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APPENDIX A:  Project Site Photographs  
Photo 1 – Residence on the Project Site  

 
 

Photo 2 – North Boundary (View East) 

 

1401 Fulton Street, Suite 918 Fresno, CA 93721 
www.soarhere.com • 559.547.8884 

NF f SE S , 
m ~, 1 1n 1·n 1i1 n , n 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Soar Environmental Consulting A Certified DVBE Corporation 



 

Page 20 of 22 
 

Photo 3 – East Boundary of Project Site (View South) 

 
 

Photo 4 – South Boundary of Project Site (View West) 

 

1401 Fulton Street, Suite 918 Fresno, CA 93721 
www.soarhere.com • 559.547.8884 

SW W NW N 
:::) .,t"o .,,:) 1•;-i :ll:l • 

- - - . - - - - - - - - - - - - -

0 291 "W (T) ~ • 36 .320819, ·11CJ.70 Z241 ±3 m .._ 28 m 

Soar Environmental Consulting A Certified DVBE Corporation 



 

Page 21 of 22 
 

Photo 5 – West Boundary of Project Site (View North) 

 
 

Photo 6 – Southwest Corner (View Northeast)  
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Photo 7 – Orchard (View South) 

 
 

Photo 8 – Orchard (View West) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Taylored Archaeology has completed an interim Phase I cultural resource assessment for the 
Summers Pointe Tract 936 Tentative Subdivision Map Project in Kings County, California. The 
Project proposes to construct 109 single-family units of residential development. The Project is 
subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The records search results from the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center indicated no 
evidence of recorded cultural resources within the Project area but stated six prior cultural 
resource investigations were conducted in the Project area. Further research revealed no prior 
pedestrian surveys were conducted within the Project boundary. In addition, five recorded 
cultural resources were identified, and seven previous cultural resource investigations were 
conducted, within a 0.5-mile radius. As of the date of this interim report, no response was 
received from the Native American Heritage Commission regarding the Sacred Lands File search. 
Once a response is received, it will be forwarded to the CEQA lead agency as part of the final 
Phase I cultural resource assessment report.  

A Phase I archaeological pedestrian survey of the 20.08-acre Project site was conducted by 
archaeologist Consuelo Sauls on February 5, 2022. The terrain throughout the Project has been 
disturbed by more than a century of agricultural use. No archaeological resources were identified 
within the Project area. One outbuilding/shed of undetermined age was observed within the 
Project boundary during the survey and may need to be assessed by an architectural historian to 
determine the potential age or historical significance. 

Due to the Project site being located within 0.25 miles of the former Mussel Slough, Taylored 
Archaeology recommends an archaeological monitor be present during ground disturbing 
activities. 

In the event that previously unidentified archaeological remains are encountered during 
development or ground-moving activities in the Project area, all work should be halted until a 
qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery and assess its significance. In the event of 
accidental discovery of unidentified archaeological remains during development or ground-
moving activities in the Project area, all work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity (within a 
100-foot radius) until a qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery and assess its 
significance.  
 
If human remains are uncovered during construction, the Kings County Coroner is to be notified 
to investigate the remains and arrange proper treatment and disposition. If the remains are 
identified on the basis of archaeological context, age, cultural associations, or biological traits to 
be those of a Native American, California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and PRC 5097.98 require 
that the coroner notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours of 
discovery. The NAHC will be responsible for designating the Most Likely Descendent who will 
make recommendations regarding the treatment and disposition of the remains.  
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1  
INTRODUCTION 

Taylored Archaeology performed a Phase I cultural resource assessment for the Summers Pointe 
Tract 936 Tentative Subdivision Map Project (Project) in unincorporated Kings County, California.  

The Project is currently seeking approval from Kings County for a single-family residential 
development on the Project site. As part of the development approval process, Kings County as 
the lead agency must comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public 
Resources Code [PRC] 21000 [g] mandate that government agencies consider the impacts of a 
project on the environment, including cultural resources.  

1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

The proposed Project includes the construction of a single-family residential development of 
approximately 109 units on the 20.08-acre Project site. The Project lies north of the community 
of Armona, south of West Lacey Boulevard, east of 14th Avenue and north of Highway 198 (Figure 
1-1). 4Creeks, Inc., as the prime contractor to the private developer for environmental 
compliance services, retained Taylored Archaeology to conduct a Phase I cultural resources 
assessment of the Project for compliance with CEQA. 

The proposed Project site is comprised of Assessor Parcel Numbers 017-100-012 and 017-100-
013 and is within Section 33 of Township 18 South, Range 21 East, Mount Diablo Base Line and 
Meridian of Hanford, California 7.5-minute USGS quadrangle (Figure 1-2). The Project is currently 
utilized as a rural residence and orchard. The Project area is surrounded by agricultural uses to 
the north, west and east, and open fields and single-family residences to the south. 

The proposed Project includes subdivision of the current property into 109 parcels, construction 
of 109 single-family residences, an on-site storm drain basin and associated neighborhood 
streets, landscaping, sidewalks, and utilities within the Project site. 

1.2 REGULATORY SETTING 

Cultural resources within the context of this report are defined as a historical or prehistorical 
archaeological site, or a historical structure, object, or building.  Consistent with 36 CFR 60.3, the 
term “historical” in this report applies to archaeological remains and artifacts, and additionally 
to buildings, objects, or structures that are at least 50 years old.  While exceptions to the 50-year 
criterion occur, they are relatively rare. The significance or importance of a cultural resource is 
dependent upon whether the resource qualifies for inclusion at the local or state in the California 
Register of Historical Places (CRHR).  Cultural resources that are determined to be eligible for 
inclusion in the CRHR are called “historical resources” (CCR 15064.5[a]). Under this statue the 
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determination of eligibility is partially based on the consideration of the criteria of significance as 
defined in 14 CCR 15064.5(a)(3). 
 
1.2.1 CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

Pursuant to CEQA, a historical resource is a resource listed in, or determined to be eligible for 
listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources. Historical resources may include, but 
are not limited to, “any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which 
a lead agency determines to be historically or archaeologically significant” (PRC §5020.1[j]). In 
addition, a resource included in a local register of historical resources or identified as significant 
in a local survey conducted in accordance with the state guidelines are also considered historic 
resources under California Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 5020.1. 

According to CEQA guidelines §15064.5 (a)(3), criteria for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources includes the following: 

(A) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad 
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage. 
(B) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past. 
(C) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values. 
(D) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

According to CEQA guidelines §21074 (a)(1)(2), criteria for tribal cultural resources includes the 
following: 

(1) Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following: (A) included 
or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources. 
(B) included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of 
Section 5020.1. 

1.3 PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS 

Archaeologist Consuelo Y. Sauls (M.A.), a Registered Professional Archaeologist (RPA 41591505), 
managed the assessment and compiled this report for the Project. Ms. Sauls also conducted the 
records search and performed the pedestrian field survey of the Project site. Ms. Sauls meets the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Professional Qualifications in Archaeology. Qualifications 
for key personnel is provided in Appendix A. 
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Figure 1-1 Project vicinity in Kings County, California. 
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Figure 1-2 Project location on the USGS Hanford, CA 7.5-minute quadrangle. 
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Figure 1-3 Aerial view of the Project boundary showing survey coverage. 
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1.4 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

This report documents the results of a cultural resource assessment of the proposed Project area. 
In order to comply with California regulations for CEQA, the following specific tasks were 
completed: (1) requesting a records search from the Southern San Joaquin Information Center 
(SSJVIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), at California State 
University, Bakersfield; (2) requesting a Sacred Lands File Search and list of interested parties 
from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC); (3) conducting an archaeological 
pedestrian survey, (4) preparing this technical report. 

