County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Table of Contents

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Section 1: Introduction ......................................................................................................... 1
1.1 - Purpose............................................................................................................... 1
1.2 - Project Location .................................................................................................. 1
1.3 - Project Objective ................................................................................................. 1
1.4 - Project Description .............................................................................................. 1
1.4.1 - Project Infrastructure ............................................................................ 5
1.5 - Summary of County and Agency Approvals ....................................................... 7
Section 2: Environmental Checklist .................................................................................... 8
2.1 - Purpose and Legal Basis for the Initial Study ..................................................... 8
2.2 - Checklist and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts ........................................... 8
2.3 - Environmental Factors Potentially Affected ........................................................ 9
1 - Aesthetics................................................................................................. 10
2 - Agricultural Resources ............................................................................. 11
3 - Air Quality................................................................................................. 13
4 - Biological Resources................................................................................ 19
5 - Cultural Resources................................................................................... 26
6 - Geology and Soils .................................................................................... 30
7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials ........................................................... 34
7-1 - Airports ...................................................................................... 35
7-2 - Hazardous Fire Area ................................................................. 36
8 - Hydrology and Water Quality ................................................................... 37
8-1 - Floodplains ................................................................................ 42
9 - Land Use and Planning ............................................................................ 44
10 - Mineral Resources ................................................................................. 46
11 - Noise ...................................................................................................... 47
12 - Population and Housing ......................................................................... 51
13 - Public Services....................................................................................... 52
14 - Recreation .............................................................................................. 55
15 - Transportation/Traffic ............................................................................. 56
16 - Utilities and Service Systems ................................................................. 60
17 - Mandatory Findings of Significance ....................................................... 64
Section 3: Environmental Determination.......................................................................... 66
Section 4: References......................................................................................................... 67

Michael Brandman Associates
C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

ii

County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Table of Contents

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1: Annual Operational Emissions ................................................................................ 16
Table 2: Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species in the Project Area .......................... 21
Table 3: Land Uses and Designations of the Project Site and Surrounding Areas............... 44
Table 4 Land Use Compatibility Standards for Residential Land Uses................................ 48

LIST OF EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1: Regional Location Map............................................................................................ 2
Exhibit 2: Local Vicinity Topographic Map .............................................................................. 3
Exhibit 3: Local Vicinity Aerial Photo....................................................................................... 4
Exhibit 4: Tentative Tract Map ................................................................................................ 6

LIST OF APPENDICES
Appendix A: Air Quality Modeling Results............................................................................ 70
Appendix B: Biological Resources Due Diligence Survey.................................................... 76

Michael Brandman Associates
C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

iii

County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Introduction

SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 - Purpose
The purpose of this Initial Study (IS) is to identify the potential environmental impacts associated
with the development of the Weskamp Estates Project (project) in Merced County, California and to
describe measures that will avoid or mitigate significant impacts. The IS includes information to
substantiate the conclusions made regarding the potential of the proposed project to result in
significant environmental effects and provides the basis for input from public agencies, organizations,
and interested members of the public. Pursuant to Section 15367 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Merced County is the Lead Agency for the proposed project and, as
such, has primary responsibility for approval or denial of the project.

1.2 - Project Location
The project is located in Merced County, California, north of State Route 140, south of State Route
99 and west of State Route 59 southeast of the City of Atwater (see Exhibit 1). The project site is
specifically located in the northeast corner of the intersection of Landram Avenue and Buhach Road.
The project site is approximately 14.2 acres. The Assessors Parcel Number is 059-350-012, and is
located in Section 20 of Township 7 South, Range 13 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian (see
Exhibit 2).
Exhibit 3 provides an aerial perspective of the project site and identifies the extent of the proposed
residential development. As shown, land uses in the project vicinity include residential development
agricultural land uses. The project site borders residential development to the west and south, bare
soil to the north, and orchards to the east. The project site has been moderately disturbed in the past
by disking for weed and fire control. The site contains no structures or dwellings.

1.3 - Project Objective
The Applicant’s objective for the Project is to provide single family housing consistent with the
property’s current Agricultural-Residential (AR) zoning.

1.4 - Project Description
The Project would involve the development of a small, single-family residential subdivision on an
approximately 14.2-acre agricultural property. The subdivision would consist of the construction of
12 single-family residential units and one storm water percolation basin (refer to Exhibit 4). The 12
residential lots would each be approximately 1 acre while the storm water percolation basin would be
approximately 0.32 acres. Each lot will be developed with a private septic system and water well.
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1.4.1 - Project Infrastructure
Public facilities and infrastructure systems would be designed to meet the needs of the full project.
The backbone improvements are expected to be built using private financing. These improvements
would be constructed in a single phase.
Traffic/Circulation. Access to the proposed subdivision would be from Landram Avenue to the
south and Buhach Road to the west. Circulation within the housing development is illustrated in
Exhibit 4 and does not allow for future access to adjacent properties. As part of the project, in
accordance with County Department of Public Works - Road Division requirements, the following
road improvements would be implemented as part of the project to maintain current levels of service
on local roadway within the community.
•

Provide non-access easements at the north and east dead-ends of bulbed streets pursuant to
Section 17.04.050.A.11 of the Merced County Code.

•

Prior to issuance of any construction permits the developer shall reconstruct existing verticalfaced radiuses at the new east-west road intersection with Buhach Road to conform to curb
ramp details shown in Caltrans Standard Plan A88A.

•

The developer shall provide a Type II Slurry seal on the existing Buhach Road pavement
widening, along the east side of Buhach Road, from Landram Avenue to the north line of Lot 3
as shown on the map of Skyline Estates recorded in Volume 17 of Official Plats at Page 22,
Merced County Records.

Septic Systems. Each lot will be developed with a private septic system. Prior to issuance of any
construction permit, the developer is required to provide plans for all proposed septic land disposal
systems and utilize nitrogen-reducing designs approved by Division of Environmental Health. The
systems will be required to be in a Zone of Benefit for operation and maintenance.
Lighting. To minimize the effect on nighttime views in the project area, directional lighting will be
incorporated into the project design.
Water. Each lot will be developed with a private water well, a total of 12 wells, each of which will
conform to Merced County building codes and construction standards (e.g., Section 9.28.060 of
Chapter 9 of the Merced County Code). Consistent with County Code, water wells will be sited a
minimum of 30 feet from onsite septic tanks and 100 feet from the disposal fields.
Drainage. The Project would include a stormwater percolation basin on just over 0.32 acres. The
Applicant will be required to submit a formal drainage plan to the County Public Works Department.
Construction Period. Construction of the proposed project would be limited to the hours of 7 a.m.
and 6 p.m. It is estimated that construction would start in early 2008 and occupancy by late 2008.
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Air Quality Requirements. The construction and operation of the proposed project will be subject
to SJVAPCD rules and requirements, including permitting requirements. The following SJVAPCD
dust control rules would apply to the Project:
•

SJVAPCD Rule 4102 - Nuisance

•

SJVAPCD Rule 4601 - Architectural Coatings

•

SJVAPCD Rule 4641 - Cutback, slow cure and emulsified asphalt, paving and maintenance
operations

•

SJVAPCD Rule 4901 - Wood Burning Fireplaces and Wood Burning Heaters.

•

SJVAPCD Rule 4902 - Residential Water Heaters

•

SJVAPCD Rule 4905 - Natural Gas-Fired, Fan-type Residential Central Furnaces

•

SJVAPCD Rule 8021 - Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and Other
Earthmoving Activities

1.5 - Summary of County and Agency Approvals
The project would require the following discretionary agency approvals for actions proposed as part
of the project:
•

Merced County - Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project.

•

Merced County - Approval of the Tentative Subdivision Map.

The project would require the following ministerial approvals for actions proposed as part of the
project:
•

Merced County Health Department - Permitting for water well construction and percolation
tests and soil analysis for individual septic system.

•

Merced County Public Works - Encroachment permits transportation connections and
improvements. Approval of Drainage Plan.

•

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) - National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Under
the NPDES permit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared before
any construction activities begin and a Notice of Intent (NOI) filed for coverage under the
NPDES General Permit For Storm Water Discharges Associated With Construction Activity
(General Permit) Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ.

•

San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District - Dust Control Plan approval.
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SECTION 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
2.1 - Purpose and Legal Basis for the Initial Study
As a public disclosure document, this IS provides local decision makers and the public with
information regarding the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. According to
Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, the purposes of an IS are to:
1.

Provide the Lead Agency with information to use as the basis for deciding whether to prepare
an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), or a Negative Declaration (ND).

2.

Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before
an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for a Negative Declaration.

3.

Assist in the preparation of an EIR, if one is required by:
a.
Focusing the EIR on the effects determined to be significant,
b.
Identifying the effects determined not to be significant,
c.
Explaining the reasons for determining that potentially significant effects would not
be significant, and
d.
Identifying whether a program EIR, tiering, or another appropriate process can be
used for analysis of the project’s environmental effects.

4.

Facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project.

5.

Provide documentation of the factual basis for the finding in a Negative Declaration that a
project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

6.

Eliminate unnecessary EIRs.

7.

Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project.

This IS evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in environmental impacts, evaluates
the significance of those impacts, and defines mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts to less
than significant levels. The information provided in this IS will be used by the County to determine if
a Negative Declaration or an EIR is the appropriate level of CEQA documentation. The IS will also
serve as a basis for soliciting comments and input from members of the public and public agencies.

2.2 - Checklist and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
The Environmental Checklist included in this IS is based on the CEQA Environmental Checklist
Form included as Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. A description of the environmental setting
and an explanation for all checklist responses is included. Where appropriate, mitigation measures
are identified to avoid or reduce the significance of a potential impact. In the checklist below the
following definitions are used:
Michael Brandman Associates
C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

8

County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and
Discussion of Environmental Evaluation

“No Impact” means that it is anticipated that the project will not affect the physical environment on
or around the project site. It therefore does not warrant mitigation measures.
“Less than Significant Impact” means the project is anticipated to affect the physical environment
but to a less than significant degree, and therefore mitigation measures are not necessary.
“Less than Significant with Mitigation” applies to impacts where the incorporation of mitigation
measures into a project has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant” to “Less Than
Significant”. In such cases, and with such projects, mitigation measures will be provided including a
brief explanation of how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.
“Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant, and
no mitigation is possible.

