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ADDENDUM

A. Proponent:

City of Hanford

B. Affected Districts Whose Boundaries Will Change:

City of Hanford
Kings River Conservation District
Excelsior - Kings River Resource Conservation District

C. Affected Districts Who’s Boundaries Will Not Change:

County of Kings

Hanford Cemetery District

Pioneer Union Elementary School District
Hanford Union High School District

Kings County Water District

Kings Mosquito Abatement District
College of Sequoias
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Potentially Significant

Less Than Significant with | Less Than | No Impact ]

Impact Mitigation Incorporation Significant
Impact
f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat | O 0 ] o

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

Environmental Setting
Natural Communities

The natural communities tracked by the California Natural Diversity Database in the Study Area and surrounding vicinity
include Valley Sacaton Grassland and Valley Sink Scrub.

Valley Sacaton Grassland is mid-height to three feet tussock-forming grassland dominated by alkali sacaton. The
community is fine textured and poorly drained on usually alkaline soils with generally a seasonally high water table or are
overflowed during winter flooding. This community was formerly extensive in the Tulare Lake Basin.

There are two patches of riparian woodlands identified by the State Dept. of Conservation mapping program that are
within the study area (City of Hanford). Riparian woodlands are one of the richest wildlife habitats in the State; however,
much has been severely degraded. Less than 1% of the Central Valley's riparian vegetation is in a natural, high-quality
condition. Riparian woodlands in the study area are located on the west side of 12'" Avenue between Houston and lona
Avenues, and along the west side of 13" Avenue, north of lona Avenue. They are 30 and 14 acres in size, respectively.
Valley oak woodland provides habitat components such as food, cover, nesting sites, and dispersal habitat for a wide
variety of wildlife. The large oak trees present in this vegetation community provide nesting opportunities for many birds
of prey. Typical wildlife species in this vegetation community include California ground squirrel, western fence lizard,
western scrub jay, California quail, northern flicker, northern mockingbird, mourning dove, American kestrel, and red-
tailed hawk.

Vegetation within the City of Hanford consists primarily of agricultural crops with little remaining non-agricultural
vegetation. Agricultural crops consist of orchard, vineyard, annual dryland and irrigated grain crops, irrigated row and
field crops, and some rice production. A good portion of the study area consists of urban development, but an almost
equal portion of the study area is agricultural development.

Waters/Wetlands

Queries of the National Wetland Inventory and National Hydrology Dataset reveal the presence of numerous wetlands
and waters within the Study Area. The largest of the water bodies are holding ponds off of lona Avenue and South 11
Avenue. The system is artificially flooded and manmade. Other wetland and water features are reported including
emergent wetlands, freshwater wetlands, freshwater ponds, canals and ditches, and blue-line stream courses.

The only natural watercourse is Mussel Slough, remnants of which still exist on the City's western edge. The People's
Ditch, an irrigation canal dug in the 1870s, traverses Hanford from north to south and portions of it still exist north of
Grangeville Boulevard and west of the Santa Fe Railroad. The Sand and Lone Oak sloughs once traversed the city north
and south, and remnants still remain in the southern half of the City south of SR 198. The Kings River is about 4 miles

north of Hanford.
Wildlife Corridors

Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat that connect two or more habitat patches that would otherwise be fragmented or
isolated from one another.

Isolated “islands” of wildlife habitat have been created by the fragmentation of open space areas due to urbanization and
other anthropogenic disturbance. Certain wildlife species, especially the larger and more mobile mammals, will not likely |
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Impact Mitigation Incorporation Significant
Impact

persist over time in fragmented or isolated habitat areas in the absence of habitat linkages due to the loss of gene flow
required to maintain genetic diversity.

Within the urbanized areas of the Study Area, wildlife corridors are largely limited to linear water features, such as canals,
water and flood control conveyance structures, and remnant natural ways. Surrounding the Study Area, agricultural fields
and sparsely located and fragmented patches of lands containing non-agricultural vegetation located amongst the
agricultural fields extend for many miles in all directions. Wildlife movement is largely uninhibited in this open space area
of the Study Area outside of, and surrounding, the urbanized areas.
Standards of Significance
The project would have a significant effect on biological resources if it would:

1. Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species.

2. Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants.

3. Substantially affect a rare, threatened, or endangered species of animal or plant or the habitat of a rare,
threatened or endangered species.

Checklist Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact -The site does not have value as a habitat for any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service.

b) No Impact — the site does not contain any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community.
c) No Impact - the site is not identified as a federally protected wetland.

d) Less than Significant Impact - The project would not interfere 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 wildlife nursery sites. Physical development of the project area will require further environmental review.

e) No Impact - The project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources
such as a tree preservation ordinance or policy; there is not an adopted ordinance protecting biological
resources.

f) Less than Significant Impact — the project pertains to land that has no value as natural habitat; therefore, the
plan does not conflict with any adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Conclusion: The site is proximal to an urban area of the City and contains no naltural, undisturbed areas for habitat.
The project would have a less than significant cumulative impact for biological resources.

Source(s): Hanford General Plan (2017), General Plan Environmental Impact Report (2017)

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O 0O O
significance of a historical resource as defined in
Public Resources Code15064.57

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the O | O O
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to Public Resources Code 15064.57

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 0O O & O
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
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feature? -
d) Disturb any human remains, including those O 0} O O
interred outside of formal cemeteries?