This report follows the California Office of Historic Preservation standards in the 1990 
Archaeological Resources Management Report Recommended Contents and Format. Chapter 1 
explains the Project and its location, and identifies the key personnel involved in this report. 
Chapter 2 describes the Project setting, including the natural, prehistoric, historic, and 
ethnohistoric background for the Project area and surrounding area. Chapters 3 includes the 
methods used for archival studies, Native American Outreach, and pedestrian survey. Chapter 4 
summarizes findings of the archival studies, Native American outreach, and pedestrian survey. 
Chapter 5 discusses the Project findings and offers management recommendations. Chapter 6 is 
a bibliography of references cited within this report. The report also contains the following 
appendices: Qualifications of key personnel (Appendix A), the CHRIS records search results 
(Appendix B), and Taylored Archaeology’s nongovernmental Native American outreach 
(Appendix C). 
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2  
PROJECT SETTING 

2.1 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

The Project site lies in the Central Valley of California, which is approximately 450 miles from 
north to south, and ranges in width east to west from 40 to sixty miles (Prothero 2017).  The 
Central Valley is divided into two subunits, the Sacramento Valley in the north and the San 
Joaquin Valley in the south, which are each named after the primary rivers within each valley 
(Madden 2020).  The Project is located approximately 225 feet above sea level on the open flat 
plains of the Southern San Joaquin Valley.  Climate within the San Joaquin valley is classified as a 
‘hot Mediterranean climate’, with hot and dry summers, and cool damp winters characterized by 
periods of dense fog known as ‘tule fog’ (Prothero 2017). 

The San Joaquin Valley is a comprised of a structural trough created approximately 65 million 
years ago and is filled with nearly 6 miles of sediment (Bull 1964). The San Joaquin Valley ranges 
from Stockton and the San Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta in the north to Wheeler Ridge to the 
south, ranging nearly sixty miles wide at its widest (Zack 2017). It is split by late Pleistocene 
alluvial fans between the San Joaquin River hydrologic area in the north and the Tulare Lake 
Drainage Basin in the south (Rosenthal et al 2007).  The Project site is located within the latter of 
the two hydrologic units. The Kaweah, Tule, Kern, and Kings rivers flowed into large inland lakes 
with no outflow except in high flood events, in which the lakes would flow from through the 
Fresno Slough into the San Joaquin River. The largest of these inland lakes was the Tulare Lake, 
which occupied a vast area of Tulare and Kings Counties and was the largest freshwater lake west 
of the Mississippi. These four tributary rivers accounted for more than 95 percent of water 
discharged into Tulare Lake, with the remaining five percent sourced from small drainages 
originating in the Coast Ranges to the west (Adams et al. 2015).  

The Project is located in northern Kings County on the valley floor of the San Joaquin Valley, and 
located within 0.25 miles of the former Mussel Slough, a distributary of the Kings River that 
drained into Tulare Lake (Hammond 1885). Distributaries form when debris-laden river waters 
meet abrupt changes in channel and slope confinement, resulting in unstable channel networks 
that change with time (Wagner et al. 2013).  Before the appearance of agriculture in the 
nineteenth century, the Project location would have been comprised of prairie grasslands with 
scatter oak tree savannas near the foothills, and along the various streams and drainages 
(Preston 1981). Riparian environments would also have been present along various waterways, 
including drainages and marshes. Native vegetation likely would have consisted of needle grasses 
and other perennial bunchgrasses before the introduction of non-native species in the 1800s. 

The valley floor of the region was largely dominated by marshlands, lakes, and annual grasslands. 
Historically, these habitats provided a lush environment for large animals, including various 
migratory birds and other waterfowl, grizzly bear (Ursus arctos californicus), tule elk (Cervus sp.), 
pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), black bear (Ursus 
americanus), and mountain lion (Puma concolor) (Preston 1981). Native trees and plants 
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observed in the Project vicinity include various blue, live, and white oaks (Quercus sp.), 
cottonwood (Populus aegiros), and willow (Salix sp.). The introduction of agriculture to region 
resulted in large animals being forced out of their habitat. Common land mammals now include 
valley coyote (Canis latrans), bobcat (Lynx rufus), gray fox, kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), and rabbits 
(Leporidae). Rivers and lakes throughout the valley provide habitat for freshwater fish, including 
rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), Sacramento sucker (Catostomidae sp.), and Sacramento 
perch (Archoplites interruptus), (Preston 1981). 

2.2 PREHISTORIC SETTING 

Archaeologists develop models of prehistoric resource chronologies and description of lifestyles 
based on data collected at archaeological sites they investigate to better understand the past. 
Models of prehistoric life patterns are developed from both archaeological and ethnographic 
research. Archaeological studies in the San Joaquin Valley began in the early 1900s with several 
archaeological investigations (Rosenthal et al. 2007). The Southern San Joaquin Valley is of one 
of the least understood areas within California due to a lack of well-grounded chronologies for 
large segments of the valley (Rosenthal et al. 2007). This is largely due to the valley floor being 
filled with thick alluvial deposits, and from human activity largely disturbing much of the valley 
floor due to a century and a half of agricultural use (Dillon 2002; Siefken 1999). Mound sites may 
have occurred as frequently as one every two or three miles along major waterways but studying 
such mounded occupations sites is difficult as most surface sites have been destroyed (Schenck 
and Dawson 1929). Much of the early to middle Holocene archaeological sites may be buried as 
deep as 10 meters due to millennia of erosion and alluvial deposits from the western Sierras 
(Moratto 1984). 

Mass agricultural development has heavily disturbed and changed the landscape of the Southern 
San Joaquin Valley, from the draining of marshes and the vanishing of the extensive Tulare Lake, 
to grading nearly the entire valley for agricultural operations (Garone 2011). These activities have 
impacted or scattered much of the shallow surface deposits and mounds throughout the valley 
(Rosenthal et al 2007). Some researchers have suggested that potentially as much as 90 percent 
of all Central California archaeological sites have been destroyed from these activities (Riddell 
2002). A previous prehistoric archaeological sensitivity model for the San Joaquin Valley was 
conducted by Far Western Anthropological Research Group in 2010, which analyzed sensitivity 
based on various geographic factors such as water proximity, slope, soil type, and landform 
(Meyer et al. 2010). According to this model, the Project site is located within an area of moderate 
for the potential presence of buried prehistoric archaeological deposits. 

The cultural traits and chronologies which are summarized below are largely based upon 
information discussed in multiple sources, including Bennyhoff and Fredrickson (1973, 1974), 
Garfinkel (2015), McGuire and Garfinkel (1980), Moratto (1984), and Rosenthal et al. (2007). The 
most recent comprehensive approach to compiling a chronology of the Southern San Joaquin 
Valley prehistory is by Garfinkel in 2015, which builds off Rosenthal’s 2007 previous work. Both 
Garfinkel’s and Rosenthal’s chronologies are calculated in years B.C. In the interest of maintaining 
cohesiveness with modern anthropological research, the dates of these chronologies have been 
adapted into years before present (B.P.). 
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The Paleo-Indian Period (13,500-10,600 cal B.P.) was largely represented by ephemeral lake sites 
which were characterized by atlatl and spear projectile points. Around 14,000 years ago, 
California was largely a cooler and wetter place, but with the retreat of continental Pleistocene 
glaciers, California largely experienced a warming and drying period. Lakes filled with glacial 
meltwater were located in the valley floor and used by populations of now extinct large game 
animals. A few prehistoric sites were discovered near the southwestern shore of Tulare Lake 
(Garfinkel 2015). Foragers appear to have operated in small groups which migrated on a regular 
basis. 

During the Lower Archaic Period (10,500-7450 cal B.P.), climate change created a largely different 
environment which led to the creation of larger alluvial fans and flood plains. Most of the 
archaeological records of the prior period wound up being buried by geological processes. During 
this time, cultural patterns appear to have emerged between the foothill and valley populations 
of the local people. The foothill sites were often categorized by dense flaked and ground stone 
assemblages, while the valley sites were instead characterized by a predominance of crescents 
and stemmed projectile points. Occupation within the area is represented mostly by isolated 
discoveries, and along the former shoreline of Tulare Lake finds are typically characterized by 
chipped stone crescents, stemmed points, and other distinctive flakes stone artifacts (Rosenthal 
et al. 2007). Variations in consumption patterns emerged as well, with the valley sites more 
marked by consumption of waterfowl, mussels, and freshwater fish, while the foothills sites saw 
an increase in nuts, seeds, and a more narrowly focused diet than the valley sites. 