2.3 - Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this Project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the
following pages.
Aesthetics

Agriculture Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance

X None After Mitigation
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1 - Aesthetics
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Have a substantial adverse effect on a
scenic vista?
b)
Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state
scenic highway?
c)
Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
d)
Create a new source of substantial light or
glare, which would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area?
e)
Expose residential property to unacceptable
light levels?

a)
No Impact. The lands surrounding the project site have been highly modified for agricultural
production and residential development. As a result, the terrain is very flat, and most of the native
trees and vegetation have been removed. Because of the flat terrain, views from one side of the
property to the other are generally unobstructed. There are no unique visual features or scenic vistas
in the project area. No roadways in the project vicinity are designated as scenic under existing visual
protection programs. No scenic vistas exist on the project site and in the project vicinity. Therefore,
no impacts in this regard would occur.
b)
No Impact. There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways or Routes in the
project vicinity. Therefore, the project would have no impact on scenic resources such as rock
outcroppings, trees, or historic buildings within a scenic highway.
c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is currently an open field containing nonnative grassland vegetation and is partially visible from the adjacent roadways and residences. Views
of the project area are of other vegetated and unvegetated vacant parcels, agricultural (e.g., orchard
and row crop) lands, and residential developments that contain visual elements such as overhead
transmission lines, traffic signs, and street lights. Conversion of an open field to a residential
subdivision would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its
surroundings and the impact would be less than significant.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would create new source of nighttime lighting
via street lamps and exterior lighting used by future residents of the subdivision. However, street
lighting and lights from other residential areas already exist in the project area and, therefore, the
project’s contribution to existing sources would be minimal. Because the project only proposes to
construct 12 homes, and because directional lighting has been incorporated into the project design to
Michael Brandman Associates
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minimize the effect on nighttime views in the project area, the project would not be a substantial light
source and the impact would be less than significant.
e)
No Impact. While the proposed project would be a new source of light via street lighting
and lighting used by future residents of the subdivision, the proposed project only proposes to
construct 12 homes and directional lighting has been incorporated into the project design to minimize
the effect on nighttime views in the project area. In addition, construction activities would be limited
to daylight hours (typically 7am to 6pm, Monday through Friday). Therefore, the proposed project
would not expose residential property to unacceptable light levels.
2 - Agricultural Resources
The California Department of conservation’s
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
(LESA) Model (1997) as implemented in the Merced
County GIS LESA Model may be used to assess
impacts on agriculture.
-Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?
b)
Conflict with existing zoning for
agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
c)
Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or nature,
could result in conversion of Farmland, to nonagricultural use?
d)
Cause development of non-agricultural
uses within 1,000 feet of agriculturally zoned
property (Right-to-Farm)?

a)
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Farming operations in the project
area generally consist of small scale inter-row cropping systems, fallow or bare parcels formerly
under agricultural use, and orchards. Although several parcels in the project vicinity (within five
miles) of the project site are covered under Williamson Act contracts, the majority of the lands in the
project vicinity are not covered under Williamson Act contracts. Further, the project site is not under
a Williamson Act contract, nor are any of the parcels located within ¼ mile of the project site (USDA
NAIP Merced 2005; Williamson Act 2004).
Based on a review of maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, the Project site is composed of “Prime Farmland”
(FMMP 2004). Prime farmland has the best combination of physical and chemical features able to
sustain long term agricultural production (FMMP 2004)), including, but not limited to, soil quality,
growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields.
Michael Brandman Associates
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Implementation of the project would directly convert 14.2 acres of prime farmland to a residential
subdivision. Any conversion of prime farmland to non-agricultural use represents a significant impact
under CEQA. Implementation of the following mitigation measure would be required to reduce this
impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

MM-Agricultural Resources-1. To compensate for the loss of 14.2 acres of Prime Farmland, the
Project Applicant shall pay into a “farmland trust” fund that will acquire agricultural conservation
easements to compensate for the land conversion. This will be completed prior to the recording of the
final map. The farmland subject to the easements shall be of the same acreage and the same category
of farmland (Prime Farmland), as identified by the latest FMMP report.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. The site is zoned A-R Agriculture Residential, which is
consistent with the proposed project. Any zone changes in the area would require evaluation under
CEQA. No Williamson Act contract exists for the site, nor any adjacent parcel. Additionally, Merced
County Planning Department does not usually allow parcels this small to enter into a Williamson Act
contract. Existing residential surrounds portions of the project site to the west and south and,
therefore, the project is not otherwise expected to encourage the non-renewal or cancellation of other
contracted lands and the impact would be less than significant.
c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located just southeast of an expanding
residential zoning area of the nearby community of Atwater. Lands adjacent to and surrounding the
project site in all directions have already been developed for residential uses. Lands to the north, east
and south are currently zoned A-1 General Agriculture, while land to the west is zoned A-R
Agriculture Residential. Merced Counties Zoning Code illustrates the purpose of an A-R zone, as a
zone which provides areas for rural residential development and hobby farming and limited animal
raising operations with less than a full range of urban services. It is intended that this zone typically
serve as a transitional area between more dense urban communities and agricultural uses with the
option of allowing either one unit or three units per acre. The Zoning Code has also deemed the
purpose of the A-1 General Agricultural Zone as a zone, which is to provide for areas for more
intensive farming operations dependent on higher quality soils, water availability and relatively flat
topography, and agricultural commercial and/or industrial uses dependent on proximity to urban areas
or location in sparsely populated low traffic areas. Parcels smaller than forty (40) acres down to a
minimum of twenty (20) acres can be considered where agricultural productivity of the property will
not be reduced.
Indirect impacts on agricultural lands can result under two types of conditions: (1) development
(urban, residential) can place pressure on adjacent agricultural lands to convert to nonagricultural
uses; or (2) land uses (urban, residential) adjacent to existing agricultural lands can create conflicts
between the two types of uses which can, in turn, lead to the abandoning of agriculture in the area of
conflict. This project falls under category two above and may result in a land use conflict. As a
Michael Brandman Associates
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condition of approval, and in order to circumvent potential conflicts, future property owners of this
proposed development are required to provide to the County a Right-to-Farm certificate. By
providing this certificate, future property owners acknowledge that the County has set a priority to
support agricultural zones and the landowners may be subject to discomfort from normal agricultural
operations. Therefore, development of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the site’s zoning and
General Plan land use designations. Development of the proposed project would not result in further
development of non-agricultural uses in the project vicinity or within 1000 feet of agriculturally
zoned property. As a result, this impact may be considered less than significant.
3 - Air Quality
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality plan?
b)
Violate any air quality standard or
contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation?
c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an applicable
federal or state ambient air quality standard
(including releasing emissions, which exceed
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?
f)
Involve the construction of a sensitive
receptor located within one mile of an existing
substantial point source emitter?

a)
Less than Significant. The San Joaquin Valley is designated nonattainment of state and
federal health based air quality standards for ozone and respirable particulate matter (PM). Under the
federal classification scheme, the San Joaquin Valley is classified serious non-attainment for both the
PM10 (particulate matter less than 10 micrometers in diameter) standard and the 8-hour ozone
standard.
To meet federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control
District (SJVAPCD) has adopted an Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan (EOADP)
(2004) and a PM10 attainment demonstration plan (2006 PM10 Plan). Although the federal one-hour
ozone standard has been revoked by EPA and replaced with an 8-hour standard, the planning
Michael Brandman Associates
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requirements for the one-hour plan remain in effect until replaced by a federal 8-hour ozone
attainment plan that is due to EPA by June 15, 2007. The SJVAPCD Governing Board approved the
2007 Ozone Plan on April 30, 2007. The plan must next be approved by the California Air Resources
Board and forwarded to EPA for approval.
Determination Criteria: This determination criteria for compliance with the current air quality plans
(AQPs) is compliance with the control measures in the AQPs. The construction and operation of the
proposed project will be subject to SJVAPCD rules and requirements, including permitting
requirements. This project will comply with all applicable SJVAPCD rules including, but not limited
to:
•
SJVAPCD Rule 4102 – Nuisance. The purpose of this rule is to protect the health
and safety of the public, and applies to any source operation which emits or may emit air
contaminants or other materials.
•

SJVAPCD Rule 4601 – Architectural Coatings. The purpose of this rule is to limit

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) emissions from architectural coatings. Emissions are
reduced by limits on VOC content and providing requirements on coatings storage, cleanup,
and labeling.
•
SJVAPCD Rule 4641 – Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and
Maintenance Operations. The purpose of this rule is to limit VOC emissions from asphalt
paving and maintenance operations. If asphalt paving will be used, then the paving
operations will be subject to Rule 4641.
•
SJVAPCD Rule 4901 – Wood Burning Fireplaces and Wood Burning Heaters. The
purposes of this rule are to limit emissions of carbon monoxide and PM from wood burning
fireplaces (fireplaces) and wood burning heaters (heaters). The rule contains restrictions on
the number of fireplaces and heaters new residential developments may install based on the
density of the development. Per the Rule, no more than one fireplace or heater is allowed per
residential unit. Areas not served by natural gas are exempt.
•
SJVAPCD Rule 4902 – Residential Water Heaters. The purpose of this rule is to
limit oxides of nitrogen (NOx) emissions from residential water heaters. Residential water
heaters on the market in the San Joaquin Valley must comply with the rule.
•
SJVAPCD Rule 4905 – Natural Gas-Fired, Fan-Type Residential Central Furnaces.
The purpose of this rule is to limit NOx emissions from natural gas-fired, fan-type residential
Michael Brandman Associates
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central furnaces. Residential central furnaces on the market in the San Joaquin Valley must
comply with the rule.
•
SJVAPCD Rule 8021 – Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction and Other
Earthmoving Activities. The purpose of this rule is to limit fugitive dust emissions from
earthmoving activities through a combination of opacity limits, equipment and activity
prohibitions, and dust-suppressing requirements. A Dust Control Plan will be required for
this project.

There are no crops to remove in order to develop the project site. Therefore, SVJAPCD Rule 4103
(Open Burning) is not applicable.
The proposed project is less than the applicability threshold of Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review)
per Rule 9510 §2.1.1.
For these reasons, it is appropriate to conclude that the proposed project complies with the applicable
air quality plans and will not result in a significant impact.

b)

Less Than Significant Impact. Specific criteria for determining whether the potential air

quality impacts of a project are significant are set forth in the Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air
Quality Impacts (GAMAQI). The criteria for these emission thresholds include compliance with the
State and National air quality standards and conformity with existing air quality plans for the San
Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB).
Short-Term Construction-Related Impacts

Major sources of emissions during construction include exhaust generated from the use of heavy
equipment and on-road vehicles and fugitive dust generated as a result of soil disturbance during
excavation and grading activities. Estimates of construction emissions are not required by the SJVAB
for purposes of CEQA documentation and thus have not been prepared. The SJVAB requires
implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification
of emissions. Implementation of feasible control measures can be reasonably expected to reduce
PM10 emissions during construction. The SJVAPCD has determined that project compliance with the
SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII - Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions sufficiently minimizes adverse
construction-related air quality impacts to less-than-significant impact levels. The proposed project
will fully comply with the control measures required under Regulation VIII
Long-Term Operational Impacts
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Emissions from project-related mobile sources would include vehicular travel to and from the
proposed residential subdivision. Operation of the proposed project would not generate enough trips
to impact the level of service (LOS) of nearby streets, and therefore, would not cause a carbon
monoxide (CO) hotspot. For this reason, the operational pollutants of concern include nitrous oxides
(NOx) and reactive organic gasses (ROG).
MBA quantified emissions (e.g. tons per year) for the proposed project based on these emission
sources (see Table 1). Specific inputs used in the calculations are provided in Appendix A.