Ethnographic Setting

Hanford is situated between the former “delta” formed by the Kaweah River to the south and the Kings River to the north.
Yokuts lived in villages consisting of wood frame huts covered with large tule mats. The Hanford-Lemoore region on the
south side of the Kings River was home to the Nutunutu Yokuts. Across the Kings River and north of the Nutunutu, were
the Wimilche people. Only one village for the Wimilche and two for the Nutunutu have been described. The Wimilche
village of Ugona was located north of the Kings River, 7 miles below Laton. The Nutunutu village of Cheou was across
the reiver and directly west of Ugona. Kadistin, the other Nutunutu village of Cheou was across the river and directly west
of Ugona. Kadistin, the other Nutunutu village, was at old Kingston on the south bank of the Kings River downstream
from Laton. The better known Tachi Yokuts occupied the north and west shores of Tulare Lake.

The Yokuts subsistence economy emphasized fishing; hunting waterfowl; and collecting shellfish, roots, and seeds. Tules
were abundant in the sloughs and their prodigious use in constructing shelters, boats, and as a food source reflected
their significance in Yokuts life.

The dead were buried in a cemetery separate from the village with head facing west or northwest. Cremation was most
common for the occasional individual who died away from home or in the event that the deceased was a shaman or
medicine man. Among the Tachi, anyone of higher social status was cremated.

The 1833 epidemic, brought south from Oregon by a party of trappers, decimated an estimated 75% of California’s native
people. Entire communities were wiped out, leaving few native people to consult during the early 1900s when
anthropologists were recording the recollections of elderly survivors of what has been billed as a last attempt to
reconstruct the lifeways of the native people before White contact.

In 1851, the tribes gave up their lands for reservations. However, such a treaty was never ratified by Congress. The
remnant of native people in the southern San Joaquin Valley was placed at the Tejon

Reservation at the foot of the Tehachapis and at the Fresno reservation at Madera. However, Tejon was later abandoned
in favor of a reservation on the Tule River. Many of the Tule river residents were Tachi for whom a settlement was
established near Lemoore.

By 1970, some 325 people identifying themselves as Yokuts lived on the 54,000-acre Tule River Reservation. Many of
the residents were employed in the lumber industry or as laborers on farms. About one-third of the population of the Tule
River Reservation lived on the much smaller Santa Rosa Reservation. Santa Rosa families would follow seasonal
agricultural work.

Pioneer Settlement Period

Early development and success of the community was dictated by the railroad. Southern Pacific established a depot
early in 1877 in what would become Hanford. In 1877, when the Southern Pacific Railway laid lines from Goshen to
Coalinga, their path crossed through a Chinese sheepherder’s camp. This camp reportedly was the beginning of the City
of Hanford. Hanford was named for James Madison Hanford, an auditor of the railroad, who also took a lively interest in
the sale of town lots which began on January 17, 1877. Within a short time, the settlement grew to a town, and, with the
powerful backing of the railway interests, Hanford ultimately became the center of trade for the region.

In McKenney's Pacific Coast Directory, San Francisco, 1886-1887, Hanford was described as having a post, express
and telegraph office, located along the Southern Pacific Railroad Company's Goshen Division, 254 miles from San
Francisco, and 22 miles from Visalia. At the time, the community numbered 1,000 inhabitants and was located in the
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heart of the “famous Mussel Slough country,” a region of rich top soils and important agricultural zone. Hanford was the
principal depot for the local wheat industry and had several flouring mills along with schools, churches, and hotels.

Through the early pioneer years, a series of devastating fires dampened the growth of Hanford. On July 12, 1887, a fire
destroyed most of the downtown business district. On June 19, 1891, another fire destroyed portions of the downtown
business district. The fires of early 1890s spurred new development using fireproof materials.

National Register of Historic Places

Hanford has three buildings listed on the NRHP. They are the Hanford Carnegie Library, the Kings County Courthouse,
and the Taoist Temple. All three buildings are also listed on the California Register of Historic Places.

Hanford Carnegie Library

The Hanford Carnegie Library, now the Hanford Carnegie Museum, was built in 1905 as one of the many Carnegie
libraries that were funded by steel magnate, Andrew Carnegie. The library was replaced by a new structure at a different
location in 1968. The old library was subsequently renovated and reopened as the Hanford Carnegie Museum in 1974.
The building is of Romanesque Revival architecture, with displays of furniture and photos describing the history of the
Hanford area.

Kings County Courthouse

The 1986 Kings County Courthouse was erected after Kings County was formed. The building served as the county's
courthouse until 1976 when it was replaced by the new Kings County Government Center on West Lacey Boulevard.
The building was listed on the National Register of Historic Places in 1978.

Taoist Temple

The Taoist Temple at 12 China Alley dates from 1893. It was listed on the NRHP in 1972. It is historically significant as
a surviving authentic structure from Hanford's Chinatown. China Alley served the second largest population of Chinese
in the U.S., behind San Francisco.

While many urban Chinatowns continue to thrive, most rural Chinatowns have declined; Hanford’s China Alley is unique
for its retention of many original features. China Alley's survival is largely because many of its buildings are owned by a
single third-generation family corporation that has, through the years, exhibited concern for the site's future.

