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Figure 1 – Change of Zone District Boundary No. 09-01 Lawrence Coelho - CVM
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4) “Negative Declaration:  Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect 
from “Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.”  The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain 
how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced). 

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

 a) Earlier Analysis Used.  Identify and state where they are available for review. 
 b) Impacts Adequately Addressed.  Identify which effect from the above checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier 

document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on earlier analysis. 
 c) Mitigation Measures.  For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were 

incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans. zoning 

ordinances).  Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the 
statement is substantiated. 

7) Supporting Information Sources:  A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this 

checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and  
 b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance 
 
 
I. AESTHETICS - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited 

to, trees rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

   
X 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the site and its surroundings? 

   X 

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

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections I. a., b., c., and d.: 
a. There are no scenic vistas in the vicinity of the project site.  The project site within the “urban” area of Armona, and is 

partially developed with structures.   
b. There are no scenic resources in the vicinity of the project site. 
c. The proposed project will be consistent with the existing visual character of the surrounding area. 
d. The proposed Change of Zone District Boundaries will not produce a new light and glare source since it will not make any 

physical change to the environment.   
 
II. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

 (Note:  In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.) 

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? 

   

X 

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

   X 

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

   
X 
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Substantiation for Sections II. a., b., and c.: 
a. The Kings County Important Farmland Map of 2006 prepared by the Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and 

Monitoring Program classifies the project site as “Farmland of Local Importance”  The proposed change of zone district 
boundaries will not remove any agricultural land from production and will not convert Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland,or Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

b. The project site currently contains a wastewater lagoon and empty field utilized by the adjacent meat processing facility.  
The project site is not in an established Agricultural Preserve.  The proposed project will not conflict with existing zoning 
for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract.  The Kings County General Plan designates the project site as Heavy 
Industrial (MH).   

c. Not applicable. 
 
 
III. AIR QUALITY - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

c) Result in 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)? 

   X 

d)  Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?    X 

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

 
Substantiation for Sections III. a., b., c., d., and e.: 
a.   The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not make any physical changes to the environment.  Therefore there 

will be no air quality impacts from the proposed project.   
b. See substantiation for Section III.a. above. 
c. See substantiation for Section III.a. above. 
d. The proposed project will not create pollution concentrations. 
e. The proposed project will not create any odors.   
 
IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, 
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations or by the California Dept. of Fish & 
Game or US Fish& Wildlife Service? 

   

X 

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

   

X 

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 

   
X 
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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 

   

X 

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

   
X 

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? 

   
X 

 
Substantiation for Sections IV. a., b., c., d., e., and f.: 
The project site currently contains a wastewater lagoon and is located within the Hanford “urban fringe” area.  The city 
provides water and sewer service to the site.  The proposed project will not impact any biological resources. 
 
a. The Biological Resources Survey and the Resource Conservation Element of the Kings County General Plan does not 

identify any potentially sensitive habitats in this area.  The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not make any 
physical changes to the environment.  Therefore there will be no impacts to biological resources from the proposed 
project. 

b. See Substantiation for Section IV(a) above. 
c. See Substantiation for Section IV(a) above. 
d. See Substantiation for Section IV(a) above. 
e. The proposed project does not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 

preservation policy or ordinance, since the project will not result in physical changes to the land.  See Substantiation for 
Section IV(a) above. 

f. The proposed project does not conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat Conservation plan since the project will not result in 
physical changes to the land.  See Substantiation for Section IV(a) above. 

 
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to Section15064.5?    X 

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

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

 
Substantiation for Sections V. a., b., c., and d.: 
The project site is located within the Hanford “urban fringe.”  The proposed change in the zone district is from Service 
Commercial (CS) to Heavy Industrial (MH).  The project site does not contain features such as watercourses, springs, ponds, 
or elevated ground such as ridges and knolls that could be considered archaeologically or historically sensitive.  No known 
cultural resources have been located at the project site. 
 
a. There are no known historical structures or monuments on the site. 
b. The proposed project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource since it 

will not result in any physical change to the environment.   
c. See Substantiation for Section V.a. and Section V.b. above. 
d. There are no known burials within the project area. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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 & Geology Special Publication 42.) 