Table 1: Annual Operational Emissions
1

1

1

ROG

NOx

Area

2.41

0.05

0.35

Mobile

0.21

0.27

0.14

Total

2.62

0.32

0.48

Operational Threshold
Exceed Threshold?

PM10

10

10

15

NO

NO

NO

1

In Tons
Source: MBA, 2007

As shown in Table 1, the Project’s increase in emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD annual
emissions thresholds for NOX or ROG resulting in a less than significant impact. Short-term and
long-term air quality impacts associated with the project are less than significant. The project will not
violate an air quality standard or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard in the project area.
c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would not significantly increase the
production of any criteria pollutant as described in checklist question (b). Therefore, per SJVAPCD
guidance documentation, it is appropriate to conclude that the project’s incremental contribution to
criteria pollutant emissions is not cumulatively considerable, and the impact may therefore be
considered less than significant.
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions. The potential effect of greenhouse gas emissions on global
climate change is an emerging issue that warrants discussion under CEQA. Unlike the pollutants
discussed previously that may have regional and local effects, greenhouse gases have the potential to
cause global changes in the environment. In addition, greenhouse gas emissions do not directly
produce a localized impact, but may cause an indirect impact if the local climate is adversely changed
by its cumulative contribution to a change in global climate. Individual development projects
contribute relatively small amounts of greenhouse gases that when added to all other greenhouse gas
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producing activities around the world result in increases in these emissions that have led many to
conclude is changing the global climate. However, no threshold has been established for what would
constitute a cumulatively considerable increase in greenhouse gases for individual development
projects.

The State of California has taken several actions that help to address potential global climate change
impacts. Although not originally intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, California Code of
Regulations Title 24 Part 6: California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and
Nonresidential Buildings, was first established in 1978 in response to a legislative mandate to reduce
California's energy consumption. The standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and
possible incorporation of new energy efficiency technologies and methods. The latest amendments
were made in October 2005 and currently require new homes to use half the energy they used only a
decade ago. Since electricity produced by fossil fuel power plants results in the production of
greenhouse gases, reductions in electricity use through energy efficient buildings results in decreased
greenhouse gas emissions.
California Assembly Bill (AB) 1493 (Pavley) enacted on July 22, 2002, required California Air
Resources Board (CARB) to develop and adopt regulations that reduce GHG emitted by passenger
vehicles and light duty trucks. Regulations adopted by CARB will apply to 2009 and later model
year vehicles. CARB estimates that the regulation will reduce climate change emissions from light
duty passenger vehicle fleet by an estimated 18 percent in 2020 and by 27 percent in 2030 (CARB
2004a).
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger announced on June 1, 2005, through Executive Order S
3-05, the following GHG emission reduction targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels;
by 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 levels; by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below
1990 levels (CA 2005). The California Climate Action Team’s (CAT) Report to the Governor
contains recommendations and strategies to help ensure the targets in Executive Order S-3-05 are met
(CAT 2006).
In 2006, the California State Legislature adopted AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006. AB 32 describes how global climate change will impact the environment in California.
The impacts described in AB 32 include changing sea levels, changes in snow pack and availability of
potable water, changes in storm flows and flood inundation zones, and other impacts. The list of
impacts included in AB 32 may be considered substantial evidence of environmental impacts
requiring analysis in CEQA documents. AB 32 focuses on reducing GHG in California. The GHG
emissions reductions found in AB 32 and Executive Order S-3-05 are consistent with the climate
stabilization models produced by the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). These climate
stabilization models show that if GHG emissions are reduced to the levels shown in Executive Order
S-3-05, the climate will stabilize at approximately a 2 degree Celsius rise, averting the worst impacts
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associated with global climate change. GHG as defined under AB 32 include: carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. AB 32
requires the CARB, the State agency charged with regulating statewide air quality, to adopt rules and
regulations that would achieve greenhouse gas emissions equivalent to statewide levels in 1990 by
2020. On or before June 30, 2007, CARB is required to publish a list of discrete early action
greenhouse gas emission reduction measures that can be implemented by 2010.
AB 32 requires that by January 1, 2008, CARB shall determine what the statewide greenhouse gas
emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit that is
equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020. While the level of 1990 GHG emissions has not yet
been approved, reported emissions vary from 425 to 468 teragrams (Tg) CO2 equivalents Eq. (CEC
2006). In 2004, the emissions were estimated at 492 Tg CO2 Eq. (CEC 2006).
The actions described above provide a framework for reducing greenhouse gas emissions in
California. The project must comply with Title 24 energy efficiency standards. Vehicles purchased
by residents will produce fewer GHG emissions than those produced today with implementation of
AB1493. Regulations stemming from AB 32 will result in reductions in emissions from major
sources such as electrical power generation and cement production. It remains uncertain if these
actions will be sufficient to counteract California’s contribution to global climate change. However,
additional analysis for this project will not increase the certainty of any impact determination.
Although quantification methods are available to calculate the project’s contribution, due to the size
of this project and lack of an adopted federal or state numeric threshold no quantification may be
provided however, impacts are currently considered less than significant due to the small size of the
project.

d)
Less Than Significant Impact. There are existing residential units immediately adjacent to
the project site to the west and south, and no existing or planned industrial developments are located
within one mile of the proposed project. Construction of the proposed project would be limited in
duration, lasting less than one year. Construction of the proposed project would not emit any
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) in significant quantities. The Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) currently describes the health risk from large, heavy-duty, dieselpowered equipment exhaust entirely in terms of the amount of particulate, or PM10, that is emitted.
Currently, the health risk associated with diesel exhaust PM10 only has a carcinogenic and chronic
effect; no short-term acute effect is recognized. In recognition of these circumstances, as well as
implementation of the mandatory dust control requirements required by the SJVAPCD, it is
reasonable to conclude that the proposed project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentration. This impact is considered less than significant.
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Less Than Significant Impact. The only potential odors associated with the project are

from diesel exhaust and the application of asphalt and paint during the construction period. These
odors, if perceptible, are common in the environment, would dissipate rapidly as they mix with the
surrounding air, and would be of very limited duration. Therefore, any potential odor impacts would
be considered less than significant.
f)
No Impact. Land uses within one mile of the project site are residential or agricultural, and
the Merced County General Plan designates land surrounding the project site for Agricultural or
Agricultural-Residential use. Therefore, the proposed project would not construct a sensitive receptor
within one mile of an existing substantial point source emitter.

4 - Biological Resources
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or by the California
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional plans, policies, and
regulations or by the California Department of Fish
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?
c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section
404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or
other means?
d)
Interfere substantially with the movement
of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?
e)
Conflict with any local policies or
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?
f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?
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The project site is a fallow agricultural field that is disked annually for fire control; elevation ranges
from 144 to 148 feel above mean sea level (msl). It is bordered to the north by an agricultural field,
to the east by an orchard, to the south by rural residences/agricultural lands, and to the west by a
residential development.
A biological resources survey was conducted within the project site on March 22, 2007 (Appendix 2,
MBA 2007). Wildlife habitats were described and classified using CDFG’s A Guide to Wildlife
Habitats (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988). Wildlife habitats generally correspond to plant
communities, which are assemblages of plant species that occur together in a given area, and are
defined by species composition and relative abundance. The plant communities in this section were
classified using a combination of aerial photography and field verification. According to the
biological resources letter report, the habitat type present is non-native grassland. Herbaceous species
observed include hare barley (Hordeum leporinum), filaree (Erodium sp.), fiddleneck (Amsinckia sp.),
California poppy (Eschscholzia californica), sphephard’s purse (Capsella bursa-pastoris), ripgut
brome (Bromus diandrus), wild radish (Raphanus raphanistrum), and common mallow (Malva
neglecta). No shrubs or trees are present within the project site.
Special-Status Species

For the purpose of this study, special-status species are those species:
•

Listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and those species
formally proposed or candidates for listing;

•

Listed as threatened or endangered under California ESA (CESA) or candidates for listing;

•

Designated as endangered or rare pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (§1901);

•

Designated as fully protected pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (§3511, §4700,
§5050);

•

Designated as a species of special concern by CDFG;

•

Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act or considered by CNPS as
List 1A, 1B, 2, or 3 species.
Prior to conducting the field study of the project site, the following information sources were
reviewed:
•

The Atwater, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (1998);

•

A Natural Resource Conservation Service soils map of the project site (Soil Survey Staff
undated);
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California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Data Base

(CNDDB) records for the Atwater, California and the surrounding eight quadrangles (CNDDB 2007)
(Attachment A);
•

CDFG California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System (CWHR) (CDFG 2005);

•

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of endangered and threatened species that may
occur, or be affected by project, in the Atwater, California quadrangle (USFWS 2007) (Attachment
B);
•

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online Inventory of Rare and Endangered
Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2007) (Attachment C);

•

Pertinent literature including: the Jepson Manual, Higher Plants of California (Hickman
1993); Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California (Jennings and Hayes 1994);
California Birds: Their Status and Distribution (Small 1994); Bird Species of Special Concern in
California (Remsen 21978); and Mammalian Species of Special Concern in California (Williams
1986)
According to results of the literature review and field survey, there are twelve (12) special-status
wildlife species with potential to occur within the project site; there are no special-status plant species
with potential to occur. Table 2 lists all the moderate to high potentially occurring species, their
regulatory status, general habitat requirements, and the potential for impacts resulting from
construction of the proposed project. All other species with potential to occur are not listed in Table 2
due to lack of suitable habitat within the project boundary. To date, no focused surveys have been
completed for any of these species.
Table 2: Potentially Occurring Special-Status Species in the Project Area
Scientific Name
Common Name

Listing Status
USFWS/ CDFG

General Habitat

Potential for Project
to Impact

Mammals
Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

FE/CT

Occurs in native valley
and foothill grasslands
and chenopod scrub
communities of the
valley floor and
surrounding foothills.
Prefers open level areas
with loose-textured
soils supporting
scattered, shrubby
vegetation and little
human disturbance.