National Register of Historic Places — Eligible Resources

There are a number of resources within Hanford that contribute to its unique culture, yet are not officially listed as historic
resources, including the following:

Clark Center for Japanese and Art and Culture, 15770 10" Avenue
Temple Theater, 514 Visalia Street

Fox Theater

Kings Art Center, 605 N. Douty Street

Hanford Civic Auditorium, 400 N. Douty Street

Hanford Veteran's Memorial Building

Paleontological Resources

A paleontological resources report was not prepared for the General Plan, as there are recent paleontological resources
reports for areas within the vicinity. The geology of the area includes the Modesto Formation, Tulare Lakebeds, and
Quanternary alluvium. Between overlies sediments of the late-Pleistocene to early-Holocene Modesto Formation. From
Hanford south to approximately Delano, Tulare Lakebed deposits are exposed at or near the surface.
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Consultation Received:

Consultation was received from Shana Powers with the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe on January 11, 2021,
stating the following: Thank you for contacting Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe about the proposed project. The
Tribe has concerns. We recommend contacting the NAHC. We recommend a cultural resource record search and
survey. We are requesting those results. Based upon those findings, we may recommend monitoring. We are
recommending a Cultural Presentation for construction staff, prior to ground disturbing activities, mandated by the
conditional use permit or any other permit required.

Staff Analysis:

As requested, the City of Hanford consulted with the Native American Heritage Commission, NAHC, and received a list
of potentially-affected tribes requiring consultation. Consultation was sent on March 1, 2021. Responses were not
received, as of the date of preparation of this report.

A Cultural Resources Records Search was conducted by the Southern San Joaquin Valley Information Center for the
General Plan Update on February 10, 2014. Within the Project Area, defined by the General Plan Update, there were 52
known/recorded cultural resources. The list was reviewed which did not include any known/recorded cultural resources
within this specific project.

Consultation Meeting

On January 10, 2017, the City of Hanford met with the Tachi Yokut Tribe, on a different project in order to establish
conditions, which would apply to all projects in the City of Hanford, which required an initial study.

In order to address the concerns of the Tachi Yokut Tribe, the City is requiring the following as mitigation measures:

e That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by the applicant/property owner prior to any earth disturbing
activities. (This condition applies as a mitigation measure to all projects that require an initial study).

In accordance with Assembly Bill 52, formal notification of determination to undertake a project and notice of consuitation
opportunity, pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 was sent to the Tachi Yokut Tribe. A response has
not been received, as of the date of preparation of this environmental assessment.

Thresholds of significance
The project would have a significant impact on cultural resources if it would:

- Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as defined in Section 15064.5

- Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource, pursuant to Section
15064.5;

- Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geological feature; or
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries

¢ That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by the applicant/property owner prior to any earth disturbing activities.

Significance Criteria

The project may have a significant impact on cultural resources if it causes substantial adverse changes in the
significance of a historical or archaeological resource as set forth by the California Register of Historic Places and Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act; directly or indirectly destroys a unique paleontological resource or site.

Checklist Discussion

a) Less than Significant Impact - at this time, there is not a physical project proposed for the project area. Therefore,
the project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined
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in 15604.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, as the site is not registered as a historical resource.

b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Measures — Due to the prior meeting with the Tachi Yokut Tribe
on January 10, 2017, the lead agency is requiring that:

e That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by the applicant/property owner prior to any earth disturbing activities.

Additionally, as requested by the Santa Rosa Rancheria Tachi Yokut Tribe on January 11, 2021, prior to any
ground-disturbing activities, a Cultural Presentation shall be given to the construction staff.

c) Less than Significant Impact - The project will not directly or indirectly destroy any unique paleontological
resource or site, as the site has not been identified as containing unique paleontological resource nor unique
geological feature.

d) SeeB.
Mitigation Measures

MM Cultural Resources 1: That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by the applicant/property owner prior to
any earth disturbing activities.

MM Cultural Resources 2: That prior to any ground-disturbing activities, a Cultural Presentation be given to the
construction staff.

Conclusion:

The incorporation of mitigation measures requested from the Tachi Yokut Tribe will reduce the impacts of development
on Cultural Resources.

Source(s): Hanford General Plan (2017), California Health and Safety Code, Public Resources Code, consultation letter
sent in accordance with Public Resources Code, Section 21080.3.1(b); meeting with the Tachi Yokut Tribe on January
10, 2017.; California Historical Resources Information System Record Search (February 10, 2014).

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:

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

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

42.
i) Strong seismic ground shaking? a
i) Seismic-related ground failure, including | O | O O
liquefaction?
iv) Landslides? O
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of | O “ O
topsoil?
c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, | O “ O O

or that would become unstable as a result of the
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8. Streets and Roads: Access to facilities must be maintained at all times. Street lights may be
allowed in the fee strip(s) and/or easement(s) but in all cases must be reviewed by PG&E for
proper clearance. Roads and utilities should cross the transmission easement as nearly at right
angles as possible. Road intersections will not be allowed within the transmission easement.

9. Pipelines: Pipelines may be allowed provided crossings are held to a minimum and to be as
nearly perpendicular as possible. Pipelines within 25 feet of PG&E structures require review by
PG&E. Sprinklers systems may be allowed; subject to review. Leach fields and septic tanks are
not allowed. Construction plans must be submitted to PG&E for review and approval prior to the
commencement of any construction.

10. Signs: Signs are not allowed except in rare cases subject to individual review by PG&E.

11. Recreation Areas; Playgrounds, parks, tennis courts, basketball courts, barbecue and light
trucks (pickups, vans, etc.) may be allowed; subject to review of plans. Heavy equipment
access to PG&E facilities is to be maintained at all times. Parking is to clear PG&E structures by
at least 10 feet. Protection of PG&E facilities from vehicular traffic is to be provided at
developer's expense AND to PG&E specifications.

