&E’s connections; a 
new tie-in location will be prepared to accommodate the project. This will not create a 
significant impact because the improvements will be made at the project site and will 
serve to reduce PG&E’s reliance on non-renewable energy. 
 

XV. RECREATION 
 

A. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks; or 
 
B. Would the project require the construction of or expansion of recreational facilities? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
This project will not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks. There 
are no such facilities in the vicinity of the project and the request to expand the existing 
dairy and add a digester to convert methane into electricity will not result in population 
expansion.  
 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 
 

A. Would the project conflict with any applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation; or 

 
B. Would the project conflict with an applicable congestion management program, 

including, but not limited to, level of service standards and travel demands measures? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Operation of this facility requires less than 10 round trips per day by service and 
delivery vehicles. The addition of 1-2 trips per month for maintenance of the digester 
and related facilities will not conflict with any circulation plans or contribute to existing 
congestion of nearby County streets.  
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C. Would the project result in a change in air traffic patterns? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
All parts of the proposal will be in compliance with the maximum height restrictions of 
the AE-20 Zone District and therefore will not conflict with air traffic which may exist 
nearby. There are no airports within two miles of the project site; however, the project 
site is located within military airspace. Review of the application by NAS Lemoore’s 
Community Planning Officer determined that the project would have no negative 
impacts to flight operations. 

 
D. Would the project substantially increase traffic hazards due to design features; or 
 
E. Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The project has been designed to provide access along private roads which exist on the 
project site. The existing buildings were constructed in straight rows and private dirt 
roads intersect at regular intervals. Therefore, there will be no increase in traffic hazards 
or inadequate emergency access as a result of this application.  

 
F. Would the project conflict with adopted plans, policies or programs regarding public 

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

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
There are no plans, policies, or programs which relate to public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities in this area. The surrounding development consists of large parcels 
which have been planted with row crops or support dairies similar to the project site.  
 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
 

A. Would the project exceed wastewater treatment requirements? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The operation of dairies is regulated by the California Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (CRWQCB). The operator is required to conduct nutrient and groundwater 
monitoring to ensure that excessive pollutants are not released into the groundwater. 
The Nutrient Management Plan provided by the applicant discusses specific methods 
which must be used, such as Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 136, 
Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants. With compliance 
to existing regulations and oversight by the CRWQCB, this project will have no impact 
on existing wastewater treatment requirements.  
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B. Would the project require construction of or the expansion of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities; or 

 
C. Would the project require or result in the construction or expansion of new storm water 

drainage facilities; or 
 
D. Would the project have sufficient water supplies available from existing entitlements and 

resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed; or 
 
E. Would the project result in a determination of inadequate wastewater treatment capacity 

to serve project demand? 
 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
This project will not require construction or expansion of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities. The inclusion of the digester will add an additional step between 
collection of manure from the herd and application of the wastewater to the surrounding 
fields. Wastewater is not exported to any offsite system for processing. It is retained on 
site and used for irrigation, typically after being diluted with fresh water. The project site 
is not in an area that is known to be short of water, so there are no concerns that the 
limited increase in use will result in the need to obtain additional water entitlements.  

 
F. Would the project be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity? 

 
FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
This project will continue to be served by Mid Valley Disposal, which has sufficient 
capacity. During construction of the project, additional materials may be submitted to 
the landfill; however, said increase will not be in excess of Mid Valley Disposal’s 
operational limits. During operation there will be a negligible increase in the amount of 
waste which will be submitted to the landfill. 

 
G. Would the project comply with federal, state and local statutes and regulations related to 

solid waste? 
 

FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Upon completion of construction, the applicant will be required to submit technical 
reports to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. These submissions 
are required by Provisions in Section E of the Digester Order. The operation will also be 
required to obtain a permit to operate a Solid Waste Facility from the County of Fresno, 
Environmental Health Division, acting as the Local Enforcement Agency . The need to 
comply with the Digester Order and other regulations enforced by the Water Quality 
Control Board will ensure that there is no adverse impact regarding noncompliance with 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  
 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
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A. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, 
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California prehistory or 
history? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT WITH MITIGATION INCORPORATED: 
 
Flood-irrigated agricultural land provides nesting habitat for tri-colored blackbird and take 
could occur if construction takes place during the nesting season. Therefore, the 
Mitigation Measures noted in Section IV.A will be implemented, requiring preconstruction 
surveys and avoidance measures if construction occurs during the nesting season. In 
addition, it is unlikely but possible that previously undiscovered subsurface 
paleontological or Native American resources are present in the proposed area of 
development. Implementation of the mitigation measure in Section V, which describes 
avoidance and reporting requirements, will ensure that impacts are less than significant.  
 
* Mitigation Measures 
 

1. See Section IV.A. 
 

2. See Section V. 
 
B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable? 
 
FINDING: LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT IMPACT: 
 
Emissions of criteria pollutants from this project will be consistent with the State 
Implementation Plan administered by the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District. The proposed improvements do not represent a substantial increase in the size 
of the dairy and will not result in adverse cumulative aesthetic or odor impacts. The 
proposed digester will capture some of the methane that is currently released into the 
air by the natural decomposition of manure and will convert it into electricity. Said power 
will be sold to PG&E, providing a source of renewable energy.  

 
C. Does the project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse 

effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? 
 

FINDING: NO IMPACT: 
 
The proposed improvements will generally decrease the odor in the area of the project 
site and will contribute renewable energy to the grid where it will be transferred to PG&E 
customers.  
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CONCLUSION/SUMMARY 
 
Based upon the Initial Study prepared for Classified Conditional Use Permit Application No. 
3584, staff has concluded that the project will not have a significant effect on the environment.  
It has been determined that there would be no impacts to Aesthetics, Land Use and Planning, 
Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, and Recreation. Potential impacts related to Air 
Quality, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gases, Hazard and Hazardous Materials, Hydrology 
and Water Quality, Noise, Public Services, Transportation/Traffic, and Utilities and Service 
Systems have been determined to be less than significant.  Potential impacts relating to 
Biological Resources and Cultural Resources have determined to be less than significant with 
compliance with noted Mitigation Measures. 
 
A Mitigated Negative Declaration is recommended and is subject to approval by the decision-
making body.  The Initial Study is available for review at 2220 Tulare Street, Suite A, street 
level, located on the southwest corner of Tulare and “M” Street, Fresno, California. 
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ANCHOR TRENCH DETAIL

SUMP GRADING DETAIL1 3

2

EARTHWORK CONSTRUCTION QUANTITIES (THIS SHEET ONLY)*

DESCRIPTION OF WORK CUT (CY) FILL (CY)
ANAEROBIC DIGESTER 100,023 5

MECHANICAL BUILDING PAD 0 183
SAND LANE 192 160

TOTAL 100,215 348

NOTE:
FOR SPECIFICATIONS ON FILL MATERIAL FOR ABOVE GROUND
EMBANKMENTS AND COMPACTED FILL TESTS, REFER TO CQA
SOILS TESTING SPECIFICATION TABLES.

POND EARTHWORK DETAIL CONSTRUCTION QUANTITIES (THIS SHEET ONLY)

DESCRIPTION OF WORK QUANTITY UNIT
ANCHOR TRENCH EXCAVATION 1,355 LF
SLOPE TRENCH EXCAVATION 97 LF

SUMP EXCAVATION 30 CY

NTS NTS

NTS

* A 25% SHRINKAGE FACTOR WAS
INCLUDED IN THE EARTHWORK MODEL

AS SHOWN
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