High. The project site is within the
range of this highly mobile species.
The site is suitable for foraging.
Suitable cover/den sites (i.e.,
burrows, culverts) are unlikely as a
result of annual disking. There is a
CNDDB-recorded occurrence of this
species approximately 3 miles north
of the project site (CNDDB 2007).

—/CSC

Forages in open plains,

High. The interior portion of the

Birds
Athene cunicularia
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Common Name

Listing Status
USFWS/ CDFG

hypugaea
western burrowing owl

Buteo Swainsoni
Swainson’s hawk
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—/CT

General Habitat

Potential for Project
to Impact

grasslands and prairies;
typically nests in
abandoned small
mammal burrows.

project site is disked regularly and is
not suitable for this species.
However, berms at the edges of the
site may have burrows suitable for
cover and nesting. There is a
CNDDB-recorded occurrence of this
species approximately 2 miles
northeast of the project site
(CNDDB 2007).

Forages in grasslands
and open agricultural
fields. Breeds in oak
savanna and riparian
areas.

Moderate. The project site is
suitable for foraging and there is
suitable breeding habitat adjacent.
There is a CNDDB-recorded
occurrence of this species
approximately 3 miles northeast of
the project site (CNDDB 2007).

Notes:
United States Fish and Wildlife Service classifications:
FE = Species in danger of extinction throughout all or significant portion of it’s range.
California Department of Fish and Game classifications:
CSC = California species of special concern. Animal species with California breeding populations that may
face extinction in the near future.
CFP = Fully protected by the State of California under Section 3511 and 4700 of the CDFG Code.
Source: CNDDB, 2007

Consistency with the Merced County General Plan

The Merced County General Plan (General Plan) contains several policies that recognize the need to
identify and protect sensitive natural resources. The Open Space/Conservation chapter of the General
Plan has in place goals, objectives, and policies for maintaining and enhancing habitat and
biodiversity within the County that include:
Goal 1: Habitats which support rare, endangered, or threatened species are not substantially degraded.
Objective 1.A: Rare and endangered species are protected from urban development and are
recognized in rural areas.
Policy 2:
Continue to regulate the location, density, and design of development to minimize
adverse impacts and encourage enhancement of rare and endangered species habitats.
Policy 3:
The redesignation of land from a rural to an urban designation should occur in careful
consideration of the potential impact on significant habitats and conformance with the Open Space
Action Plan.
Policy 5:
Urban uses which could result in significant loss of sensitive habitat should be
directed to less sensitive wetland, wildlife, and vegetation habitat areas of possible.
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Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The project site is suitable for

foraging by western mastiff bat, hoary bat, golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, northern harrier, whitetailed kite, California horned lark, merlin, and loggerhead shrike. There is no suitable nesting
habitat/maternity roosts for these species on the project site. The project vicinity is becoming
urbanized, and the site is bordered on the west by new residential development. Other developments
associated with the town of Atwater are in close proximity to the site on the north and west, and
southwest. For these reasons, loss of foraging habitat for these species is considered less than
significant.
The proposed project may impact Swainson’s hawk, western burrowing owl, and San Joaquin kit fox.
Swainson’s hawk

The project site is suitable for foraging by Swainson’s hawk, a state Threatened species. Swainson’s
hawk is an uncommon breeding resident and migrant in the Central Valley, Klamath Basin,
Northeastern Plateau, Lassen Co., and Mojave Desert. Migrating individuals depart south through the
southern and central interior of California in September and October, and return north to breed in
March through May. Swainson’s hawk typically breeds in stands with few trees in juniper-sage flats,
riparian areas, and in oak savannah in the Central Valley; and forages in adjacent grasslands or
suitable grain or alfalfa fields, or livestock pastures. This species typically nests near water in the
Central Valley.
A pair of Swainson’s hawks nested this year (2007) in a location approximately three miles northnortheast of the project site. Loss of foraging habitat within a ten mile radius of an active nest is
considered significant under CDFG guidelines (CDFG 1994). Loss of foraging habitat for this
species may be significant. Implementation of MM-Biological Resources-1 would reduce this
potential impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

MM-Biological Resources-1: If proposed project construction occurs during the nesting season for
Swainson’s hawk (March 1 - September 15), pre-construction surveys for active nests shall be
conducted with 1/2 mile of the project site. If an active nest is located, CDFG shall be consulted to
determine if project construction may proceed during the nesting season. Applicants must submit
proof of CDFG consultation, in addition to survey results, to the Planning Department prior to Public
Works sign-off on subdivision improvements.
The nearest known occupied nest site is approximately three (3) miles northeast of the project site.
Prior to project initiation, CDFG shall be consulted to determine whether there are active nests closer
to the project site. If so, then mitigation for loss of foraging habitat shall occur in accordance with the
Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central
Valley of California (CDFG 1994). Mitigation guidelines in this report are based upon project
distance to the active nest tree.
Michael Brandman Associates

23

C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and
Discussion of Environmental Evaluation

If no additional active nests are identified, mitigation for loss of foraging habitat shall occur for the
active nest located three miles northeast of the project site. For each acre of foraging habitat
impacted, 0.75 acre of suitable foraging habitat shall be protected through fee title acquisition or
through purchase of credits at an approved habitat mitigation bank.
Western burrowing owl

The project site is suitable for foraging by western burrowing owl, and undisked margins of the site
may be suitable for nesting. Burrowing owl is a State Species of Special Concern and is a year-round
resident in the Central Valley. This fossorial owl requires open habitats with burrows (i.e., California
ground squirrel burrows) for cover and for reproduction. Suitable habitats include open areas with
low vegetation, burrows, and perches. Burrowing owls are crepuscular and typically emerging from
their burrows at dusk to forage. Burrows are used for cover during the day, although owls are often
found perched at burrow entrances during daylight hours. Occupied burrows often can be identified
by sign, including pellets and whitewash. Impacts to this species may be significant if individuals are
present on the project site. Implementation of MM-Biological Resources-2 would reduce this
potential impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

MM-Biological Resources-2: Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owl shall be conducted by a
qualified biologist no more than 30 days prior to grading of the project site. In accordance with the
CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (Staff Report) (CDFG 1995), the surveys shall be
conducted within the project site, and in areas within 500 feet of the project impact zone. If no
suitable burrows are detected, no additional mitigation is required. If suitable burrows are detected,
additional surveys shall be conducted after sunset and before sunrise to determine whether the
burrows are occupied by burrowing owls. If burrowing owls are not detected, then no additional
mitigation is necessary.
If active burrows are detected, impacts may be avoided by restricting project activities to at least 160
feet from occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1 through January 31), or
within 250 feet during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31). In addition, according to
the California Burrowing Owl Consortium’s (CBOC) and Mitigation Guidelines a minimum of 6.5
acres of foraging habitat shall be permanently preserved contiguous with occupied burrow sites for
each pair of breeding owls or single unpaired resident birds.
If avoidance is not possible, then owls shall be passively relocated from the project site outside of the
breeding season (September 1 through January 31). Mitigation for loss of burrow habitat shall be
implemented in accordance with the Staff Report, or with the CBOC’s Burrowing Owl Survey
Protocol and Mitigation Guidelines (CBOC 1993). The applicant shall submit copies of the
biological surveys to the County prior to issuance of building permits, however if burrowing owls are
not determined to be utilizing the site, then no further mitigation measures are required.
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Nesting Birds
Mitigation Measure

MM-Biological Resources-3: Pursuant to the MBTA and CDFG Code, removal of any trees, shrubs
or any other potential nesting habitat should be conducted outside the avian nesting season. The
nesting season generally extends from early February through August, but can vary slightly from year
to year based upon seasonal weather conditions. If suitable nesting habitat must be removed during
the nesting season, a qualified biologist will conduct a nesting bird survey to identify any potential
nesting activity. If active nests are observed, construction activity must be prohibited within a 500foot buffer around the nest until the nestlings have fledged. All construction activity within the
vicinity of active nests must be conducted in the presence of a qualified biological monitor.
Construction activity may encroach into the buffer area at the discretion of the biological monitor.

San Joaquin kit fox

The project site is disked annually and is therefore unlikely to have suitable burrows for
cover/denning. However, this species is known to occur in the vicinity of the project site and may use
the site for foraging and movement. Suitable burrows may also be present at the margins of the
project site.
San Joaquin kit fox was listed as federally Endangered in 1967 and as state Threatened in 1971. This
species occurs in annual grasslands, sparsely vegetated shrubby habitats, some agricultural and urban
areas, and open canopy woodland. Historically, preferred habitats included native alkali sink plant
community and the flatlands of valley bottoms. Adults are typically solitary during late summer and
fall and maintain an average home range of approximately one to two square miles. By September,
adult females begin to excavate and enlarge natal dens and are joined by males in October or
November. An average litter of four pups are typically born between February and late March, and
juveniles disperse during July through September. In western Merced County, most dens are located
on slopes of less than 10 degrees (USFWS 1998). Foxes maintain several dens and change dens four
or five times during summer months, and change natal dens one or two times per month. Loss of
foraging habitat for this species may be significant. Implementation of MM-Biological Resources-3
would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

MM-Biological Resources -4: A qualified biologist shall conduct an early evaluation in accordance
with USFWS San Joaquin Kit Fox Survey Protocol for the Northern Range (Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office [SFWO] 1999). The evaluation shall be submitted to SFWO and they will evaluate
the information and determine whether the project site represents kit fox habitat, the quality of the
habitat, and the value of that habitat to the recovery of kit fox. If it is determined that the project will
not result in take, the project applicant may proceed with the project (pending receipt of all other
applicable permits and/or mitigation requirements). Should SFWO determine that take will occur,
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then consultation shall be initiated with the applicant (Section 10 consultation) or with a federal
permitting agency (Section 7 consultation). Mitigation requirements will be determined by results of
the consultation, and shall be implemented prior to project initiation. The applicant will be required
to submit results of the survey(s) to the County prior to issuance of building permits.
b)
No Impact. There are no riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities located
within the project site. The plant community is non-native grassland/ruderal. The project site is an
agricultural field that is disked annually.
c)
No Impact. There are no wetlands or other water features present within the project site and,
therefore it is reasonable to conclude that no impact would occur.
d)
No Impact. The project site has no aquatic habitat that can support native resident or
migratory fish species. It is not located within any known wildlife movement corridor and does not
function as a wildlife nursery site. The site is disked annually and provides little cover and/or
resources for wildlife with the exception of foraging raptor species.
e)
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would not
conflict with Policy 2 in Objective 1.A, Goal 1 of the Open Space/Conservation chapter of the
Merced County General Plan (above). The project would not impact the regulation of development.
The project would not conflict with Policy 3 (above). The proposed project would not impact how
land is redesignated within the County.
The project could conflict with Policy 5 (above) if it were to result in loss of sensitive wildlife habitat.
The project site is suitable for foraging by Swainson’s hawk and San Joaquin kit fox, and the margins
of the site may provide suitable nesting/denning habitat for San Joaquin kit fox and western
burrowing owl. Because the site is disked annually, habitat is marginal for San Joaquin kit fox and
western burrowing owl. The site does provide good quality foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk.
However, losses of foraging habitat for these species will be mitigated as described in MMBiological Resources 1-4 above. Therefore, this conflict would be a less than significant with the
implementation of the previously identified mitigation.
f)
No Impact. The Project Site is not located within the boundaries of any Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or any other local, regional or state
conservation plan. No impacts in this regard would occur.
5 - Cultural Resources
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined in
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

CCR15064.5?
b)

Alter or destroy a historic site?

c)

Alter or destroy an archaeological site.

d)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant
to California Code of Regulations, Section 15064.5?
e)
Disturb any human remains, including
those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
f)
Restrict existing religious or sacred uses
within the potential impact area?
g)
Directly or indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic
feature?