12. Construction Activity: Since construction activity will take place near PG&E's overhead
electric lines, please be advised it is the contractor's responsibility to be aware of, and observe
the minimum clearances for both workers and equipment operating near high voltage electric
lines set out in the High-Voltage Electrical Safety Orders of the California Division of Industrial
Safety (https:/www.dir.ca.zov/Title8/sb5g2.html), as well as any other safety regulations.
Contractors shall comply with California Public Utilities Commission General Order 95
(hitp:/Awww .cpuc.ca.vov/eos/GO95/g0 95 startup _page.html) and all other safety rules. No
construction may occur within 25 feet of PG&E’s towers. All excavation activities may only
commence after 811 protocols has been followed.

Contractor shall ensure the protection of PG&E's towers and poles from vehicular damage by
(installing protective barriers) Plans for protection barriers must be approved by PG&E prior to
construction.

13. PG&E is also the owner of distribution facilities throughout many of the areas within the
state of California. Therefore, any plans that impact PG&E's facilities must be reviewed and
approved by PG&E to ensure that no impact occurs that may endanger the safe and reliable
operation of its facilities.

PG&E Gas and Electric Facilities Page 6



CHAIRPERSON
Laura Miranda
Luisefio

VICE CHAIRPERSON
Reginald Pagaling
Chumash

SECRETARY
Merri Lopez-Keifer
Luiserno

PARUAMENTARIAN
Russell Attebery
Karuk

COMMISSIONER

William Mungary
Paiute /White Mountain
Apache

COMMISSIONER
Julie Tumamait-
Stenslie
Chumash

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

COMMISSIONER
|Vacant]

COMMISSIONER
[Vacant]

EXECUTNIVE SECRETARY
Christina Snider
Pomo

NAHC HEADQUARTERS
1550 Harbaor Boulevard
Suile 100

West Sacramento,
California 95691
(916) 373-3710

whe dnahc.ca.aov
NAHC ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Gavin Newsom. Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

February 25, 2021
Gadbrielle de Silva Myers, Senior Planner
City of Hanford

Via Email to: gmyers@cityofhanfordca.com

Re: Annexation 157 and Prezone No. 2020-02, Kings County

Dear Mr. de Silva Myers:

Attached is a list of tribes that have cultural and traditional offiliation 1o the area of potential
effect (APE) for the project referenced above. | suggest you contact all of the tribes listed, and
if they cannot supply information regarding the presence of cultural resources, they may
recommend others with specific knowledge. The list should provide a starting place to locate
areas of potential adverse impact within the APE. By contacling all those on the list, your
organization will better able to respond to claims of failure to consull, as consultation may be
required under specific state Statutes. If aresponse from the tribe has not been received within
two weeks of nofification, the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) requests that you
follow up with a telephone call or email to ensure that the project information has been
received.

The NAHC also recommends that the project proponents conduct arecord search of the
NAHC's Sacred Lands File (SLF) and also of the appropriate regional archaeological
Information Center of the California Historic Resources Information System (CHRIS) fo determine
if any tribal cultural resources are located within the APE of the project.

The 5LF, established under Public Resources Code sections 5094, subd. (a) and 5097.96, includes
sites submitted to the NAHC by California Native American tribes. The request farm to search
the SLF can be found at htip://nahc.ca.gov/resources/forms. To request a search of the CHRIS
system, please contact hilp://php.parks.ca.gov/e¢page id=1068. Please note, the records
maintained by the NAHC and CHRIS are not exhaustive or conclusive. A negative response o
a search does not preclude the existence of tribal cultural resources. A tribe may in fact be the
only source for information about fribal cultural resources within an APE.

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please nofify
the NAHC. With your assistance, we can assure that our contact list remains current,

If you have any questions, please contact me at my email address;
Nancy.Gonzalez-Lopezanahc.ca.qov.

Sincerely,

Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez
Cultural Resources Analyst
Attachment

Page 1 of |



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



Annexation 157 and Prezone No. 2020-02
Mitigation Measures
Mitigated Negative Declaration 2021-01

Mitigation Number Potential Impact Mitigation Measure Responsible
Party
AESTHETICS
MM Aesthetics 1 The project could That the land be developed consistent with the General Plan, Hanford Developer
substantially degrade the | Municipal Code, and Tree Ordinance.
existing visual character
or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
MM Aesthetics 2 The project may create a | That future development complies with the Hanford Municipal Code Developer
new source of substantial | Section 17.50.140 Outdoor Lighting Standards and the California Building
light or glare which would | Code for outdoor lighting standards.
adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the
area?
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
MM Agriculture 1 Convert Prime Farmland, | That upon physical development of the project site, a right-to-farm Developer

Unigue 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?

provision be recorded with the recording of a final subdivision map(s) to
ensure that future residents of the homes in the project area are aware of
the adjacent agricultural uses and their right to continue to operate.

AIR QUALITY




Resources 1-4

potentially cause a
substantial adverse
change in the significance
of an archeological
resource pursuant to
Public Resources Code
15064.5?

The project could
potentially disturb human
remains, including those
interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

the applicant/property owner prior to any earth disturbing activities.