   X  

ii)  Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?    X 
iv) Landslides?    X 

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

   X 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1997), creating substantial risks to life 
or property? 

   X 

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

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections VI. a., b., c., d., and e.: 
a. Kings County, including the project site, is located on a broad alluvial plain lying between the Sierra Nevada foothills and 

the Coastal Range.  The project site is situated on remnants of an alluvial fan, and is underlain sandy alluvium derived 
from granite.  Elevation of the project site ranges between 71-79 feet above mean sea level.  The project site is located in a 
V1 Seismic Zone (Page HS-10 of the Health and Safety Element, 2035 Kings County General Plan).  Amplification of 
shaking is reduced by the damping effect of the thick sedimentary section, but its moderately close proximity to the San 
Andreas fault zone results in the expectation of moderately high shaking characteristics.  The greatest potential for 
geologic disaster in Kings County is posed by the San Andreas Fault, which is located approximately four (4) miles west 
of the Kings County line (as shown in Figure HS-1 of the 2035 Kings County General Plan).  The San Andreas fault is 
located approximately 56 miles Southwest of the project site.   
i. Section II A. Geologic Hazards, Page HS-8 of the “Health and Safety Element” states that the potential for extensive 

rupture is considered to be minimal, since no major fault systems are known to exist in Kings County. 
ii. Moderate to moderately high ground shaking has occurred, and will occur periodically, from earthquakes.  Section II 

A. Geologic Hazards, Page HS-6 of the “Health and Safety Element” states that “The potential for ground shaking is 
discussed in terms of the percent probability of exceeding peak ground acceleration (% g) in the next 50 years. It 
varies from 20-30% g in the northeast third of the County, including the cities of Hanford, Lemoore, Corcoran, and 
the Santa Rosa Rancheria…..”   

iii. A. Geologic Hazards, Page HS-11 of the “Health and Safety Element” states that the danger of liquefaction and 
subsidence occurring within the County is considered to be minimal.   

iv. A. Geologic Hazards, Page HS-6 of the “Health and Safety Element” states that ”Kings County, however, is fortunate 
to have very “low” to “Moderate” risk because landslide areas are located in remote uninhabited sections of southwest 
Kings County.” 

b. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil since it will 
not result in any physical change to the environment. 

c. See Substantiation for Items VI (a) and (b) above. 
d.   The Department of Conservations Web Soil Survey indicated onsite soils consist of two soil map unit’s called the 

Kimberlina fine sandy loam, saline-alkali and the Kimberlina fine sandy loam, sandy substratum.  Both of these soils are 
comprised of 12.0 percent clay material resulting in minimum potential for soil expansion. 
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e. The change of zone district boundaries will not utilize a septic system since it will not make any physical change to the 
environment and any future development would connect to the operations existing city water and sewer services. 

 
VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

 
Substantiation for Sections VII. a., and b.: 
a.    -The California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which charged 

the California Air Resources Board (ARB) with developing regulations on how the state would address global climate 
change. AB 32 focuses on reducing greenhouse gas emissions in California. Greenhouse gases, as defined under AB 32, 
include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydroflourocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and 
sulfurhexaflouride (SF6). AB 32 requires that greenhouse gases emitted in California be reduced to 1990 levels by the 
year 2020. ARB is the state agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases that 
cause global warming in order to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases. By January 1, 2008, ARB was required to 
determine what the statewide greenhouse gas emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions limit to apply to the 2020 benchmark. ARB adopted the 1990 greenhouse gas emission inventory/2020 
emissions limit of 427 million metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent (MMTCO2e) on December 6, 2007. ARB then 
developed a document referred to as the “Scoping Plan” that assigns reduction targets to sectors responsible for the 
emissions. Local governments must achieve reductions through land use measures that will be substantially dependent on 
the General Plan for success. Statewide, ARB expects to target local governments with reducing GHGs by 5 million 
metric tons of CO2 equivalent by 2020. 
Senate Bill 375 was signed by the Governor on September 30, 2008. The legislation addresses implementation of the 2006 
Global Warming Act. The bill assures that the decisions about how to achieve greenhouse gas emissions from cars and 
light trucks will remain in the hands of locally elected officials. SB 375 aligns what have been three separate planning 
processes - one for transportation, one for housing, and one for reducing greenhouse gas emissions - into a single process. 
This will provide more certainty for General Plans and assures better coordination between state agencies. 
Because the proposed project will not alter the environment, it will not cause an increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 
Therefore, no new significant impacts are anticipated and no mitigation measures are necessary at this time.  

b. See the substantiation for Section VII a. 
 
VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would 

the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

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? 

   X 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where   X  
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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? 

   X 

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

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

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections VII. a., b., c., d., e., f., g., and h.: 
 
a. The project will not involve the use of hazardous materials during construction or operation since the project does not 

involve construction activities or any changes to the environment. 
b. See Substantiation for Item VII (a) above. 
c. See Substantiation for Item VII (a) above. 
d. The project site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 

65962.5. 
e. The nearest airport to the project site is the Hanford Municipal Airport approximately 0.84 miles to the west.  The 

southwestern corner of the proposed project site primarily comprised of the wastewater lagoon is within the Hanford 
Municipal Airport Compatibility Zone C – Common Traffic Pattern. This zone normally accepts the following uses: 

• Uses in Zone B 
• Parks, playgrounds 
• General retail, offices, etc. (2 – story maximum) 
• Low-intensity manufacturing, food processing 
• Two-story motels 

The project will not affect the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan since the project will not affect the environment. No 
impacts in this regard would occur.  

f. The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
g. The proposed project will not alter any of the existing traffic routes. 
h. The project site is surrounded by industrial, commercial, and agricultural land uses.  These land use types are not 

associated with wildland fires and preclude the possibility of exposure to wildland fires. 
 
IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the 

project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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.)? 

   

X 

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

   

X 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, 
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 

   
X 
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manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site? 
e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 

capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or 
provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

   
X 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?    X 
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? 

   
X 

h) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows? 

   X 

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? 

   
X 

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?    X 
 
Substantiation for Sections VIII. a., b., c., d., e., f., g., h., i., and j.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements since it will not result in any physical change to the environment. 
b. The project site is located within the service area of the City of Hanford who provides the sites water and sewer service.  

The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not substantially increase demand on the 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. 

c. No changes to the existing storm drainage system will be required.  A change in zone district boundary will not affect the 
environment including onsite hydrology.   

d. See Substantiation for Item VIII (c) above. 
e. See Substantiation for Item VIII (c) above. 
f. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not have any adverse effect on water quality in the City of Hanford. 
g. The project site is not within an identified 100-year flood hazard area (FIRM Map 060031C0205C). 
h. See Substantiation for Item VIII (g) above. 
i. The nearest dams that could have any effect on the City of Hanford “urban fringe” area are on the Kings River or Kaweah 

River.  The site is not identified as being within the inundation areas below Terminus Dam (Figure HS - 7, Page HS - 16 
of the Health and Safety Element), but is shown within the inundation area below Pine Flat Dam (Figure HS - 7, Page HS 
- 16 of the Health and Safety Element).  Since the failure of Pine Flat Dam is highly unlikely no potential impact is 
assigned. 

j. There is no potential seiche or tsunami due to the lack of a significant water body near the project site.  The project site is 
flat, eliminating the possibility of mud flow.   

 
X. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?    X 
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? 

   X 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan    X 

 
Substantiation for Sections IX. a., b., and c.: 
 
a. The project site is within the City of Hanford “urban fringe” and within the Hanford Primary Sphere of Influence.  A 

change of zone district boundary will not divide the community. 
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b. The project site is within the City of Hanford “urban fringe” and within the Hanford Primary Sphere of Influence.  The 
Kings County General Plan designates this site as Heavy Industrial, while the Kings County Zoning Ordinance has the 
western half of the property zoned Heavy Industrial and the eastern half zoned Service Commercial.  Changing the entire 
parcel to the Heavy Industrial zone district will bring the property into conformance with the Planning and Zoning Law 
§65860(a) which requires all zoning to be consistent with the General Plan. 

c. There are no applicable habitat conservation plans or natural community conversation plans.  
 