Record Search

The effort to determine the presence of cultural and historical resources within the project site and
vicinity included a records search. On September 18, 2007, staff at the Central California
Information Center (CCIC), located in California State University, Stanislaus, conducted a record
search for the project area and a 0.25-mile radius. The record search results indicated that no
prehistoric or historic resources have been recorded within the project site or a 0.25-mile radius. No
previous investigations have been conducted within the project area or a one-mile radius of the
project area.
The project site does not contain features such as watercourses, springs, or ponds or elevated ground
such as ridges and knolls that could be considered archaeologically or historically sensitive. Human
remains are not known to exist at the subject site.
a)
No Impact. The record search conducted for the proposed project indicated that no historical
resources have been recorded on the project site or within a 0.25-mile radius. The proposed project is
located on land that has been used strictly for agricultural purposes for many years and it is unlikely
that historical resources are present.

b)
No Impact. As discussed in checklist question (a), no historical resources have been
identified at the subject site.
c)
Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The record search results from the
CCIC indicates that no known archaeological resources exist on the project site or within a 0.25-mile
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radius. No previous site investigations have been conducted within the project area or within a 0.25mile radius of the project site. Given the proximity of the project site to Black Rascal Creek and
Canal Creek, that were likely utilized by local Native Americans, the project area has a moderate to
high sensitivity for archaeological resources. Buried archaeological resources such as prehistoric
midden deposits, flaked and ground stone artifacts, bone, shell, and other cultural materials could be
uncovered during excavation, grading, and other construction related activities. Damage to
significant buried archaeological resources would be minimized through implementation of the
following mitigation measure that will reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

MM-Cultural-1. A certified Archaeologist must conduct a pedestrian survey of the proposed Project
Area, prior to groundbreaking, using transect intervals of 15 meters (50 feet), where feasible. During
the survey, information concerning extant prehistoric and historic resources will be assessed and the
general topography, geology, vegetation density, and other pertinent information will be noted. The
pedestrian survey will serve to determine the presence/absence of archaeological resources within the
proposed Project boundaries. The applicant will be required to provide copies of the survey to the
Planning Department prior to issuance of building permits.
If potentially significant archaeological resources are discovered during ground-disturbing activities
associated with construction of the proposed project, all work within 100 feet of the find shall stop
until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary, develop
appropriate mitigation measures in consultation with Merced County and other appropriate agencies
and individuals. If significant resources are discovered, a formal evaluation using CEQA criteria will
be conducted to determine if further study, test excavations, or data recovery procedures are
necessary.

d)

Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The project site does not contain

features such as watercourses, springs, ponds or elevated ground such as ridges and knolls that are
typically considered archaeologically or historically sensitive. Although this area is not a location
that is expected to contain archaeological resources, the possibility remains that resources could be
uncovered during site preparation and grading. Given the proximity of the project site to nearby
water sources that were likely utilized by local Native Americans, the project area has a moderate to
high sensitivity for archaeological resources. Buried archaeological resources could be damaged
during excavation, grading, and other construction related activities. Damage to significant buried
archaeological resources would be minimized through implementation of the MM-Cultural-1,
included above. Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce this potential impact to a less
than significant level.
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Less Than Significant Impact. Human remains are not known to exist at the subject site. In

the event that human remains and/or cultural materials are discovered, all project-related construction
shall cease within a 100 ft radius of the find. Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code and Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California, the following shall
occur:
In the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, there shall be no further
excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent
remains. The Merced County Coroner shall be notified and shall make a determination as to whether
the remains are Native American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his
authority, he shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission who shall notify the Most Likely
Descendent (MLD) of the deceased Native American. If no satisfactory agreement can be reached as
to the disposition of the remains pursuant to this State law, then the landowner shall re-inter the
human remains and items associated with Native American burials on the property in a location not
subject to further subsurface disturbance.
The proposed project would follow these standard protocols in compliance with existing regulations
and, therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.
f)

No Impact. The project site is not currently used in conjunction with any religious

ceremonies. For this reason, no impact to religious or sacred uses would occur.
g)
No Impact. No fossils of plants, animals, or other organisms of any paleontological or
cultural significance have been discovered at the project site nor has the site been identified to be
within an area where such discoveries are likely. The project site was formed by the deposition of
granitic soil materials derived from the Sierra Nevada. This type of depositional environment
generally does not present favorable conditions for the discovery of paleontological resources. In this
context, the project would not result in impacts to paleontological resources or unique geologic
features.
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6 - Geology and Soils
Where indicated, the appropriate Land Use
Suitability Rating(s) has (have) been checked.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Would the project expose people or structures to
potentially substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial
evidence of a known fault?
ii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction
iii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
b)
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, collapse, or rockfall
hazards?
c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a result
of the project, and potentially result in ground
subsidence?
d)
Such as seiche, mudflow or volcanic
hazard?
e)
Change topography or ground surface relief
features?
f)
Create, cut, or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or
higher than 10 feet?
g)
Result in grading that affects or negates
subsurface sewage disposal systems?
h)
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss
of topsoil?
i)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or property?
j)
Change deposition, siltation or erosion
which may modify the channel of a river or stream
or the bed of a lake?
k)
Result in any increase in water erosion
either on- or off-site?
l)
Be impacted by or result in an increase in
wind erosion and blow sand, either on-or off-site?
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The Project area is located in the San Joaquin Valley, which is a broad alluvial plain lying between
the Sierra Nevada foothills and the Coastal Range. The Project site is situated on remnants of an
alluvial fan, and is underlain sandy alluvium derived from granite. Based on U.S. Geologic Survey
topographic maps, elevation of the project site ranges from about 142 to 147 ft above mean sea level
(msl). The project site contains two soil types:
Atwater loamy sand, imperfectly drained variant, 0 to 3 percent slopes (AkA): Approximately
96 percent of the project site is underlain by this soil type; the exception is the southeastern quadrant.
This soil occurs on fan remnants and is formed from sandy alluvium derived from granite. The depth
to a restrictive feature is greater than 80 inches and the profile is somewhat poorly drained. This soil
is listed as hydric in the Merced County Hydric Soil List (USDA 1992).
Atwater sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes (AnA): Less than 4 percent of the project site is underlain by
this soil type. It is restricted to the southeastern quadrant of the project site. This soil occurs on
dunes and toeslopes, and is formed from sandy allumium derived from granite. The depth to a
restrictive feature is greater than 80 inches. This soil is not listed as hydric in the Merced County
Hydric Soil List (USDA 1992).
According to the Fault Activity Map of California (Jennings, 1994), the nearest faults to the site with
historic displacement (activity within the last 200 years) are the Calaveras, San Andreas, and
Hayward faults, located approximately 54, 58, and 78 miles away, respectively, from the western
edge of the Project area. Portions of the Greenville fault zone also have been rated as being active
within the last 200 years; these portions are approximately 72 miles northwest of the area. A major
earthquake on any of these faults could induce ground shaking in the project area. The only fault
known in Merced County is the Ortigalita fault, located in the western quarter of Merced County,
dissecting the Coast Ranges in a northwesterly direction. This fault has not been active in historic
times. Approximately 60 percent of Merced County west of Highway 5 is located within an AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zone, while no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are located east of
Highway 5 in Merced County.
ai)
No Impact. The nearest mapped faults to the project site are the Ortigalita Fault Zone and
the Bear Mountain Fault Zone, approximately 35 miles southwest and 24 miles northeast of the
project site, respectively. This substantial distance from an active fault source precludes the
possibility of fault rupture on the Project site. No impacts in this regard would occur.
aii)
Less Than Significant Impact. Although no specific liquefaction hazard areas have been
identified in Merced County, the potential for liquefaction is recognized throughout the San Joaquin
Valley where unconsolidated sediments and a high water table coincide. This condition does not
preclude development of the project site. Compliance with California seismic design requirements
for UBC Seismic Risk Zone 3 would ensure that the project would not expose persons or property to
liquefaction hazards and this impacts would be less than significant.
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Less Than Significant Impact. All of California, including the project site, is subject to

earthquake risks. However, due to the substantial distances of active and potentially active fault
sources from the Project site, the risk of strong ground shaking is considered relatively low as
compared to other localities in California. Based on probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (PSHA)
maps produced by the State, the peak ground acceleration (PGA) for the Project site based on a 10
percent exceedance in 50 years could range between 0.10 g to 0.20 g (Peterson, et. al, 1999). This
level of seismic shaking is less than that of areas along the coast, which are expected to experience a
much higher PGA. The proposed project would comply with California seismic design requirements,
which would ensure that the project would not expose persons or property to strong seismic ground
shaking hazards. Impacts in this regard would therefore be less than significant.
b)
No Impact. Slope failures, commonly referred to as landslides, include many phenomena
that involve the downslope displacement and movement of material, either triggered by static (i.e.,
gravity) or dynamic (i.e., earthquake) forces. The project site is underlain by natural alluvial deposits
of Holocene age and there are no unstable geologic units or soils (e.g., artificial fill) present on the
project site. The project site and surrounding parcels contain flat relief, which precludes the
possibility of landslides onsite. The proposed project would also comply with all building code
requirements including those pertaining to excavations, grading, and foundations. No impacts in this
regard would occur.
c)
No Impact. Subsidence is the gradual lowering of the land surface due to loss or compaction
of underlying materials. To ensure that factors such as soil and geologic stability are taken into
consideration during project planning and design, Merced County has adopted standards for the
design and siting of water wells. The proposed project would comply with Section 9.28.060 of
Chapter 9 of the Merced County Code. No impacts in this regard would occur.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is approximately 75 miles inland from the
Pacific Ocean and no large hills are located in the vicinity of the project. Consequently, inundation
by tsunami or mudflow is unlikely to occur and should not pose a significant hazard to the site.
According to Merced County’s General Plan, there is a potential for major earthquakes to trigger
seiches at several large lakes located in the County; however, due to the distance from these water
bodies to the project site, impacts are considered less than significant.
e)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not require substantial grading
because the existing topography is already flat. Minor modifications to the onsite topography that
would be required for construction of the onsite stormwater percolation basin would not occur at a
scale large enough to create a significant risks to life or property. This impact is therefore considered
to be less than significant.
f)