MM Cultural Resources 2: That prior to any ground-disturbing activities,
a Cultural Presentation be given to the construction staff.

MM Air Quality 1 The project may conflict That future development projects be forwarded to the SUVAPCD for Developer
with or obstruct review and comments and that future development comply with the
implementation of the SJVAPCDC Air Quality Plan.
applicable air quality
plan?

|
CULTURAL RESOURCES
L
MM Cultural The project could MM Cultural Resources 1: That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by Developer to

coordinate with
the Tachi Yokut
Tribe

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

MM Geology 1

That the project may
expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects including the risk
| of loss, injury, or death
involving: - strong seismic
ground shaking; -
seismic-related ground
failure, including
liguefaction; - landslides.

The project may be
located on a geologic unit
or soil that is unstable, or
that would become

That the future physical development of the project comply with the
applicable General Plan policies, as well as the California Building Code.

City of Hanford
must ensure
conditions are set
forth to mitigate
impacts;
Developer to
comply with
standards




unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction or collapse?

MM Geology 2

That the project may
expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects including the risk
of loss, injury, or death
involving: - strong seismic
ground shaking; -
seismic-related ground
failure, including
liquefaction; - landslides.

The project may 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?

That a geotechnical and soil studies be prepared as a required by the
Building Official (if applicable) for future physical development of the project
area.

Building Official to
require; developer
to conduct study

MM Geology 3

That the project could
result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

That the physical development of the project area comply with the Hanford
Municipal Code Section 15.52 Flood Damage Prevention Regulation and
the California Building Code, along with the plan check and development
review process.

City to require;
developer to
comply

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

MM Hydrology 1 &
2

The project could
potentially violate water
quality standards or
waste discharge

1) Future development that disturbs more than one acre is required to
comply with the General Permit Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ during
construction. Proponents of new development would have to develop
and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that

City to require;
Developer to
provide




requirements.

That the project could
potentially 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?

2)

specifies best management practices (BMPs) to prevent construction
pollutants from contacting stormwater, with the intent of keeping all
products of erosion from moving off-site and into receiving waters;
eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer
systems and other waters of the United States; and inspect all BMPs;

New development would be required to implement appropriate
minimum control measures (MCMs) and design standards in
compliance with Phase Il General Permit, as outlined in the Stormwater
Management Plan, as well as the City's grading plan and site
development requirements.

MM Hydrology 3

The project could
potentially substantially
alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area,
including through the
alteration of a stream or
river, or substantially
increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or
off-site?

New development must submit grading plans. Site development must
comply with the requirements of the City Building Division and incorporate
best management practices/design standards.

City to require;
Developer to
provide

MM Hydrology 4

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?

New development must submit grading plans. Site development must
comply with the requirements of the City Building Division and incorporate
best management practices/design standards.

City to require;
Developer to
provide

MM Hydrology 5

Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality?

New development would have to incorporate best management practices
and adhere to design standards to maximize the reduction of pollutant
loadings in runoff to the maximum extent practical.

City to require;
Developer to
provide




NOISE

MM Noise 1

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?

That future development of the project site complies with applicable
regulations and policies of the General Plan to ensure that construction-
related impacts would be attenuated to the greatest extend feasible.

Residents and
developer; Police
to enforce

MM Noise 2 & 3

Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise
levels?

The project could cause a
substantial temporary or
periodic increase in
ambient noise levels
existing without the
project?

That future construction is limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

Developer; Police
to enforce

PUBLIC FACILITIES

MM Public
Facilities 1

The project may 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. (Fire)

The project will be subject to fire impact fees.

Developer to pay




MM Public
Facilities 2

|

|

The project may 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. (Police)

The project will be subject to police impact fees.

Developer to pay

|

MM Public
Facilities 3

' The project may 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. (Schools)

|
{

That the development of the project will be subject to School Impact
Fees.

Developer to pay

| MM Public
Facilities 4

The project may result in
substantial adverse
physical impacts

| associated with the
| provision of new or

physically altered
governmental facilities,
need for new or physically
altered governmental

l facilities. (Parks)

That future development be required to provide park space at the ratio
required by the General Plan, 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

City to require;
developer to
provide

RECREATION

MM Recreation 1

The project could
potentially increase the
use of existing
neighborhood and
regional parks or other

That future development be required to provide park space at the ratio
required by the General Plan, 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

City to require;
developer to
provide




recreational facilities such
that substantial physical
| deterioration of the facility
" would occur or be
‘ accelerated?

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

[ Would the project have

T
That the future development would be required to implement water | City to require and |

— |

MM Utilities 1
| sufficient water supplies conservation measures. | ensure
| available to serve the compliance;
| project from existing developer and
entitlements and future occupants
resources, or are new or to adhere
expanded entitlements
needed?
MM Utilities 2: Would the project comply | That the future project be required to comply with all statutes and | City to require;
with federal, state, and regulations related to solid waste. developer to
local statures related to provide

solid waste?




Terms of Conditions of the Proposal:

- Conditions of Approval of Annexation
- Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program



WHEREAS, it is desired to provide that the proposed annexation be subject to the following terms

and conditions:

1. That the annexation arca be prezoned R-H High-Density Residential, R-M Medium-Density
Residential, and R-L-5 Low-Density Residential, in accordance with the General Plan.

2. That Annexation 157 cannot proceed until the finalization of the Sphere of Influence expansion.

3. That if the Sphere of Influence is not expanded to include this territory, the annexation shall not be

able to proceed.