The Middle Archaic (7450-2500 cal B.P.) saw an increase in semi-permanent villages along river 
and creek settings, with more permanent sites located along lakes with a more stable supply of 
water and wildlife. Due to the warmer and drier weather of this period, many lakes within the 
valley dramatically reduced in size, while some vanished completely (Garone 2011). Cultural 
patterns during this time saw an increase in stone tools, while a growth in shell beads, ornaments, 
and obsidian evidence an extensive and ever-growing long-distance trade network. Little is 
known of cultural patterns in the valley during the Upper Archaic (2500-850 B.P.), but large village 
structures appeared to be more common around local rivers. An overall reduction of projectile 
point size suggests changing bow and arrow technologies. Finally, the Emergent Period (850 cal 
B.P. - Historic Era) was generally marked by an ever-increasing specialization in tools, and the 
bow and arrow generally replaced the dominance of the dart and atlatl. Cultural traditions 
ancestral to those recorded during ethnographic research in the early 1900s are identifiable. 

2.3 ETHNOGRAPHY 

The Project area is in the Southern Valley Yokuts ethnographic territory of the San Joaquin Valley 
and located between the Kings River and the north shore of Tulare Lake. The Yokuts were 
generally divided into three major groups, the Northern Valley Yokuts, the Southern Valley 
Yokuts, and the Foothill Yokuts. The Yokuts are a sub-group of the Penutian language that covers 
much of coastal and central California and Oregon (Callaghan 1958). The Yokuts language 
contained multiple dialects spoken throughout the region, though many of them were mutually 
understandable (Merriam 1904).  
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The Yokuts have been extensively researched and recorded by ethnographers, including Powers 
(1877), Kroeber (1925), Gifford and Schenck (1926, 1929), Gayton (1930, 1945), Driver (1937), 
Harrington (1957), Latta (1977), and Wallace (1978). Much of the research from these 
ethnographers focuses on the central Yokuts tribes due to the northernmost tribes being 
impacted by Euro-Americans during the California Gold Rush of the mid 1800s, and by the 
southernmost tribes often being removed and relocated by the Spanish to various Bay Area or 
coastal missions. The central Yokuts tribes, and especially the western Sierra Nevada foothill 
tribes, were the most intact at the time of ethnographic study.  
 
The most detailed ethnographic information gathered regarding Native American group 
territories in Central California is located within maps prepared by Kroeber. According to Krober’s 
ethnographic research, three tribes were located along the shores of Tulare Lake. From south to 
north, the tribes were the Wowol, Chunut, and Tachi (Krober 1925). The Tachi were arguably the 
largest of all Yokut groups, and their territory centered along the northern shores of Tulare Lake, 
from Fish Slough in the east to the Coastal Range in the west. Based upon Kroeber’s map of 
Southern and Central Yokuts (1925: Plate 47), the Project area is within the Tachi Yokuts territory. 
The closest village for this area was Waiu, which was located on Mussel Slough approximately 6 
miles southwest of the Project site (Kroeber 1925). Primary Yokuts villages were typically located 
along lakeshores and major stream courses, with scattered secondary or temporary camps and 
settlements located near gathering areas in the foothills. Yokuts were organized into groups 
originally designated as tribelets by Kroeber, with one or more linked villages and smaller 
settlements within a territory (Kroeber 1925).  
 
Designation of these units as ‘tribelets’ is often viewed as pejorative by many Native Americans, 
and for the remainder of this report will be referred to as ‘local tribes’ instead. Each local tribe 
was a land-owning group that was organized around a central village, and shared common 
territory and ancestry. Most local tribe populations ranged from 150 to 500 people (Kroeber 
1925). These local tribes were often led by a chief, who was often advised by a variety of 
assistants including the winatum, who served as a messenger and assistant chief (Gayton 1930). 
Early studies by Kroeber (1925), Gifford and Schenck (1926), and Gayton (1930) concluded that 
social and political authority within local tribes was derived from male lineage and patriarchy. 
However, more recent reexaminations (Dick-Bissonnette 1998) argue that this assumption of 
patriarchal organization was based on male bias by early 20th century researchers, and instead 
Yokuts sociopolitical authority was matriarchal in nature and centered around matrilineal use-
rights and women’s work groups. 
 
Due to the abundance of natural resources within the greater Tulare Lake area, the Yokuts 
maintained some of the largest populations in North America west of the continental divide 
(Cook 1955a).  
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2.4 HISTORIC SETTING 

2.4.1 California History 

European contact in modern-day California first occurred in 1542 with the arrival of a Spanish 
expedition lead by Juan Rodríguez Cabrillo into San Diego Bay (Engstrand 1997). Expeditions 
along the California coast continued throughout the sixteenth century and primarily focused on 
finding favorable harbors for further expansion and trade across the Pacific. However, rocky 
shorelines, unfavorable currents, and wind conditions made traveling north from New Spain to 
the upper California coast a difficult and time-consuming journey (Eifler 2017). The topography 
of California, with high mountains, large deserts, and few natural harbors lead to European 
expansion into California only starting in the 1760s. As British and Russian expansion through fur 
trading encroached on California from the north, Spain established a system of presidios, 
pueblos, and missions along the California coast to defend its claim, starting with Mission San 
Diego de Alcalá in 1769 (Engstrand 1997). 

2.4.2 Central California History 

The San Joaquin Valley did not experience contact with Europeans until the late 1700s (Starr 
2007). Life at the California missions was hard and brutal for Native Americans, with many dying 
of disease, poor conditions, and many fleeing to areas not under direct Spanish control (Jackson 
and Castillo 1995). The earliest exploration of the San Joaquin Valley by Europeans was likely by 
the Spaniards when in the fall of 1772 a group known as the Catalonian Volunteers entered into 
the valley through Tejon Pass in search of deserters from the Southern California Missions (Zack 
2017). However, the group only made it as far north as Buena Vista Lake in modern day Kern 
County before turning around due to the extensive swamps. Additional excursions to the valley 
were for exploration such as those led by Lieutenant Bariel Moraga in 1806, but also to find sites 
for suitable mission sites and to track down Native Americans fleeing the coastal missions (Cook 
1958).  

Subsequent expeditions were also sent to pursue outlaws from the coast who would often flee 
to the valley for safety. One of the subsequent explorations was an expedition in 1814 to 1815 
with Sargent Juan Ortega and Father Juan Cabot, who left the Mission San Miguel with a company 
of approximately 30 Spanish soldiers and explored the San Joaquin Valley (Smith 2004). This 
expedition passed through the Kaweah Delta and modern-day Visalia and made a 
recommendation to establish a mission near modern-day Visalia. However, with European 
contact also came European disease. Malaria and other new diseases were brought by 
Europeans, and in 1833 an epidemic of unknown origin traveled throughout the Central Valley. 
Some estimates place the Native American mortality of the epidemic as high as 75 percent (Cook 
1955b). Combined with the rapid expansion of Americans into California in 1848 during the Gold 
Rush, Native American populations within the valley never fully recovered (Eifler 2017). 

Initial settlement within the valley by Europeans in the 1830s was largely either by trappers like 
Jedediah Smith or horse thieves like Pegleg Smith (Clough and Secrest 1984). In fact, horse and 
other livestock theft was so rampant that ranching operations on the Rancho Laguna de Tache 
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by the Kings River and Rancho del San Joaquin Rancho along the San Joaquin River could not be 
properly established (Cook 1962). With the end of the Mexican American War and the beginning 
of the gold rush in 1848, the San Joaquin Valley became more populated with ranchers and 
prospectors. Most prospectors traveled by sea to San Francisco and used rivers ranging from the 
Sacramento River to the San Joaquin River to access the California interior (Eifler 2017). Most 
areas south of the San Joaquin River were less settled simply because those rivers did not connect 
to the San Francisco Bay area except in wet flood years. By 1850, California became a state, Tulare 
County was established in 1853, and Kings County was formed out of the western half of Tulare 
County in 1893. 

2.4.3 Local History 

The community of Armona dates from 1875, and was a train stop of the east to west branch of 
the Southern Pacific Railway that ran from Goshen in the east through Hanford and on to 
Lemoore in the west (Kings County 2009). The community is thought to have redirected its name 
from a poorly spelled grave marker of “Ar Mona”. While the town was first laid out by John 
Yoakum for the Pacific Improvement Company in 1875, the railroad line was constructed in 1877. 
The community of Armona served as a major railroad shipping point for local farming and fruit, 
and even had its own China Town in the early 1900s. With the growth of local cities such as 
Lemoore and Hanford however, the community was outpaced in growth and prominence. 