No Impact. The proposed project would not create, cut, or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or

higher than 10 feet.
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Less Than Significant Impact. No known subsurface sewage disposal systems exist on the

project site. Prior to constructing the individual septic systems for each of the 12 residential units,
percolation tests and soil analysis must be performed and submitted to the Merced County
Environmental Health Division in order to qualify for a grading or building permit. Onsite soils have
an average percolation rate of one inch per 30 minutes, which exceeds the County’s minimum
standard of one inch per 180 minutes. Impacts in this regard are therefore considered less than
significant.
h)
Less Than Significant Impact. Since the site is flat, excavation, grading, and filling at the
project site will be minimal. Wind blown soil erosion will also be prevented through the use of water
trucks to stabilize soils during project construction. This impact is therefore considered to be less
than significant.
i)
No Impact. Onsite soils are classified as Atwater loamy sand, imperfectly drained variant, 0
to 3 percent slopes and Atwater sand, 0 to 3 percent slopes. Loamy sand and sandy soils do not
contain high fractions of expansive clays, which shrink and swell in response to moisture content. In
addition, the project is required to adhere to the grading and foundation requirements of the California
Buildings Standards Code. In this context, no impact is expected.
j)
No Impact. No in channel construction is proposed as part of the project. The proposed
project would disturb on-site soils during project construction activities. Fugitive dust prevention and
suppression would be required on-site to minimize the offsite transport of dust during construction
activities. Therefore no impact is expected.
k)
Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would alter the
drainage pattern of the project site by increasing the impermeable surface area. The proposed project
would route storm water into the proposed percolation basin on lot A of the proposed project (see
Exhibit 4). In addition, because construction of the project would affect more than one acre of land,
the applicant will be required to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to
comply with Section 402 of the Clean Water Act. The SWPPP is required to incorporate BMPs that
minimize the amount of water erosion occurring both during and after construction. Because the
project will adhere to these requirements, as required by law, this impact is considered less than
significant.
l)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would result in the disturbance of onsite soils during project construction activities. Fugitive dust prevention and suppression would be
required on-site. Compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII would minimize the offsite transport
of dust during construction activities such that the impact would be less than significant.
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7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials?
b)
Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through reasonably foreseeable
upset and accident conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the environment?
c)
Emit hazardous emissions or handle
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an
existing or proposed school?
d)
Be located on a site which is included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?
e)
Impair implementation of or physically
interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?

a)
Less Than Significant Impact. Residential home construction requires the use of minimal
amounts of hazardous substances during construction, such as petroleum products for construction
equipment, fuel for generators, solvents, epoxies, and paints. These types of hazardous substances
would be transported to/from and used onsite during construction. Although the quantity of
hazardous materials to be used onsite is expected to be minimal, there is potential for hazardous
materials to enter into the environment as a result of the project. In addition, the Project would
involve the use of common hazardous materials referred to as household hazardous wastes (HHWs)
by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), which include solvents, paints, pesticides,
herbicides, cleaners, oils, and batteries. The maximum amount of HHW that may be transported by
future residents of the proposed project at one time is 15 gallons of liquid HHW, or 125 pounds of
solid HHW, or 20 gallons of used motor oil, or 3 car batteries.
The Merced County Division of Environmental Health provides an outlet for the disposal of
hazardous wastes at the HHW facility located at 6049 N. HWY 59, or at one of the sponsored HHW
collection events held in various communities throughout the year. Hazardous material impacts are
anticipated to be less than significant.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. As previously indicated, the Project would involve the
minor transport and use of hazardous materials, including HHW, diesel fuel and other motor
lubricants used during construction. The use of these substances is not expected to create a
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significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset or accident.
This impact would be less than significant.
c)
No Impact. Buhach Grammar School and McSwain Elementary School are located
approximately 0.75 and 0.85 miles from the project site, respectively, and as a result, no schools are
within one-quarter mile of the project site. Based on the residential nature of the Project, it is
reasonable to conclude that Project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, and no impacts is anticipated.
d)
No Impact. The proposed project is not located on a site which is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. No impact would
occur.
e)
No Impact. The project will result in the development of a subdivision meeting all
emergency access requirements and would not impair the implementation of an adopted emergency
response plan, as it will not create an obstruction to surrounding roadways or other access routes used
by emergency response units. No impact in this regard would occur.
7-1 - Airports
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Result in an inconsistency with the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan?
b)
Require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission?
c)
For a project located within an airport area
of influence boundary, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?
d)
For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, or heliport, would the project result in a
safety hazard for people residing or working in the
project area?

a)
No Impact. The nearest airports to the proposed project are Castle Airport approximately
3.3 miles to the north, and City of Merced Municipal Airport approximately 3.2 miles to the
southeast. These distances place the project outside of the boundaries of the respective Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plans. No impacts in this regard would occur.
b)
No Impact. As provided in checklist question (a), the proposed project is outside of the
boundaries of airport land use plan. No impact would occur.
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No Impact. As provided in checklist question (a), the proposed project is outside of the

boundaries of airport land use plan. No impact would occur.
d)
No Impact. The closest private airstrip is located 7.7 miles to the southeast near the
intersection of Highway 59 and McNamara Road. Due to the distance from the project site, no safety
hazards to people residing or working the project area would occur.
7-2 - Hazardous Fire Area
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

a)
No Impact. The project site is surrounded by residential and agricultural land uses. These
land use types are not associated with wildland fires and preclude the possibility of exposure to
wildland fires. No impacts in this regard would occur.
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8 - Hydrology and Water Quality
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Violate any water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements?
b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies
or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby
wells would drop to a level which would not support
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits
have been granted)?
c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a
manner that would result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site?
d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner that would result in flooding onor off-site?
e)
Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial
additional sources of polluted runoff?
f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water
quality?

Would the project:
a)
Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater treatment for the project would involve the
installation of up to 12 individual private septic disposal systems. Merced County’s Subdivision
Ordinance No. 17.08.060(g) requires that the tentative subdivision map show the method and location
of proposed and existing sewage disposal systems.
Based a review of the Soil Survey for Eastern Merced County, onsite soil resources are mapped as the
Atwater sandy loam, variant, with slopes of 0 to 3 percent. Information provided in the Soil Survey
for this soil type indicates that saturation within four feet of the ground surface and vertical seepage
are the primary limitations for the installation of septic tank absorption fields. As a consequence, the
development of new on-site septic disposal systems could result in potentially significant impacts to
groundwater quality given the site limitations present. To prevent impacts to groundwater the
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applicant must adhere to the adopted septic system installation standards for one-acre parcel
subdivisions adopted by the Merced County Environmental Health Division on November 18, 2005.
The adopted standards state: “Special design onsite sewage treatment systems, which release an
effluent concentration of less than 10mg/l of total nitrogen, shall be required. Such systems shall be
operated and maintained by the property owner, and a Zone of Benefit shall be formed for the
subdivision project to monitor the operation and maintenance of the new onsite sewage treatment
systems.”

These two requirements will effectively reduce the nitrate load added to soils through construction of
the proposed project from approximately 70mg/l to nearly 10 mg/l. The nitrogen reducing systems
will also lower the effluents suspended solid concentration, biological oxygen demand and pathogen
concentration resulting in prominently higher quality effluent released into the environment.

In addition, as a condition of approval, percolation tests and soil analysis must be submitted to the
Division of Environmental Health for review and approval for determining sewage disposal system
specifications. If any lot does not meet the 180 minutes per inch minimum standard, the lot will need
to be deep ripped and a second percolation test will be required prior to setting disposal system
specifications.

The County Division of Environmental Health is responsible for evaluating proposed development
sites for suitability of on-site sewage disposal systems and issues permits and performs inspections of
system installations.
Onsite soils are composed of Atwater loamy sand and Atwater sand. If the project finds a Corcoran
Clay layer during water well construction then the applicant must comply with the requirements of
County Code, Section 9.28.060a, all Project wells penetrating Corcoran clay shall be constructed in a
manner such as to prevent the intermixing of waters above and below the Corcoran clay layer. There
shall be no perforations above and below the Corcoran clay layer in the same casing.
As a condition of approval and prior to issuance of any construction permit, the developer shall
provide plans for all residential lots proposed sewage disposal systems that utilize nitrogen-reducing
designs approved by Division of Environmental Health. The systems are required to be in a Zone of
Benefit for operation and maintenance. These standards will ensure impacts to the project in regard
to water quality and waste discharge standards will be less than significant.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. Groundwater levels in the vicinity of the Project tend to be
relatively shallow. Well data obtained from DWR (Well Numbers 07S13E19A001M and
07S13E19H001M) indicate that generally, depths to groundwater across the Project site average from
less than 4 feet to greater than 20 feet below the ground surface depending on the time of the year. On
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average, water levels within the Merced subbasin have declined nearly 30 feet from 1970 through
2000. This decline is generally attributed groundwater pumping by agricultural and municipal
sources. The period from 1970 through 1978 showed steep declines totaling about 15 feet. The tenyear period from 1978 to 1988 saw stabilization and a rebound of about 10 feet. 1988 through 1995
again showed steep declines, bottoming out in 1996 with water levels rising from 1996 to 2000
(DWR, Bulletin 118, 2006).

The groundwater in the Merced Subbasin is characterized by calcium-magnesium bicarbonate at the
basin interior, sodium bicarbonate to the west, and calcium-sodium bicarbonate to the south. Levels
of total dissolved solids range from 100 to 3,600 mg/L, with a typical range of 200 to 400 mg/L. The
Department of Health Services, which monitors Title 22 water quality standards, reports TDS values
in 46 wells ranging from 150 to 424 mg/L, with an average value of 231 mg/L. For 10 wells, values
for the electrical conductivity range from 260 to 410 micromhos per centimeter (µmhos/cm), with an
average value of 291 µmhos/cm. Available water quality data for the subbasin indicate that there are
localized areas of high hardness, iron, nitrate, and chloride. (DWR, 2004)

The Project carries the potential to impact local groundwater resources. In the context of the actions
described in the Section 1, the Project could potentially impact groundwater local groundwater
resources in two principle ways: (1) the lowering of local groundwater table as a result of Projectrelated pumping and (2) decrease groundwater recharge. Both of these topics are discussed in detail
under the subsequent headings.