Annexation 157 and Prezone No. 2020-02
Mitigation Measures
Mitigated Negative Declaration 2021-01

Mitigation Number

Potential Impact

Mitigation Measure

Responsible

Party
AESTHETICS
MM Aesthetics 1 The project could That the land be developed consistent with the General Plan, Hanford Developer
substantially degrade the | Municipal Code, and Tree Ordinance.
existing visual character
or quality of the site and
its surroundings?
MM Aesthetics 2 The project may create a | That future development complies with the Hanford Municipal Code Developer
new source of substantial | Section 17.50.140 Outdoor Lighting Standards and the California Building
light or glare which would | Code for outdoor lighting standards.
adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the
area?
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES
MM Agriculture 1 Convert Prime Farmland, | That upon physical development of the project site, a right-to-farm Developer

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?

provision be recorded with the recording of a final subdivision map(s) to
ensure that future residents of the homes in the project area are aware of
the adjacent agricultural uses and their right to continue to operate.

AIR QUALITY




MM Air Quality 1

The project may conflict
with or obstruct
implementation of the
applicable air quality
plan?

That future development projects be forwarded to the SJVAPCD for
review and comments and that future development comply with the
SJVAPCDC Air Quality Plan.

Developer

CULTURAL RESOURCES

MM Cultural
Resources 1-4

The project could
potentially cause a
substantial adverse
change in the significance
of an archeological
resource pursuant to
Public Resources Code
15064.57

The project could
potentially disturb human
remains, including those
interred outside of formal
cemeteries?

MM Cultural Resources 1: That a Burial Treatment Plan be entered to by
the applicant/property owner prior to any earth disturbing activities.

MM Cultural Resources 2: That prior to any ground-disturbing activities,
a Cultural Presentation be given to the construction staff.

Developer to
coordinate with
the Tachi Yokut
Tribe

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

MM Geology 1

That the project may
expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects including the risk
of loss, injury, or death
involving: - strong seismic
ground shaking; -
seismic-related ground
failure, including
liguefaction; - landslides.

The project may be
located on a geologic unit
or soil that is unstable, or
that would become

That the future physical development of the project comply with the
applicable General Plan policies, as well as the California Building Code.

City of Hanford
must ensure
conditions are set
forth to mitigate
impacts;
Developer to
comply with
standards




unstable as a result of the
project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liqguefaction or collapse?

MM Geology 2

That the project may
expose people or
structures to potential
substantial adverse
effects including the risk
of loss, injury, or death
involving: - strong seismic
ground shaking; -
seismic-related ground
failure, including
liguefaction; - landslides.

The project may 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,
liguefaction or collapse?

That a geotechnical and soil studies be prepared as a required by the
Building Official (if applicable) for future physical development of the project
area.

Building Official to
require; developer
to conduct study

MM Geology 3

That the project could
result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of
topsoil?

That the physical development of the project area comply with the Hanford
Municipal Code Section 15.52 Flood Damage Prevention Regulation and
the California Building Code, along with the plan check and development
review process.

City to require;
developer to
comply

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

MM Hydrology 1 &
2

The project could
potentially violate water
quality standards or
waste discharge

1) Future development that disturbs more than one acre is required to
comply with the General Permit Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ during
construction. Proponents of new development would have to develop
and implement a stormwater pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that

City to require;
Developer to
provide




requirements.

That the project could
potentially 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?

specifies best management practices (BMPs) to prevent construction
pollutants from contacting stormwater, with the intent of keeping all
products of erosion from moving off-site and into receiving waters;
eliminate or reduce non-stormwater discharges to storm sewer
systems and other waters of the United States; and inspect all BMPs;

New development would be required to implement appropriate
minimum control measures (MCMs) and design standards in
compliance with Phase Il General Permit, as outlined in the Stormwater
Management Plan, as well as the City's grading plan and site
development requirements.

MM Hydrology 3

The project could
potentially substantially
alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area,
including through the
alteration of a stream or
river, or substantially
increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff
in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or
off-site?

New development must submit grading plans. Site development must
comply with the requirements of the City Building Division and incorporate
best management practices/design standards.

City to require;
Developer to
provide

MM Hydrology 4

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?

New development must submit grading plans. Site development must
comply with the requirements of the City Building Division and incorporate
best management practices/design standards.

City to require;
Developer to
provide

MM Hydrology 5

Otherwise substantially
degrade water quality?

New development would have to incorporate best management practices
and adhere to design standards to maximize the reduction of pollutant
loadings in runoff to the maximum extent practical.

City to require,
Developer to
provide




NOISE

MM Noise 1

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?

That future development of the project site complies with applicable
regulations and policies of the General Plan to ensure that construction-
related impacts would be attenuated to the greatest extend feasible.

Residents and
developer; Police
to enforce

MM Noise2 & 3

Exposure of persons to or
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise
levels?

The project could cause a
substantial temporary or
periodic increase in
ambient noise levels
existing without the
project?

That future construction is limited to the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.

Developer; Police
to enforce

PUBLIC FACILITIES

MM Public
Facilities 1

The project may 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. (Fire)

The project will be subject to fire impact fees.

Developer to pay




MM Public
Facilities 2

The project may 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. (Police)

The project will be subject to police impact fees.

Developer to pay

MM Public
Facilities 3

The project may 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. (Schools)

That the development of the project will be subject to School Impact
Fees.