The arrival of the rail line brought an increased in agriculture and farms that clashed with existing 
ranching operations in the local area. One such conflict was the Mussel Slough Tragedy of 1880, 
in which seven locals died in fight over land use between ranchers and the Southern Pacific 
Railroad (SHPO 2022). The site is currently a California Historical Landmark located approximately 
4.3 miles north of the Project site. Escalating conflicts and livestock disputes between ranchers 
and farmers lead to the “No Fence Law” in 1874, which forced ranchers to pay for crop and 
property damage caused by their cattle (Ludeke 1980). With the passage of this law and the 
expansion of irrigation systems, predominant land use in the 1870s switched from grazing to 
farming (Mitchell 1974). This led to the beginning of the vast change of the San Joaquin Valley 
from native vegetation and grasslands to irrigated crops (Varner and Stuart 1975). One such 
irrigation system was the Lower Kings River Ditch, later known as the Lemoore Canal, which was 
financed and constructed in 1872 by M.D. Bush, V.F. Geiseler, R.B. Huey, and other individuals 
(Menefee and Dodge 1913). 

Because water rights within California originally arose from the first come first serve policy of the 
Gold Rush era, diverting surface water to farms became big business, but a convoluted mess of 
customs, traditions, and conflicting claims (Zack 2017). To solve this mess, the Wright Act of 1887 
was passed that allowed residents to petition a local county board of supervisors to create 
irrigation districts that had the power to issues bonds, and tax land within the district boundaries 
to pay for the creation and maintenance of canals and ditches for irrigation purposes.  

At the same time, an important step forward was made in ditch-digging technology that allowed 
irrigation systems to be built at a faster pace. From the 1840s to 1890s, farm ditches and canals 
were largely constructed through the use of buckboards and slip-scoops, which involved the use 
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of a board pulled by horses in an uprights position in order to level ground (Bulls 2010).  Between 
1883 and 1885, Scottish immigrant James Porteous had moved to Fresno and made significant 
improvements to the buckboard style scraper that allowed the new scraper to be pulled by two 
horses and scrape and move soil while dumping it at a controlled depth. This new design was 
patented and sold as the “Fresno Scraper”, which lead to an explosion of ditch digging efforts 
within the San Joaquin Valley (Zack 2017). Local waterways such as Mussel Slough were diverted 
and filled in to make room for ever expanding agriculture. 

The cumulative effect of this explosion of water diversion from the Kings, Kern, Kaweah, and Tule 
Rivers, which supplied 95 percent of the water, had a devastating effect on Tulare Lake (Adams 
et al. 2015). Between 1876 and 1885, the northern shoreline of Tulare Lake near the Lower Kings 
River had receded southwards by five miles (Baker 1876; Hammond 1885). By 1898, the lake had 
completely dried up (Figure 2-1). 

Figure 2-1 1898 map of Tulare Lake showing receding shoreline from 1854 to 1898 (Lee 1898). 

The former lakebed was turned into agricultural lands, with water provided by the new canals and 

ditches (City of Lemoore 2008). The destruction of the lake was the final blow the Native 

American populations of the region. In 1934, the Santa Rosa Rancheria was established on 40 

acres of desolate farmland approximately 6.40 miles southwest of the Project site and consisted of 

40 members (Tachi Yokut Tribe 2021). 
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3 

METHODS 

3.1 RECORDS SEARCH 

On January 21, 2022, Taylored Archaeology requested a records search for the Project area and 
within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project boundary from the SSJVIC of the CHRIS at California State 
University in Bakersfield, California. The records search included a review of all recorded 
archaeological and historical resources in the Project area and within a 0.5-mile radius of the 
Project. Sources consulted included archaeological site and survey base maps, historical USGS 
topographic maps, reports of previous investigations, cultural resource records (DPR forms) as 
well as listings of the Historic Properties Directory of the Office of Historic Preservation, General 
Land Office Maps, Archaeological Determinations of Eligibility, and the California Inventory of 
Historic Resources (Appendix B).  

3.2 ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

Taylored Archeology conducted archival research which includes literature review and 
background research of historical maps, historical aerial photographs, historical US Geological 
topographic maps, Google Earth aerial photographs, Google Street View photos, books, articles 
and other records regarding the prehistory and history of the Project area. The results of this 
research are presented in Chapter 4. 

3.3 NATIVE AMERICAN OUTREACH 

On January 21, 2022, Taylored Archaeology sent a request to the NAHC for a Sacred Lands File 
(SLF) search, to determine if any known Native American cultural properties (e.g., places of 
religious, sacred activity or traditional use or gathering areas) are present within the Project area. 

3.4 PEDESTRIAN SURVEY 

On February 5, 2022, archaeologist Consuelo Sauls performed an intensive Phase I pedestrian 
survey of the 20.08-acre Project site to identify the presence of archaeological and historical 
resources on the ground surface. The whole area in the Project boundary was accessible and 
surveyed and the survey was completed by walking parallel transects spaced 15 meters apart. 
Plan maps and visible landmarks were used for navigation to locate and survey the Project area. 
Ms. Sauls photographed the survey area using an iPhone 11 Pro digital camera and recorded 
location data using the Gaia GPS application.  
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4 

FINDINGS 

4.1 RECORDS SEARCH 

The SSJVIC provided the results of the records search in a letter dated January 31, 2022 (Records 
Search File No. 22-031; Appendix B). According to the SSJVIC records search, six prior cultural 
resource investigations were conducted within the Project area (Table 4-1). However, these 
investigations resulted in no cultural resources being recorded in the Project area. Further review 
of these reports revealed that all six reports were not within the Project area: KI-0093, KI-00100, 
KI-00238, KI-00268, KI-00269, KI-00327. All six reports were either desktop assessments with no 
pedestrian surveys or were surveys outside of the Project boundary. 

Table 4-1 
Previous Cultural Resource Investigation Reports within the Project Area 

Report 
Number 

Author(s) Date Report Title Study 

KI-00093 Ryan, Christopher 2000 Supplemental Archaeological 
Survey for the Laguna 
Irrigation District Transmission 
Line Improvement Project, 
Fresno and Kings Counties, 
California 

Supplemental 
Archaeological Survey of 
Utility Lines  

KI-00100 Brown, Keith R. and 
Pastron Allen G. 

2000 Historical and Cultural 
Resource Assessment Update 
Existing Telecommunications 
Facility Site No. CV-503-01 
Glendale Avenue Kings 
County, California 

Historical and Cultural 
Resource Desktop 
Review on 
Telecommunications 
Facility 

KI-00238 Meyer, Jack, Young, 
Craig D. and 
Rosenthal, Jeffrey S. 

2010 Volume I: A Geoarchaeological 
Overview and Assessment of 
Caltrans Districts 6 and 9 

Cultural Resources 
Inventory of Rural Road 
Segments 

KI-00268 Greenwald, Alexandra 2011 Archaeological Survey 
Technical Report for the 
California High Speed Train-
Fresno to Bakersfield Section 

Archaeological 
Pedestrian Survey and 
Extended Phase I Survey 
High-Speed Rail 

KI-00269 Schiffman, Robert A. Unknown, 
Evidence 
suggests 
between 
1968 and 
1987. 

Archaeological Evaluation of 
Areas Selected for Possible 
Nuclear Power Plants 

Archaeological Desktop 
Review of Nuclear Power 
Plant Sites 
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Report 
Number 

Author(s) Date Report Title Study 

KI-00327 Whitley, David S. 2019 Phase I Survey/Class III 
Inventory, Armona CSD Water 
Meter Project, Armona, Kings 
County, California 

Phase I Pedestrian 
Survey of Water Meters 

Seven previous cultural resources investigations were conducted within a 0.5-mile radius of the 
Project area (Table 4-2).  