XI. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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? 

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections X. a. and b.: 
 
a. No known mineral resources exist below the project site surface. 
b. See Substantiation for Item X (a) above. 
 
XII. NOISE - Would the project result in: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

b) Exposure of persons to or generations of excessive ground-borne 
vibration or ground-borne noise levels?    X 

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

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

   X 

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

  X  

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? 

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections XI. a., b., c., d., e., and f.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not have any adverse noise effects since the project will not alter the 

environment. 
b. See Substantiation for Item XI (a) above. 
c. See Substantiation for Item XI (a) above. 
d. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not create a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient 

noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.   
e. The project site is located approximately 0.84 miles from the Hanford Municipal Airport and is within the Kings County 

Airport Land Use Compatibility Zone C – Common Traffic Pattern. Page 5-9 of the Hanford Municipal Airport Master 
Plan has analyzed the noise forecast through the year 2025 and states “Under the forecast assumptions listed above, the 
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2025 noise contours have the same basic shape as current contours. However, the contours have been expanded by the 
forecast increase in operations. All of the 65 CNEL contour remains within airport property. The 60 CNEL contour 
extends beyond the airport to the northeast and east. The 60 contour encompasses two houses and extends onto two other 
rural residential parcels (but not their residences) and one commercial parcel.  
The rural residential parcels that fall within the projected noise contours are proposed to be acquired in fee simple. This 
will remove all residential uses from within the 60 and 65 CNEL contours. Therefore, noise is not judged to be a 
constraint to implementation of this maser plan.” The project site is approximately ¾’s of a mile from the 60 CNEL 
contour resulting in a less than significant impact. 

f. The project site is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  The nearest private airstrip is approximately 3.3 miles to the 
southwest and does not expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels. 

 
 
XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly 
(for example, by processing new homes and businesses) or indirectly 
(for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure? 

   X 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

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

 
Substantiation for Sections XII. a., b., and c.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not induce substantial population growth in the area.  This is a 

proposal to change the zoning on a single parcel from a commercial zone to an industrial zone an will not induce a 
population growth. 

b. The proposed project will not displace existing housing units.  The change will allow for a set of industrial uses. 
c. See Substantiation for Item XII (b) above. 
 
XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES 
 

 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

 
 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

 
 
 

No 
Impact 

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

    

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

 
Substantiation for Sections XIII. a.: 
 
a. The project site is located within the Hanford “urban fringe” and proposes to change the zoning from Service Commercial 

to Heavy Industrial.  The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in any physical change in the 
environment.   
i. The proposed project will not create a significant demand for public safety services. 
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ii. See Substantiation for Item XIII (a) above. 
iii. See Substantiation for Item XIII (a) above. 
iv. See Substantiation for Item XIII (a) above. 
v. See Substantiation for Item XIII (a) above. 

 
 
XV. RECREATION 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

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

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections XIV. a. and b.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in any physical change in the environment and will not 

increase the use of parks. 
b. See Substantiation for Section XIV.a. above. 
 
XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

   X 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

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

   X 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?    X 
f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?    X 
g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?    X 

 
Substantiation for Sections XV. a., b., c., d., e., f., and g.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in any physical change in the environment and, 

therefore, would not cause a substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the 
street system. 

b. See Substantiation for Item XIV (a) above. 
c. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in a change in air traffic patterns. 
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d. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or 
incompatible uses. 

e. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in inadequate emergency access. 
f. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in inadequate parking capacity. 
g. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 

supporting alternative transportation. 
 
XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the 

project: 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 
Regional Water Quality Control Board?    X 

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? 

   X 

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? 