Developer to pay

MM Public
Facilities 4

The project may 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. (Parks)

That future development be required to provide park space at the ratio
required by the General Plan, 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

City to require;
developer to
provide

RECREATION

MM Recreation 1

The project could
potentially increase the
use of existing
neighborhood and

regional parks or other

That future development be required to provide park space at the ratio
required by the General Plan, 3.5 acres per 1,000 residents.

City to require;
developer to
provide




recreational facilities such
that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility
would occur or be
accelerated?

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

MM Utilities 1 Would the project have That the future development would be required to implement water City to require and
sufficient water supplies conservation measures. ensure
available to serve the compliance;
project from existing developer and
entitlements and future occupants
resources, or are new or to adhere
expanded entitlements
needed?

MM Utilities 2: Would the project comply | That the future project be required to comply with all statutes and | City to require;

with federal, state, and
local statures related to
solid waste?

regulations related to solid waste.

developer to
provide




BEFORE THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* *k Kk k%

IN THE MATTER OF APPROVING HANFORD ) Resolution No. 24-02
ANNEXATION NO. 157 ) Re: LAFCO Case No. 24-01

WHEREAS, on August 27, 2021, an application was accepted for filing by the City of
Hanford with the Executive Officer and certified complete on March 27, 2024, to annex certain
territory to the City of Hanford and detach the same territory from the Kings River Conservation
District and Excelsior-Kings River Resource Conservation District; and

WHEREAS, the reorganization does not represents 100 percent consent of all landowners
within the subject territory; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer's report, with recommendations, was forwarded to
officers, persons, and public agencies as prescribed by law and was reviewed at said public meeting
held before LAFCO on April 17, 2024; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer's report, with recommendations, was forwarded to
officers, persons, and public agencies as prescribed by law and was reviewed at said public meeting
held before LAFCO on July 24, 2024; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has duly considered the Executive Officer's Report,
testimony, and the proposal; and

WHEREAS, the proposed reorganization is considered within the scope of the 2035
Hanford General Plan and its associated Environmental Impact Report (EIR); and

WHEREAS, on August 17, 2021, the City of Hanford approved a Mitigated Negative
Declaration through the adoption of Ordinance 21-2 which analyzed and mitigated all potential
negative impacts associated with the proposed annexation.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION OF
KINGS COUNTY RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Commission finds that:

a) It is a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines,
Section 15096.

b) The reorganization is being taken pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

¢) The distinctive short form designation of the reorganization is "City of Hanford Annexation
No. 157”.



d) The City requested annexation of one unincorporated area and all the property owners
except for the property owners of the three parcels southwest of Fargo Avenue and 12"
Avenue have given consent to the annexation.

e) The proposed reorganization conforms to the adopted Sphere of Influence for the City of
Hanford as adopted by LAFCO of Kings County and became effective April 17, 2024.

f) The subject territory is considered inhabited.

g) All of the factors required by Government Code Section 56668 have been considered by the
Commission before rendering a decision.

h) The reorganization is necessary to provide services to planned, well-ordered, and efficient
urban development patterns that include appropriate consideration of the preservation of
open-space lands within those urban development patterns.

i) The regular county assessment roll will be utilized for this reorganization.
j) The affected territory will not be taxed for existing general bonded indebtedness.
k) Find that the annexation does not contain any Williamson Act contract land.

. The Commission has reviewed the MND prepared for the annexation by the City of Hanford
and has relied on the determination therein that with the enforcement of the proposed
mitigations this project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

Find that the Commission waive the protest hearing for this proposal in accordance with
Government Code 856663 and order the reorganization without an election. (If no written
opposition is received from landowners or registered voters within the annexation area prior to
the close of the public hearing.)

. That the Commission approve LAFCO Case No. 24-01, City of Hanford Annexation No. 157
by adopting Resolution No. 24-02 and order the annexation to the City of Hanford and
detachment from the Kings River Conservation District and the Excelsior - Kings River
Resource Conservation District subject to the following conditions:

a) The Kings County Local Agency Formation Commission be designated as the
conducting authority for the “City of Hanford Annexation No. 157 and be
authorized to proceed with legal steps necessary to complete the annexation.

b) That in the event of Protest Proceedings, the effect of any protests received
results in the ordering of the reorganization.

c) The City prepare a final map for recordation with an accompanying legal
description that meets Board of Equalization Standards.

d) The City shall provide a sufficient fee deposit with LAFCO to cover all
administrative processing prior to final recording of the Certificate of
Completion.



4. The legal description for the annexation to the City of Hanford 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 special meeting held July 24, 2024 by the
following vote:

AYES: Commissioners —
NOES: Commissioners —
ABSENT: Commissioner
ABSTAIN: Commissioner

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION
COMMISSION OF KINGS COUNTY

Joe Neves, Chairman

WITNESS, my hand this day of July, 2024.

Chuck Kinney, Executive Officer



Exhibit "A"

Annexation No. 157
Annexation to the City of Hanford
Geographical Description

Beginning at the Northeast corner of the Northeast Quarter of Section 22, Township 18 South,
Range 21 East, MDB&M, according to approved Government Township Plats thereof, said point
being on the existing City Limits boundary of the City of Hanford, also being within the County
of Kings, State of California;

Thence along the existing boundary of the City of Hanford, the following courses:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9)

Containing 153.60 acres more or less.