Table 4-2 
Previous Cultural Resource Investigation Reports 0.5-mile radius of the Project Area 

Report 
Number 

Author(s) Date Report Title Study 

KI-00028 Bente, Vance,Hatoff, 
Brian, Voss, Barb, 
Waechter and Wee, 
Stephen 

1995 Cultural Resources Inventory 
Report for the Proposed 
Mojave Northward Expansion 
Project 

Pedestrian Survey of Gas 
Pipeline 

KI-00109 Love, Bruce and Tang, 
Bai “Tom” 

2002 Historic Property Survey Report 
Cross Valley Rail Corridor 
Project Between the Cities of 
Visalia and Huron Tulare, Kings, 
and Fresno Counties, California 

Historic Structures and 
Buildings Survey and 
Evaluation 

KI-00110 Love, Bruce and Tang, 
Bai “Tom” 

2002 Archaeological Survey Report 
Cross Valley Rail Corridor 
Project Between the Cities of 
Visalia and Huron Tulare, Kings, 
and Fresno Counties, California 

Archaeological Survey for 
Railway Project 

KI-00111 Love, Bruce and Tang, 
Bai “Tom” 

2002 Historic Study Report/ 
Historical Resources Evaluation 
Report Cross Valley Rail 
Corridor Project Between the 
Cities of Visalia and Huron 
Tulare, Kings, and Fresno 
Counties, California 

Historic Structures and 
Buildings Survey and 
Evaluation 

KI-00190 DeCarlo, Matthew M. 2009 A Cultural Resources 
Assessment for Armona 
Community Services District 
Well No.2 Replacement Project 
Armona, Kings County, 
California 

Phase I Pedestrian 
Survey for Well 
Replacement Project 
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Report 
Number 

Author(s) Date Report Title Study 

KI-00272 Lloyd, Jay B. and 
Asselin, Katie 

2014 Cultural Resources Inventory 
for the Armona Community 
Services District Arsenic 
Compliance Project, California 
State Water Resources Control 
Board, Armona, Kings County, 
California 

Pedestrian Survey for 
Water Treatment Plant 
Project 

KI-00310 Jones, Jessica 2017 Cultural Resources Constraints 
Report Kingsburg-Lemoore 
Reconductor, Kings County, 
California 

PG&E Cultural Resources 
Constraints Report 

The SSJVIC records search revealed no evidence of recorded cultural resources in the Project 
area. Five cultural resources were previously recorded within a 0.5-mile radius of the Project area 
(Table 4-3). The cultural resources are all historic-era sites or structures.  

Table 4-3 
Previous Recorded Cultural Resources within 0.5-miles radius of the Project Area 

Resource Number 
Age 

Association 
Resource Type Distance From Project Site 

CA-KIN-000177H 
P-16-000122

Historic Structure: Southern Pacific Railroad; San 
Joaquin Valley Railroad 

0.64 miles to the southeast 

CA-KIN-77H 
P-16-000123

Historic Structure: Wells/ Cisterns; water tank site 0.3 miles to the south 

CA-KIN-78H 
P-16-000124

Historic Site: Former Southern Pacific station of 
Armona; Foundations/structure pads 

0.35 miles to the southwest 

CA-KIN-191H 
P-16-000128

Historic Structure: Canal; Last Chance Ditch 0.38 miles to the northwest 

CA-KIN-000478 
P-16-000478

Historic Structure: Water Tower 0.54 miles to the southwest 

No prior archaeological and historical pedestrian surveys were reported to be conducted on the 
Project site. Also, no prehistoric or historic resources were recorded on the Project site. 

4.2 ARCHIVAL RESEARCH 

Historical map coverage of the Project site dates to 1876, and historical arial photograph 
coverage dates to 1984. An 1876 map of Tulare County, which then covered modern-day Kings 
County, shows the project site but does not contain any ownership information for the area 
(Baker 1876). An 1885 irrigation map of the region shows the Project site as owned by a Doyle in 
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the northwestern quarter of Township 18 South, Range 21 East, Section 33 (Hammond 1885). 
The map additionally shows the Project area irrigated by an unnamed ditch branching from the 
East Branch of the Last Chance Canal. The map also shows Mussel Slough in the northeastern 
quarter of Section 33, approximately 0.25 miles east of the Project area. An 1892 detailed map 
of Township 18 South, Range 21 East shows the Project area as an orchard owned by a “Mrs. E. 
F. Downing” (Thompson 1892). No structures are shown on the Project site. A search of USGS
topographic maps showed the Project site as mostly agricultural land between 1927 to 1976. No
structures are shown on the Project site in any USGS topo maps (USGS 1926, 1954, 1976).

Historical aerial photographs of the Project site were only available from 1984 to present day 
(Google Earth 2022). Aerial photographs from 1984 showed farm structures on the northwest 
corner of the Project site, but the photographs were not detailed enough to provide much 
information. Detailed aerial photographs were available from 1994 and onward. Aerial 
photographs of the project site in 1994 showed the site as row crops, and photographs from 2005 
to present day show the Project site as an orchard in its current configuration.  

4.3 NATIVE AMERICAN OUTREACH 

No response was received from the NAHC as of the date of this report. Once the result from the 
SLF search is received, the result will be provided to the lead agency in a final updated report. 

4.4 PEDESTRIAN SURVEY RESULTS 

Taylored Archaeology conducted an intensive pedestrian survey of the Project site, covering a 
total of 20.08 acres. The ground surface throughout the Project site consisted primarily of 
orchard (Figure 4-1). A modern irrigation pump was observed in the northeastern potion of the 
Project site (Figure 4-2). Rodent burrows and dirt piles were closely examined for soil type and 
lithic scatters. Surface sediments were observed to be medium brown fine sandy loam with small 
angular pebbles and gravel. The ground visibility ranged from 79 to 100 percent in most of the 
orchard area, and poor (5 percent) in the northwestern portion due to landscaped domestic 
grasses. A few structures were within the Project boundary, including an outbuilding/storage 
shed, an above ground storage tank at the northwest corner of the Project site, and two chicken 
coops (Figure 4-3). An artificial fishing pond was located within the northwestern corner near the 
above ground storage tank (Figure 4-4). Moderate levels of modern trash were observed 
consisting of, but not limited to, a large shipping container, old chairs, tables, barrels, umbrella, 
rusted animal trap cage, miscellaneous harvesting equipment and other miscellaneous trash. A 
barbed wire fence surrounds the surveyed area. Portions of the terrain have been previously 
graded, leveled or otherwise impacted by agricultural use. 

No cultural resources were discovered prehistoric materials discovered or recorded during the 
field survey. The storage shed in the northwestern portion of the Project boundary is of 
undetermined age and may need to be assessed by an architectural historian. 
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Figure 4-1 Central portion of project site, facing north. Orchard in foreground. 

Figure 4-2 Northeastern portion of Project site, facing south. Irrigation pump in background. 
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Figure 4-3 Northwestern portion of project site, facing south. Outbuilding in foreground. 

Figure 4-4 Northwestern portion of project site, facing east.  Fishing pond in foreground. 
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5  
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Taylored Archaeology has completed an interim Phase I cultural resource assessment for the 
Summers Pointe Tract 936 Tentative Subdivision Map Project in Kings County, California. The 
purpose of this assessment is to identify potential cultural resources on the ground surface in the 
20.08-acre Project boundary. The Project proponent proposes to construct a single-family 
residential development of approximately 109 units on the 20.08-acre Project site with an on-
site storm basin and associated neighborhood streets, landscaping, sidewalks, and utilities.  

The SSJVIC records search identified six prior cultural resource investigations conducted within 
the Project area and seven prior cultural resource investigations within a 0.5-mile radius. The 
records search also indicated that it did not identify any cultural resources within the Project 
area; however, there are five previously recorded cultural resources within a 0.5-mile radius 
surrounding the Project area. All five resources are historic-era, and the proposed Project does 
not appear to have the potential to impact these recorded cultural resources. 

A request of the NAHC’s Sacred Lands File was submitted on January 21, 2022. The results are 
still pending and will be forwarded to the lead agency in a final report once they are received.  

The intensive pedestrian survey of the Project site did not identify any prehistoric resources. One 
potential outbuilding of undetermined age was observed within the northwestern portion of the 
Project site. The building may need to be assessed by an architectural historian to determine the 
age and historic significance, if any.  