Groundwater Withdraw/Depletion. The project is outside the service areas of the public water
providers for this area and will not be served by a community water system.. This results in the
requirement to construct private water wells on each lot within the project. The nearest public water
system provider is the City of Atwater who obtains 100 percent of their water from 10 operating
groundwater wells and one standby well. Using the County’s standard land use generation factor of
1000 gallons/day for unmetered, single-family residences, the addition of 12 private water wells is
expected to result in a combined annual demand of 13.4 acre-feet per year (AF/yr).
According to calculations completed DWR, the total storage capacity of the Merced subbasin is
estimated to be 21,100,000 AF to a depth of 300 feet and 47,600,000 AF to the base of fresh
groundwater. These same calculations give an estimate of 15,700,000 AF of groundwater to a depth
of 300 feet stored in this subbasin as of 1995 (DWR, Bulletin 118, 2006). The Project’s percentage of
use, based on the 1995 estimate, represents an extremely small fraction of the basin’s storage. In this
context, although the Project would contribute to increased groundwater pumping, the potential for
significant decline of groundwater levels is low considering the extent and volume of the local aquifer
and its increased ability to accommodate increased extraction due to regional efforts to reduce
groundwater dependency and encourage conjunctive use.
Michael Brandman Associates

39

C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

County of Merced - Weskamp Estates
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and
Discussion of Environmental Evaluation

Groundwater Recharge. Natural recharge into the subbasin is estimated to be 47,000 af; however,
values for artificial recharge and subsurface inflow are not determined. There is approximately
243,000 af of applied water recharge into the subbasin with annual urban and agricultural extractions
are 54,000 af and 492,000 af, respectively (DWR, Bulletin 118, 2006). Given the coarse-textured
nature of the soils across the Project site, it is assumed that some level of deep percolation occurs
onsite. Onsite sources of recharge are generally limited to annual average rainfall and irrigation water
currently applied onsite.
Development of the site would restrict onsite recharge where new impervious surfaces area created.
However, the actual effects to local recharge may be difficult to detect or monitor over the short and
longer term. However, it is presumed that any alterations in groundwater flow would be captured and
routed to the stormwater percolation ponds or pervious surfaces with no substantial net loss in
recharge potential anticipated. In this context, the impact is considered less than significant.
c)
Less than Significant Impact. Surface waters within the vicinity of the Project site drain
south to Black Rascal Creek. Flows in Black Rascal Creek are influenced by irrigation return flows,
stormwater runoff, and groundwater base flows. The natural drainage pattern of surface waterways
within the immediate vicinity of the Project has been highly modified by the installation of an
extensive agricultural drain system. As a consequence, surface water in the immediate area travels
though a network of canals, laterals, and drains operated by Merced Irrigation District. These canals
vary from unimproved dirt ditches to concrete-lined canals.
The modified hydrologic regime through this system provides water for a variety of beneficial uses
including agriculture, municipal and industrial, and recreation uses.
The project site currently consists of over 95 percent pervious surfaces. Construction of the project
would create impervious surfaces (roofs, concrete, and asphalt) over approximately 60 percent of the
project site, thereby preventing precipitation from infiltrating and causing it to pond or runoff.
Although the Project is not located within a FEMA designated 100-year flood zone, development
would increase runoff, potentially causing flooding on site and near the local roadside drainage
facilities to Bear Creek. In addition, the site runoff may be discharged more efficiently, decreasing
the time it takes to reach downstream facilities and altering the existing peak flood timing.
Implementation of the following conditions of approval are required to reduce potential drainage
impacts and therefore the impact is less than significant.
As a condition of approval the applicant shall prepare a Drainage Plan for the proposed development
that will require approval from the County Public Works Department. The Drainage Plan will
incorporate measures to maintain runoff during peak conditions to pre-construction discharge levels.
The Drainage Plan will be prepared consistent with other conditions of approval identified in this
section. Design of the drainage system shall be prepared by a registered civil engineer prior to site
development. The report shall include the following items:
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An accurate calculation of pre-development and post-development runoff conditions
using HEC-1 or UNET. This modeling will more accurately evaluate potential changes
to runoff by modeling specific design criteria. The model will account for increased
surface runoff.
Design specifications for retention basins needed to attenuate peak flows. Percolation
basins will be sized to result in no net increase in peak stormwater discharge from the
site, taking into account the volume of permanent water held by the basin.
A description of the proposed maintenance program for the on-site drainage system.

A second condition of approval must be performed by the applicant t prevent hydrological impacts.
For post-development drainage flows determined to be excess in the percolation basin’s storage
capacity, the Applicant shall obtain approval from Merced Irrigation District (MID) to allow for the
acceptance of storm drainage water from the Project into MID’s drainage facilities prior to
recordation of the final map. Therefore impacts are considered less than significant.
d)
Less than Significant Impact. The site is essentially flat; however, as described in the
previous checklist item, the proposed subdivision will add impervious surfaces to the project site
however, through the use of stormwater percolation basins all stormwater will be recharged to
groundwater supplies. Implementation of the conditions of approval described in “c)” above are
required to reduce potential offsite flooding impacts to a less than significant level.
e)
Less than Significant Impact. As the project and its surrounding area urbanizes, the ability
of local drainage waterways (e.g., Bear Creek) to treat surface runoff will inevitably decrease
however, as stated in section hydrology section “b” above, all of the sites stormwater will percolate in
the projects stormwater retention basin.
Constructed percolation basins have failed in the surrounding area recently. In order to prevent this
from occurring at this site, the Merced Irrigation District (MID) recommends the applicant obtain a
letter from MID accepting storm drainage water from this proposed development into their facilities
prior to recording the final map. The developer shall provide sufficient improvement security for
alternative storm drainage discharge in case percolation fails to function to minimum County
standards within two (2) years of project completion and acceptance.
Nonpoint Source Controls. As required by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in the sites
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program the applicant will include, as part of the final project
drainage design elements, BMPs to minimize stormwater runoff caused by the project and maximize
stormwater quality. The construction of the BMPs shall reasonably follow the design and
construction schedule of the project as a whole and the proper implementation of these measures is to
be the responsibility of the applicant and their contractors. The applicant shall institute an appropriate
method to ensure that the BMPs are maintained throughout the life of the development project.
BMPs may include but are not limited to the following:
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Treatment BMPs such as vegetative swales and vegetative filter strips should be used
where feasible throughout the development to reduce runoff and provide initial storm
water treatment. This type of treatment would be particularly applicable adjacent to
parking lots.
Permanent energy dissipaters should be included for drainage outlets.
Maximize the stormwater percolation basin elevation to allow the highest amount of
infiltration and settling prior to discharge. Wet detention/retention basins are expected to
remove, at a minimum, 50 percent of suspended solids and metals, 30 percent of nitrogen
and phosphorus, and up to 30 percent of pathogens (EPA, 1999).
The proposed detention basin shall be equipped with a oil/grease separator to minimize
the discharge of these constituents offsite.

f)
Less than Significant Impact. The SWRCB, in compliance with the Section 303(d) of the
Clean Water Act (33 USC 1313(d)) prepared and the USEPA approved a 2002 list of “impaired”
water bodies for California. The list includes a priority schedule for the development of total
maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for each contaminant or “stressor” affecting the water body. Hartley
Slough and Owens Creek are not identified as impaired water bodies according to the list and the
TMDL Priority Schedule. However, downstream of the Project, the San Joaquin River is identified as
an impaired water body for the following contaminants: boron, chlorpyrifos, DDT
(dichlorodiphenyltrichloro ethane), diazinon, electrical conductivity, Group A pesticides, mercury,
and unknown toxicity (USEPA, 2006).
Based on the discussions provide in the preceding checklist questions, the Project does not include
any actions that are expected to substantially degrade water quality and a less than significant is
expected.

8-1 - Floodplains
Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains.
Would the project::

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Change absorption rates or the rate and
amount of surface runoff?
b)
Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam (Dam Inundation Area)?
c)
Change the amount of surface water in any
water body?
d)
Place housing within a 100-year flood
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other
flood hazard delineation map?
e)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures, which would impede or redirect flood
flows?
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a)
Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would increase
impermeable surfaces across the site thereby decreasing the absorption rates over large portion of the
surfaces covering the project site. The Project proposes to attenuate net increases in runoff by
directing all stormwater to the proposed percolation basin on lot A of the Project site. This project
feature in conjunction with the implementation of conditions of approval described in the Hydrology
and Water Quality section “c)” would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
provides information on flood hazard and frequency for cities and counties on its Flood Insurance
Rate Maps (FIRM). FIRM No. 06047C0225 E identifies the flood hazard potential for the Project
area (FEMA, 1995). The Project site includes areas designated as Zone X, which are located outside
of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains.
According to the Merced County General Plan, Safety Section, “virtually no urban area in the County
is free from flooding in the event of a dam failure,” and according to the Potential Dam Failure
Inundation Areas Map 12c in the plan, the project site is within Lake Yosemite’s inundation area.
The Office of Emergency Services (OES) is the County’s centralized emergency response agency
responsible for organizing and directing emergency services and disaster programs. The OES is
responsible for identifying evacuation routes based on updated dam inundation information from the
State Office of Emergency Services (Merced County General Plan 2003). Due to the distance to
nearest dam (approximately 13.8 miles), small capacity of Lake Yosemite (7,425 acre feet) and the
low probability of dam failure, impacts are considered less than significant.

c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not involve any direct alterations to local
water ways, including Bear Creek to the south. A combination of the inclusion of a stormwater
percolation basin in conjunction with the implementation of conditions of approval prescribed in this
document, Hydrology and Water Quality section “c)”, alteration to local surface bodies would be less
than significant.

d)
No Impact. According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Rate Map (Map 06047C0405 E), the subject site is located within
Flood Zone X. Zone X is one of the flood insurance rate zones that correspond to areas outside the
100-year and 500-year floodplains. Based on this information, no impact is anticipated in this regard.

e)
No Impact. As discussed above, the project area is not within a 100-year flood hazard and
therefore, the Project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area, which would
impede or redirect flood flows.
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9 - Land Use and Planning
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Physically divide an established
community?
b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction
over the project (including, but not limited to the
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
c)
Affect land use within a city sphere of
influence and/or within adjacent city or county
boundaries?
d)
Result in a substantial alteration of the
present or planned land use of an area?
e)
Be consistent with the site’s existing or
proposed zoning or planned land use of an area?
f)
Be compatible with existing surrounding
zoning?
g)
Be compatible with existing and planned
surrounding land uses?

a)
No Impact. The proposed subdivision would become a part of the adjacent, surrounding
community and would not physically divide the community. No impacts in this regard would occur.

b)
Less Than Significant Impact. Urban land uses are generally situated to the northwest
(where the City of Atwater is located) and to the southeast (where the City of Merced is situated) of
the project site. Urban development also abuts the major transportation corridors in the project
vicinity, which include SR 140 and SR 99. Land uses in the more immediate project area are
characteristic of rural portions of the central San Joaquin Valley and unincorporated sections of
Merced County. Orchards, irrigated pasture, row crops, various agriculture-related structures,
livestock and dairy operations, and scattered rural residences dominate the areas adjacent to and
southeastward of the project site. Areas immediately west and adjacent to the project site, however,
contain numerous subdivisions that comprise the growing urban-residential boundary of southern
Atwater. The Merced County General Plan has designated the project area as a Rural Residential
Center (RRC) and the subject property is currently zoned for A-R Agricultural Residential, with a
minimum 1.0 acre lot size.