   X 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

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

 
Substantiation for Sections XVI. a., b., c., d., e., f., and g.: 
 
a. The proposed change of zone district boundaries will not result in any physical change in the environment. 
b. See Substantiation for Section XVI.a. above. 
c. See Substantiation for Section XVI.a. above. 
d. See Substantiation for Section VIII.b. above 
e. See Substantiation for Section XVI.a. above. 
f. The proposed project will be served by Chemical Waste Management’s Kettlemen Hills Facility.  The current permitted 

disposal capacity is 4,200,00 cubic yards.  The remaining capacity of the landfill as of June 6, 2005 was 1,901,860 
resulting in sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. 

g. The proposed project complies with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 
 
XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigation 

Incorporation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

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

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

   X 

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

   X 

 
Substantiation for Sections XVII. a., b., and c.: 
 
a. The project analysis discloses that none of the above-listed effects will occur. 
b. All project impacts listed as less than significant have a relationship to short-term effects.  There is no potential for 

cumulatively considerable impacts. 
c. No such effects have been identified or can be foreseen. 
 
SITE INFORMATION: 
 
CURRENT USE OF SITE: APN: 016-060-014 contains a waste water lagoon. 
SURROUNDING LAND USES: The project site is within the primary sphere of 

influence for the City of Hanford and is surrounded by 
industrial, commercial, and agricultural uses.   

HYDROLOGY: 
(Source: Department of Water Resources) 
(Date: Spring of 1995) 

Depth to Groundwater information is not available. 

SOILS: Onsite soils consist of the Kimberlina fine sandy loam, 
saline-alkali and the Kimberlina fine sandy loam, sandy 
substratum. 

SEISMICITY: 
(Page S-5 of the Safety Element, 2035 Kings 
County General Plan) 

The site is located in a V1 Seismic Zone. 

FLOOD HAZARD: The site is not located in a Special Flood Hazard Area 
(FIRM Map 06031C0205C). 

LAND CLASSIFICATION: 
(Important Farmland Mapping Program-2006) 

The project site is classified as farmland of Local 
Importance by FMMP maps. 

WILLIAMSON ACT: The project site is not in an established Agricultural 
Preserve. 

 
RIGHT TO FARM NOTICE: 
 
Pursuant to Section 14-38(d) of the Kings County Code of Ordinances, a “Notice of Disclosure and 
Acknowledgment of Agricultural Land Use Protection and Right to Farm Policies of the County of 
Kings” shall be signed, notarized, and recorded for all approvals of applications for rezonings, land 
divisions, zoning permits, and residential building permits, on property in the unincorporated territory of 
Kings County.  The applicant, or the owner if different from the applicant, shall also acknowledge the 
contents of the notice and disclosure themselves, by signing and recording the written notice and 
disclosure, which includes a description of the property the notice and the disclosure pertains. 
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POSSIBLE IMPACTS: 
 
A review of this project in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) indicates 
that there will not be significant adverse impacts to the environment.  There is no evidence in the record 
that indicates that the project has potential for adverse effects on wildlife, resources or habitat for wildlife.  
Therefore, a de minimis Negative Declaration is appropriate. 
 
The presumption that the project will have a potential for adverse effect on fish and wildlife resources or 
the habitat upon which wildlife depends is rebutted based on evidence in the record that: 
 
A. The project does not involve any riparian land, rivers, streams, watercourses, or wetlands under 

State and Federal jurisdiction. 
 
B. The project does not disturb any plant life required to sustain habitat for fish or wildlife. 
 
C. The project does not disturb any rare or unique plant life or ecological communities dependent on 

plant life. 
 
D. The project does not threaten any listed or endangered plant or animals or the habitat in which 

they are believed to reside. 
 
E. The project does not disturb any plants or animals that are subject to special management in the 

Fish and Game Code, Public Resources Code, the Water Code or any regulations thereto. 
 
F. The project does not disturb any marine or terrestrial species which are subject to the jurisdiction 

of the Department of Fish and Game and ecological communities in which they reside. 
 
G. The project will not degrade any air or water resources which will individually or cumulatively 

result in a loss of biological diversity among plants and animals residing in the air or water. 
 
PLANNING COMMISSION DETERMINATION: 
ings County Planning Commission found that on the basis of the Initial Study and comments received that 
there is substantial evidence that Change of Zone District Boundary No. 09-01 will not have a significant 
effect on the environment.   
 
PREPARED BY : Kings County Community Development Agency (Jeremy Kinney) on March 24, 
2010.  Copies are available for review at the Kings County Community Development Agency or at the 
Kings County Clerk's Office, Government Center, Hanford, California. 
 
 
 