Due to the Project site’s close proximity to the former Mussel Slough, Taylored Archaeology 
recommends an archaeological monitor be present during Project ground disturbing activities. 

In the event that previously unidentified archaeological remains are encountered during 
development or ground-moving activities in the Project area, all work should be halted until a 
qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery and assess its significance. In the event of 
accidental discovery of unidentified archaeological remains during development or ground-
moving activities in the Project area, all work shall be halted in the immediate vicinity (within a 
100-foot radius) until a qualified archaeologist can identify the discovery and assess its 
significance.  
 
If human remains are uncovered during construction, the Kings County Coroner is to be notified 
to investigate the remains and arrange proper treatment and disposition. If the remains are 
identified on the basis of archaeological context, age, cultural associations, or biological traits to 
be those of a Native American, California Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and PRC 5097.98 require 
that the coroner notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours of 
discovery. The NAHC will be responsible for designating the Most Likely Descendent who will 
make recommendations regarding the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
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APPENDIX A 

Personnel Qualifications 



Consuelo Sauls, M.A., RPA 41591505 csaulsarchaeo@gmail.com 
Archaeologist 559.797.1572 

6083 N. Figarden Dr., Ste. 616, Fresno, CA 93722 

Areas of Expertise 

 Prehistoric archaeology
 Rock art recordation and analysis
 Laboratory management

Years of Experience

 12

Education

 M.A., Archaeology, University
of Durham, 2014

 B.A., Anthropology, California
State University, Fresno, 2009

Registrations/Certifications 

 Registered Professional
Archaeologist 41591505

Professional Affiliations 

 California Rock Art Foundation
 Coalition for Diversity in

California Archaeology
 Society for American Archaeology
 Society for California Archaeology
 Society of Black Archaeologists

 

   
 

   
 

   
 

 

 

 

 

   

 

   
 

  

 

 

Professional Experience

2019 – 2022 Principal Investigator, Taylored Archaeology, Fresno,
California

2018 – 2019 Staff Archaeologist, Applied EarthWorks, Inc., Fresno,
California

2016 – 2018 Principal Investigator, Soar Environmental Consulting,
Inc., Fresno, California

2015 Archivist/Database Technician, Development and
Conservation Management, Inc., Laguna Beach,
California

2013 Laboratory Research Assistant, Durham University
Archaeology Department and Archaeology Museum,
Durham, England, UK

2011 – 2012 Laboratory Technician (volunteer), University of
Pennsylvania Museum of Archaeology and Anthropology,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

2008 – 2009 Laboratory Technician (intern), California State
University, Fresno

2008 Field School, California State University, Fresno

Technical Qualifications

Ms. Sauls meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification 
Standards as an archaeologist. She has conducted pedestrian surveys,
supervised Extended Phase I survey, authored technical reports, and 
completed the Section 106 process with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer and Tribal Historic Preservation Officer. Her experience includes 
data recovery excavation at Western Mono sites and processing recovered 
artifacts in the laboratory as well as conducting archival research about 
prehistory and ethnography of Central California. Ms. Sauls has authored 
and contributed to technical and letter reports in compliance with of the 
National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 and the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). She also has supported 
NHPA tribal consultation and responded to Assembly Bill 52 tribal 
comments. Ms. Sauls also has an extensive background supervising 
laboratory processing, cataloging, and conservation of prehistoric and 
historical archaeological collections. In addition, she worked with the 
Rock Art Heritage Group in the management, preservation, and 
presentation of rock art in museums throughout England, including a 
thorough analysis of the British Museum’s rock art collections. At 
Durham University Archaeology Museum, Ms. Sauls processed the
excavated skeletal remains of 30 individuals from the seventeenth century
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APPENDIX B 

Records Search Results 



Attachment H

Energy Calculations



Mobile Energy Use (Operations)

Total Annual 
VMT from 
Project 
(CalEEMod) 2,764,433

Fleet Mix & Fuel Calculations

Gas Diesel Gas Diesel Gas Diesel Gas Diesel

LDA 52.16% 1441928.3 100% 0% 1439283.99 2644.27 28.92 42.70 49761.3 61.9 5785.4
LDT1 21.00% 580530.9 100% 0% 580316.28 214.65 23.79 24.66 24398.2 8.7 2833.6
LDT2 17.00% 469953.6 100% 0% 468437.35 1516.26 23.27 32.65 20134.6 46.4 2343.9
MDV 6.00% 165866.0 98% 2% 163242.15 2623.83 18.87 23.72 8652.0 110.6 1019.8
LHD1 0.08% 2211.5 50% 50% 1103.51 1108.03 9.67 15.77 114.1 70.3 23.0
LHD2 0.09% 2488.0 27% 73% 673.48 1814.51 8.58 13.15 78.5 138.0 28.3
MHD 0.76% 21009.7 18% 82% 3750.49 17259.20 4.80 8.78 781.4 1965.5 363.9
HHD 2.00% 55288.7 0% 100% 12.15 55276.51 3.37 6.22 3.6 8891.7 1236.4
OBUS 0.00% 0.0 63% 37% 0.00 0.00 4.79 6.96 0.0 0.0 0.0
UBUS 0.43% 11887.1 64% 36% 7662.61 4224.46 8.41 12.12 911.2 348.4 154.2
MCY 0.25% 6911.1 100% 0% 6911.08 0.00 40.47 NA 170.8 0.0 19.8
SBUS 0.01% 276.4 38% 62% 104.94 171.50 9.83 8.13 10.7 21.1 4.2
MH 0.22% 6081.8 65% 35% 3971.76 2110.00 4.41 9.39 899.9 224.7 135.7
Total 100.00% 2764433.0 2675469.79 88963.21 14.55 105916 11887 13948.1

Fleet Characteristics 23.5

Source: EMFAC 2021 (v1.0.1) Emissions Inventory
Region Type: County
Region: Kings
Calendar Year: 2025
Season: Annual
Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories
Units: miles/year for VMT, trips/year for Trips, tons/year for Emissions, 1000 gallons/year for Fuel Consumption

GASOLINE

Region
Calendar 

Year
Vehicle 

Category Model Year Speed Fuel Population VMT (Annual) Trips (Annual)

Fuel 
Consumption 

(1000 gal/year)

Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) MPG
Kings County 2025 HHDT Aggregated Aggregated GAS 2 164 36 0.0486 49 3.37
Kings County 2025 LDA Aggregated Aggregated GAS 62800 2580000 292000 89.2 89200 28.92
Kings County 2025 LDT1 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 5590 186000 24100 7.82 7820 23.79
Kings County 2025 LDT2 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 29000 1140000 135000 49 49000 23.27
Kings County 2025 LHDT1 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 2670 97700 39800 10.1 10100 9.67
Kings County 2025 LHDT2 Aggregated Aggregated GAS 336 12100 5010 1.41 1410 8.58
Kings County 2025 MCY Aggregated Aggregated GAS 3370 19100 6750 0.472 472 40.47
Kings County 2025 MDV Aggregated Aggregated GAS 27500 983000 125000 52.1 52100 18.87
Kings County 2025 MH Aggregated Aggregated GAS 356 3200 36 0.725 725 4.41
Kings County 2025 MHDT Aggregated Aggregated GAS 176 10800 3520 2.25 2250 4.80
Kings County 2025 OBUS Aggregated Aggregated GAS 73 3870 1460 0.808 808 4.79
Kings County 2025 SBUS Aggregated Aggregated GAS 28 1750 110 0.178 178 9.83
Kings County 2025 UBUS Aggregated Aggregated GAS 12 497 47 0.0591 59 8.41

DIESEL

Region Calendar Year
Vehicle 

Category Model Year Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips

Fuel 
Consumption 

(1000 gal/year)