Thence South 0°08°32” East, along the East line of said Northeast Quarter of Section 22,
a distance of 581.42 feet to the intersection with the easterly prolongation of the South
line of Parcel 3, as shown on a map recorded in Book 9, at Page 85 of Parcel Maps, in the
Office of the Kings County Recorder;

Thence South 89°42°15” West, along last said prolongation and said South line of said
Parcel 3, a distance of 308.00 feet to the Southwest corner thereof;,

Thence North 0°08°32” West , along the west lines of Parcels 1, 2 and 3 of said Parcel
Map, and the northerly prolongation thereof, a distance of 581.42 feet to the intersection
with the North line of said Northeast Quarter of Section 22, also being the South line of
the Southeast Quarter of Section 15, Township 18 South, Range 21 East, MDB&M;
Thence South 89°42°15” West, along said south line of Section 15, a distance of 2,363.78
feet to the Southwest corner of the Southeast Quarter of said Section 15;

Thence leaving the existing City boundary, the following courses:

Thence North 0°19°07” West along the West line of said Southeast Quarter, a distance of
1,996.60 feet to the Southwest corner of the North 651.00 feet of the West half of said
Southeast Quarter;

Thence North 89°38°22” East along the South line of last said North 651 feet, a distance
of 826.00 feet to the East line of the West 826 feet of the West half of said Southeast
Quarter;

Thence North 0°19°07” West, along last said East line of the West 826 feet, a distance of
651.00 feet to the North line of said Southeast Quarter;

Thence North 89°38°22” East along last said North line, a distance of 1,824.98 feet to the
Northeast corner of said Southeast Quarter, said corner being on the existing boundary of
the city limits of Hanford;

Thence along the existing boundary of the City of Hanford, South 0°46’06™ East along
the East line of said Quarter, a distance of 2,650.35 feet to the Southeast corner of said
Southeast Quarter, also being the Point of Beginning;
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MAP OF TERRITORY ANNEXED TO THE

CITY OF HANFORD

AND DETACHED FROM THE KINGS RIVER CONSERVATION DISTRICT
AND THE EXCELSIOR-KINGS RIVER RESOURCE CONSERVATION
DISTRICT, CITY OF HANFORD REORGANIZATION KO.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

HEING A PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 15, T, 18 5, R 21 E.MDB. & M. AND
T NORTHEAST QUAKTER OF SECTION 22,1, 185, R21ELMDB & M. IN THE COUNTY OF KINGS,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA.
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Local Agency Formation COmmission
OF KINGS COUNTY

MAILING ADDRESS:
1400 W. LACEY BLVD. BLDG 6, HANFORD, CA 93230
(559) 852-2670, FAX: (559) 584-8989

STAFF REPORT
July 24, 2024

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT LAFCO MEETING TIME

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF PROPOSAL:

Government Code Section 54954(a) requires the legislative body of a local agency to
provide, by ordinance, resolution, bylaws, or by whatever other rule is required for the
conduct of business by that body, the time and place for holding regular meetings. Due
to the renovation of the Kings County Board of Supervisors Board Chambers over the
past year it necessitated Kings LAFCO to modify its time and location of it's regular
meetings which fit within the scheduling of an available meeting location. For the past
year Kings LAFCO has been holding it's meetings at 1:00 PM with the Kings Area Public
Transit Authority and Kings County Association of Governments meetings following
which aides in coordination since many of the Kings LAFCO commissioners also serve
on the other two boards.

EXECUTIVE OFFICERS RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends that your Commission consider the adoption of
LAFCO Resolution No. 24-04 to change LAFCOQ’s regular meeting time to 1 pm.

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSAL.:
This change would move the LAFCO meeting time to coincide with the Kings County
Area Public Transit Agency and Kings County Association of Governments meetings

which are held on the fourth Wednesday beginning at 2:00 p.m.

Attached is a resolution which allows the Commission to make a change to the regular
meeting time if you so desired.

Page 1



BEFORE THE LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
COUNTY OF KINGS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE MATTER OF A TIME ) Resolution No. 24-04
CHANGE FOR THE KINGS COUNTY )

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION )

COMMISSION MEETING ) Re: LAFCO Meetings

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 54954(a) requires the legislative body of a local agency
to provide, by ordinance, resolution, bylaws, or by whatever other rule is required for the conduct of
business by that body, the time and place for holding regular meetings; and

WHEREAS, this Commission desires to change its regular meeting time.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE KINGS COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Reqular Meetings: The Commission shall hold its regular meetings at 1:00 P.M. on the Forth
Wednesday of each month in the Chambers of the Kings County Board of Supervisors, Kings County
Government Center, 1400 W. Lacey Boulevard, Hanford, California, if there are any matters to be
considered by the Commission. The Executive Officer shall notify the Commission members prior to the
meeting date when there is business to be conducted. Whenever the Commission, at a regular meeting,
sets a different time and place for its meeting, such meetings shall constitute a regular meeting for all
purposes.

The foregoing Resolution was adopted upon a motion by Commissioner , seconded by
Commissioner , at a regular meeting held July 24, 2024, by the following vote:

AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:
ABSTAIN:

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION
KINGS COUNTY

Joe Neves, Chairman

WITNESS, my hand this day of July, 2024.

Chuck Kinney, Executive Officer
cc: Cities of Kings County
County of Kings
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http://www.calafco.org/
https://bit.ly/2024CALAFCOConference
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