Annual Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) MPG
Kings County 2025 HHDT Aggregated Aggregated DSL 4890 746000 88700 120 120000 6.22
Kings County 2025 LDA Aggregated Aggregated DSL 159 4740 658 0.111 111 42.70
Kings County 2025 LDT1 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 4 69 12 0.00279 3 24.66
Kings County 2025 LDT2 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 88 3690 422 0.113 113 32.65
Kings County 2025 LHDT1 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 2760 98100 34700 6.22 6220 15.77
Kings County 2025 LHDT2 Aggregated Aggregated DSL 871 32600 11000 2.48 2480 13.15
Kings County 2025 MDV Aggregated Aggregated DSL 424 15800 1950 0.666 666 23.72
Kings County 2025 MH Aggregated Aggregated DSL 196 1700 20 0.181 181 9.39
Kings County 2025 MHDT Aggregated Aggregated DSL 1060 49700 12400 5.66 5660 8.78
Kings County 2025 OBUS Aggregated Aggregated DSL 32 2240 390 0.322 322 6.96
Kings County 2025 SBUS Aggregated Aggregated DSL 135 2860 1950 0.352 352 8.13
Kings County 2025 UBUS Aggregated Aggregated DSL 3 274 14 0.0226 23 12.12

Notes

1. Used project-specific vehicle fleet mix for residential
2. Proportion of diesel vs. gasoline vehicles calculated based on total annual VMT for each vehicle class 
3. MBTU Calculated for comparison purposes. Assumed 1 gallon of gasoline = 0.116090 MBTU and 1 gallong of diesel = 0.139 MBTU

Vehicle Class
Proportion of 

Fleet Mix1

Annual VMT 
by Vehicle 

Class
MBTU/Year3

Annual Fuel Use from Project 
(gallons)

Fuel Efficiency (MPG) by 
Vehicle Class and Fuel Type 

(EMFAC2021)

Annual VMT by Vehicle Class 
and Fuel Type

Proportion of vehicle class 
using gas or diesel 

(EMFAC2021)2



Construction Equipment Energy Use

Phase Name Off Road Equipment Type
Off Road Equipment Unit 

Amount1
Usage Hours 

Per Day1
Horse Power 

(lbs/sec)1 Load Factor1
Total 

Operational 
Hours

BSFC2 Fuel Used 
(gallons)3 MBTU4

Demolition Rubber Tired Dozers 0 8 247 0.4 0 0.367 0.00 0
Demolition Concrete/Industrial Saws 0 8 9 0.73 0 0.408 0.00 0
Demolition Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8 97 0.37 0 0.408 0.00 0

Site Preparation Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 247 0.4 240 0.367 1224.12 170.1534
Site Preparation Graders 0 8 187 0.41 0 0.367 0.00 0
Site Preparation Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 4 8 97 0.37 320 0.408 659.14 91.61992 1883.26
Grading Excavators 2 8 158 0.38 560 0.367 1735.75 241.2687
Grading Graders 1 8 187 0.41 280 0.367 1108.26 154.0479 10518.39
Grading Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 247 0.4 280 0.367 1428.15 198.5123
Grading Scrapers 2 8 367 0.48 560 0.367 5092.76 707.8931
Grading Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 97 0.37 560 0.408 1153.49 160.3349
Building Construction Cranes 1 7 231 0.29 2590 0.367 8957.10 1245.037 48109.65
Building Construction Forklifts 3 8 89 0.2 8880 0.408 9071.62 1260.955
Building Construction Generator Sets 1 8 84 0.74 2960 0.408 10559.77 1467.808
Building Construction Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 3 7 97 0.37 7770 0.408 16004.65 2224.646
Building Construction Welders 1 8 46 0.45 2960 0.408 3516.52 488.797
Paving Pavers 2 8 130 0.42 320 0.367 901.99 125.3762 2245.32
Paving Paving Equipment 2 8 132 0.36 320 0.367 785.03 109.1186
Paving Rollers 2 8 80 0.38 320 0.408 558.31 77.60506
Paving Cement and Mortar Mixers 0 8 9 0.56 0 0.408 0.00 0
Paving Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 0 8 97 0.37 0 0.408 0.00 0
Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 6 78 0.48 120 0.408 257.85 35.84128
Total 63014.48 8759.01

Construction Phases

PhaseNumber Phase Name Phase Type
Phase Start 
Date Phase End Date

Num Days 
Week

Total Number 
of Days

1 Demolition Demolition N/A N/A 0 0
2 Site Preparation Site Preparation 1/28/2023 2/10/2023 5 10
3 Grading Grading 2/11/2023 3/31/2023 5 35
4 Building Construction Building Construction 4/1/2023 8/30/2024 5 370
5 Paving Paving 8/31/2024 9/27/2024 5 20
6 Architectural Coating Architectural Coating 9/28/2024 10/25/2024 5 20

Notes

1. CalEEMod Default Values Used

3. Fuel Used = Load Factor x Horsepower x Total Operational Hours x BSFC / Unit Conversion
4. MBTU calculated for comparison purposes. Assumed 1 gallon of diesel = 0.139 MBTU

2. BSFC - Brake  Specific  Fuel  Consumption  (pounds  per  horsepower-hour) –  If  less  than  100  Horsepower = 0.408, if greater than 100 Horsepower = 0.367



Mobile Energy Use (Construction)

Worker Trips

Daily Worker 
Trips1

Worker Trip 
Length1 VMT/Day MPG Factor 

(EMFAC2017)
Gallons of 
Gas/Day # of Days Total Gallons of 

Gas MBTU Total Gallons in 
Construction

Demolition 0 0 0 29.23 0.0 0 0.0 0 0
Site Preparation 18 10.8 194.4 29.23 6.7 10 66.5 7.720799 1950
Grading 20 10.8 216 29.23 7.4 35 258.6 30.02533 10777
Building Construction 39 10.8 421.2 29.23 14.4 370 5331.6 618.9507 53441
Paving 15 10.8 162 29.23 5.5 20 110.8 12.868 2356
Architectural Coating 8 10.8 86.4 29.23 3.0 20 59.1 6.862933 317
Total N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 455 5826.8 676.4278 68841

Vendor Trips 

Daily Vendor 
Trips

Vendor Trip 
Length VMT/Day MPG Factor Gallons of 

Diesel/Day # of Days Total Gallons of 
Diesel MBTU

Building Construction 12 7.3 87.6 8.43 10.4 370 3844.839858 534.4327

Hauling Trips 

Daily Hauling 
Trips

Hauling Trip 
Length VMT/Day MPG Factor Gallons of 

Gas/Day # of Days Total Gallons of 
Gas MBTU

Demolition 0 0 0 8.43 0.0 0 0 0

Fleet Characteristics

Vehicle Class Fleet Mix

2024 MPG 
Factor 
(EMFAC2017)

Average MPG 
Factor

LDA 33% 33.24
LDT1 33% 28.07
LDT2 33% 26.38
MHD 50% 9.74
HHD 50% 7.12

Notes
1. CalEEMod Default values used
2. MBTU calculated for comparison purposes. Assumed 1 gallon of gasoline = 0.11609 MBTU

Assumed Vehicle Fleet for 
Workers

29.23
Assumed Vehicle Fleet for 
Vendor Trips 8.43



Appendix I

Response to CDFW Comments



State of California – Natural Resources Agency GAVIN NEWSOM, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE CHARLTON H. BONHAM, Director 

Central Region 
1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Fresno, California 93710 
(559) 243-4005
www.wildlife.ca.gov

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870 

May 11, 2023 

Victor Hernandez 
Kings Community Development Agency 
1400 W. Lacey Blvd., Building #6 
Hanford California, 93230 

Subject: Tentative Tract No. 936 (Project) 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
SCH No. 2022080449 

Dear Victor Hernandez: 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received a DEIR from the Kings 
Community Development Agency for the above-referenced Project pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines.1 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding those 
activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife. Likewise, CDFW 
appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under Fish and Game Code. While the comment period may have 
ended, CDFW would appreciate it if you will still consider our comments.  

CDFW ROLE 

CDFW is California’s Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statue for all the people of the State (Fish & G. Code, §§ 711.7, subd. 
(a) & 1802; Pub. Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15386, subd. (a)). CDFW,
in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management
of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations
of those species (Id., § 1802). Similarly, for purposes of CEQA, CDFW is charged by law to
provide, as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts,
focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely
affect fish and wildlife resources.

CDFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub. 
Resources Code, § 21069; CEQA Guidelines, § 15381). CDFW expects that it may need to 

1 CEQA is codified in the California Public Resources Code in section 21000 et seq. The “CEQA 
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, commencing with section 15000. 
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exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code. As proposed, for 
example, the Project may be subject to CDFW’s lake and streambed alteration regulatory 
authority (Fish & G. Code, § 1600 et seq.). Likewise, to the extent implementation of the 
Project as proposed may result in “take” as defined by State law of any species protected 
under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.), 
related authorization as provided by the Fish and Game Code may be required. 

Nesting Birds: CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with potential to result in the 
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or the unauthorized take of birds. Fish and 
Game Code sections that protect birds, their eggs and nests include, sections 3503 
(regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any 
bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their 
nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Proponent: Aspire Homes CA, Inc 

Objective: The Project proposes to divide two existing parcels totaling approximately 
twenty (20) acres into one hundred and nine (109) single-family development lots in the 
County of Kings, within the community of Armona. The Project site’s existing and proposed 
zoning is R-1-6, Single-Family Residential. The project will be divided into two phases and 
will enter into a density bonus agreement, which will include at least ten (10) below-market-
rate houses. The 109 single family homes will have an average lot size of 5,094 square 
feet. Additionally, an approximately 1.7-acre outlet will be created to be used as a 
stormwater basin and park, as well as a designated reminder around an existing home on 
approximately one acre. The Project would result in onsite and offsite infrastructure 
improvements including new and relocated utilities, new residential streets, and the 
continuation and improvement of Crocus Way. The Project would require no demolition as 
the site is currently on agricultural land, and the existing home on site will remain. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the Kings Community 
Development Agency in adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s significant, or 
potentially significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. 
Editorial comments or other suggestions may also be included to improve the CEQA 
document prepared for this Project. 

There are special-status species that have been observed in the Project area and may be 
present at individual Project sites in the Project area. These resources may need to be 
evaluated and addressed prior to any approvals that would allow ground-disturbing activities 
or land use changes.  
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CDFW is concerned regarding potential impacts to special-status species including, but not 
limited to, the State threatened and federally endangered San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes 
macrotis mutica); the State threatened Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), and State 
candidate endangered Crotch bumblebee (Bombus crotchii). To adequately assess any 
potential impact to biological resources, focused biological surveys should be conducted by 
a qualified biologist during the appropriate survey period(s) in order to determine whether 
any special-status species may be present within the Project area. Properly conducted 
biological surveys, and the information assembled from them, are essential to identify any 
mitigation, minimization, and avoidance measures and/or the need for additional or 
protocol-level surveys, and to identify any Project-related impacts under CESA and other 
species of concern. 

I. Environmental Setting and Related Impact

Would the Project 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 CDFW or the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)? 

COMMENT 1:  San Joaquin Kit Fox (SJKF) 

CDFW agrees with the results of the habitat assessment in section 2.2 of Appendix F. 
While suitable habitat might not be present CNDDB records indicate that SJKF has 
been known to occur in the area. Ground disturbing activities and loose friable soil 
created by Project activity might attract any nearby SJKF and result in inadvertent take. 
CDFW recommends a qualified biologist conduct on-site worker awareness training and 
inspect all construction materials for kit fox before use. Any pits or trenches created shall 
be sloped or covered to prevent inadvertent take. 

COMMENT 2:  Swainson’s Hawk (SWHA) 

Section 2.2 of Appendix F indicates that a habitat assessment was performed to 
evaluate the Project site for SWHA concluding that species likelihood was low. While the 
assessment did include a 0.5-mile road survey CDFW is concerned that this will not be 
sufficient in detecting SWHA and adequately determining presence/absence of the 
species. CDFW recommends a qualified biologist conduct surveys for nesting SWHA 
following the entire survey methodology developed by the SWHA Technical Advisory 
Committee (SWHA TAC 2000) prior to Project implementation (during CEQA analysis). 
CDFW recommends that results of protocol-level surveys for SWHA be included in the 
Final EIR (FEIR) for the project. 

CDFW also recommends that if any activity will take place during the SWHA nesting 
season (March 1 through September 15), and active SWHA nests are present, a 
minimum 0.5 mile no-disturbance buffer be delineated and maintained around each 
nest, regardless of when it was detected by surveys or incidentally, until the breeding 
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season has ended or until a qualified biologist has determined that the birds have 
fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival, to prevent 
nest abandonment and other take of SWHA as a result of Project activities. 

SWHA detection warrants consultation with CDFW to discuss how to avoid take or, if 
avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) prior to ground 
disturbing activities, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2081 subdivision (b). 

COMMENT 3:  Crotch Bumblebee (CBB) 

The DEIR does not mention any evaluation completed for CBB. The California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) records indicate that CBB have the potential to occur in 
the project vicinity (CDFW 2023). Suitable CBB habitat includes areas of grasslands and 
upland scrub that contain requisite habitat elements, such as small mammal burrows. 
CBB primarily nest in late February through late October underground in abandoned 
small mammal burrows but may also nest under perennial bunch grasses or thatched 
annual grasses, under brush piles, in old bird nests, and in dead trees or hollow logs 
(Williams et al. 2014; Hatfield et al. 2015). Overwintering sites utilized by CBB mated 
queens include soft, disturbed soil (Goulson 2010), or under leaf litter or other debris 
(Williams et al. 2014). Therefore, potential ground disturbance and vegetation removal 
associated with Project implementation may significantly impact local CBB populations. 
CDFW recommends the Project proponent assess these habitat areas near the Project 
area for potentially suitable CBB habitat and include the survey methodology and 
findings in the FEIR for the Project. If suitable CBB habitat exists in areas of planned 
Project-related ground disturbance, equipment staging, or materials laydown, potential 
CBB nesting sites in these areas would have to be avoided with a 50-foot no 
disturbance buffer to reduce to less-than-significant the Project-related impacts to the 
species. 

CBB detection warrants consultation with CDFW to discuss how to avoid take or, if 
avoidance is not feasible, to acquire an ITP prior to ground disturbing activities, pursuant 
to Fish and Game Code section 2081 subdivision (b). 

II. Editorial Comments and/or Suggestions 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA 

 

CEQA requires that information developed in environmental impact reports and negative 

declarations be incorporated into a database which may be used to make subsequent or 

supplemental environmental determinations (Pub. Resources Code, § 21003, subd. (e)). 

Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural communities detected 

during Project surveys to the CNDDB. The CNDDB field survey form can be found at the 

following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-Data. The completed 

form can be mailed electronically to CNDDB at the following email address: 
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CNDDB@wildlife.ca.gov. The types of information reported to CNDDB can be found at the 

following link: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Data/CNDDB/Plants-and-Animals.  

FILING FEES 

If it is determined that the Project has the potential to impact biological resources, an 

assessment of filing fees will be necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of 

Determination by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental 

review by CDFW. Payment of the fee is required for the underlying project approval to be 

operative, vested, and final (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G. Code, § 711.4; Pub. 

Resources Code, § 21089). 

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Project to assist the Kings 

Community Development Agency in identifying and mitigating the Project’s impacts on 

biological resources. 

More information on survey and monitoring protocols for sensitive species can be found at 
CDFW’s website (https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey-Protocols). If you have 
any questions, please contact Jaime Marquez, Environmental Scientist, at the address 
provided on this letterhead, or by electronic mail at Jaime.Marquez@wildlife.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Julie A. Vance 
Regional Manager 

ec: State Clearinghouse, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
State.Clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov.  
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4. The legal description for the annexation to the Armona Community Services District is attached 
as Exhibit A and the same area would be removed from the Kings River Conservation District 
and Excelsior-Kings River Resource Conservation District.  

 
 
 
 
The foregoing Resolution was adopted upon a motion by Commissioner     , 
seconded by Commissioner     , at a regular meeting held June 25, 2025 by the 
following vote: 
 
AYES: Commissioners – 
NOES: Commissioners – 
ABSENT:   Commissioner None 
ABSTAIN:   Commissioner None 
 
 LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION 
  COMMISSION OF KINGS COUNTY 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 Joe Neves, Chairman 
 
 
 WITNESS, my hand this ______ day of June, 2025. 
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
     Chuck Kinney, Executive Officer 