Table 3: Land Uses and Designations of the Project Site and Surrounding Areas
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Existing Land Use
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General Plan Designation

Zoning Designation

Project Site

Agricultural -Residential

A-R (Agricultural
Residential)

A-R (Agricultural Residential)

North

Open Pasture

Agriculture

A-1 General Agriculture

South

Residential

Agriculture

A-R (Agricultural Residential)

East

Agricultural

Agriculture

A-R (Agricultural Residential)

West

Agricultural -Residential

A-R (Agricultural
Residential)

A-R (Agricultural Residential)

The Merced County Year 2003 General Plan governs land use activities in unincorporated portions of
Merced County (Merced County, 2003). The Land Use Element contains land use planning
designations and describes the allowable uses for each designation. Two such designations are
pertinent to the project site (see Table 3). The Agricultural land use designation recognizes the value
and importance of agriculture by acting to preclude incompatible urban development within
agricultural areas. This designation establishes agriculture as the primary use but allows dwelling
units, limited agriculture-related commercial services, agriculture-related light industrial uses, and
other uses that, by their unique nature, are not compatible with urban uses, provided they do not
conflict with the primary use. The Agricultural Residential land use designation is typically used for
areas located in designated RRCs at the edge of urban areas, and has a maximum development
standard/housing density of one dwelling unit per acre.

According to the County’s Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of the Agricultural-Residential (A-R) Zone
is to provide areas for rural residential development and hobby farming and limited animal raising
operations with less than a full range of urban services. The County’s general intent of the A-R zone
is to serve as a transitional area between more dense urban communities and agricultural uses with the
option of allowing either one unit or three units per acre. The Project would result in a density
equivalent to one unit and acre and, therefore would be consistent with the zone and therefore,
implementation of the project would achieve this goal, established in the Merced County General
Plan Chapter VII, section C, goal 3. Based on this finding, the project would not conflict with any
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and the impact would be less than
significant.

c)
No Impact. The Project is not located within the adopted sphere of influence for the adjacent
City of Atwater, located approximately four miles northwest of the proposed project. The proposed
project would not extend into an adjacent county’s boundaries; the nearest county border is with
Stanislaus County is approximately 15 miles northwest of the proposed project. No impact in this
regard would occur.
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No Impact. As described above, the proposed project is consistent with the County’s A-R

zoning and General Plan designations. Development of the proposed subdivision would not be a
substantial alteration of the present or planned land use given the project’s proximity to the
residential-urban boundary and the designation of the project site as part of a designated RRC. No
impact in this regard would occur.

e)
No Impact. As described above, the proposed project is consistent with the County’s urban
development growth plan as shown by the A-R Agricultural Residential zoning and General Plan
designations as well as the County’s designation of the project site as being part of the RRC. No
impact in this regard would occur.

f)
Less than Significant Impact. As described above, development of the proposed
subdivision project is consistent with the County’s A-R Agricultural Residential zoning designation.
In addition, the County has an adopted Right to Farm Ordinance and, therefore, the project is not
expected to adversely affect adjacent agricultural cultivation. In this context, the impact is less than
significant.

g)
Less than Significant Impact. As described above, the proposed project is compatible with
the adjacent mixed agricultural and residential land uses. The County has formalized this
compatibility by designating the project site as being part of the RRC. In this context, impact sin
terms of compatibility with adjacent land uses would be less than significant.

10 - Mineral Resources
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to the
region and the residents of the state?
b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site delineated
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?
c)
Be an incompatible land use located
adjacent to a State classified or designated area or
existing surface mine?
d)
Expose people or property to hazards from
proposed, existing or abandoned quarries or mines?
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No Impact. Sand and gravel is the most valuable mineral resource mined in Merced County.

The project site is not located within sand and gravel resource areas identified in the Merced General
Plan. No impacts in this regard would occur.
b)
No Impact. No mineral extraction activities exist on the project site and mineral extraction is
not included in project designs. If greater than 1,000 cubic yards of material are removed from the
site at any time prior to or during construction, the applicant will be required to comply with the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) for the removal of material. The proposed project is
not designated as a locally important mineral resource recovery site. No impacts in this regard would
occur.
c)
No Impact. The proposed project would not be situated adjacent to a State classified or
designated area or existing surface mine. No impacts in this regard would occur.
d)
No Impact. No proposed, existing, or abandoned mines exist on the project site or
immediate vicinity. No impacts in this regard would occur.
11 - Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
For a project located within an airport area
of influence boundary, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels?
b)
For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or
working in the project area to excessive noise
levels?
c)

Railroad Noise?

d)

Highway Noise?

e)
A substantial permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project?
f)
A substantial temporary or periodic
increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project?
g)
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?
h)
Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne
noise levels?
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Merced County has established noise compatibility standards for residential land uses in the Noise
Element of the Merced County Year 2000 General Plan (Merced County, 1990). The General Plan
establishes acceptable interior and exterior residential noise levels from roadway, rail, and air traffic
and acceptable daytime and nighttime noise levels from other sources. The County has adopted a
sound level limitations in Section 10.60.030 of Chapter 10 of the Merced County Code that restricts
the sound level to 65 dBA DNL or 75 dBA Lmax for residential property, and 70 dBA DNL or 80
dBA Lmax for non-residential property, when measured at or within the property line of the receiving
property (Merced County, 2004). This ordinance does not apply to noise from construction activity
provided that all construction in or adjacent to urban areas is limited to between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. and
all construction equipment is properly muffled and maintained.
Residential development is considered a noise sensitive land use. According to the Merced County
Noise Element, Year 2000 General Plan, the project site is not located in a noise-impacted area. The
nearest airports to the project are approximately 3 miles to the north and 3 miles to the southeast. The
General Plan establishes acceptable interior and exterior residential noise levels from roadway, rail,
and air traffic and acceptable daytime and nighttime noise levels from other sources (Table 4).
Table 4 Land Use Compatibility Standards for Residential Land Uses
Noise Source
Traffic on public roadways, railroad
line operations, and aircraft in flight
Other Sources

Standard
Exterior
65 dB Ldn/CNEL

Interior
45 dB Ldn/CNEL

Daytime (7 a.m. – 10 p.m.)
Hourly Leq of 55 dBA
and a maximum level of 75 dBA

Nighttime (10 p.m. – 7 a.m.)
Hourly Leq of 45 dBA
and a maximum level of 65 dBA

Source: Merced County. 2004.

a)

No Impact. The Project is not located within an airport area of influence boundary,

b)
Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest airports to the project are Castle Airport
(approximately 3.3 miles to the north), and the City of Merced Municipal Airport (approximately 3.2
miles to the southeast). These distances place the Project outside of the boundaries of airport land use
plan. Since Castle Airport was converted to a public airport in October 1995, aviation noise from
Castle Airport does not exceed 65 dB Ldn at its boundary. Generally, small aircraft utilize the
runways at both Castle Airport and the Merced Municipal Airport, which reduces noise impacts to the
surrounding communities. The nearest private airstrip is located 7.7 miles to the southeast resulting
in minimal noise levels from private aircraft. Due to the distance from these airports, impacts are
considered less than significant.
c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Southern Pacific Transportation Company (S.P.)
railroad is located over 4000 feet to the north of the site and parallels State Route 99. The noise study
conducted in support of the County General Plan indicates that frequency and type of operations
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occurring along this railroad result in noise exposures of 65 and 60 dBA Ldn at approximately 335
and 630 feet, respectively, from the center of the tracks. Noise levels in the vicinity of grade crossings
are somewhat higher than this due to the use of the warning horn. The General Plan also indicates that
with an assumed 15 percent increase in operations the distances to the 65 and 60 dBA Ldn contours
would be approximately 360 and 675 feet from the tracks. Based on these noise levels, the impact of
the railroad noise on the project would be less than significant.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project is located over 4000 feet south of SR 99 and
well out of the 60 dBA noise contour. As a result, this impact is considered less than significant.
e)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project would generate up to 105.3 trips per
day over the long-term. The addition of 105.3 trips per day is not expected to significantly impact the
LOS of area roads. Noise generation from truck trips associated with the proposed project would be a
minimal given the low number of truck trips anticipated as part of the project. In addition, the
operation of HVAC units are expected to blend in with those systems already in operation at adjacent
residences. In this context, no substantial, permanent increase in ambient noise levels are expected.
f)
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the Project could
generate noise, corresponding to the particular phase of building construction and the noisegenerating equipment used during construction. The closest sensitive receptor(s) to the project site
are located within 100 feet of the project on N Buhach Road and Landrum Road. Given that certain
pieces of construction equipment can generate noise levels of 85 dBA or louder at a distance of 50
feet, project-related construction activities would temporarily raise ambient noise levels within the
project vicinity. Compliance with the Merced County Noise Regulations and implementation of the
prescribed mitigation would be required to reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure

Noise-1. The Applicant shall implement the following measures during project-related construction:
•
Construction activities shall be limited to between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. Monday through
Saturday to avoid noise-sensitive hours of the day. Construction activities shall be prohibited on
Sundays and holidays.
•
Construction equipment noise shall be minimized by muffling and shielding intakes and
exhaust on construction equipment (per the manufacturer’s specifications) and by shrouding or
shielding impact tools.
•
Construction contractors shall locate fixed construction equipment (such as compressors and
generators) and construction staging areas as far as possible from nearby residences.
g)
Less Than Significant Impact. Residential development is considered a noise sensitive land
use. According to the Merced County Noise Element and in the context of the prior checklist
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discussion, the subject site is not located within a noise-impacted area. As a result, this impact is
considered less than significant.
h)
Less Than Significant Impact. Standard construction activities such as grading, excavation,
site preparation, and development of the construction project are not expected to generate significant
ground borne vibrations or ground borne noise levels. As a result, this impact is considered less than
significant.
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12 - Population and Housing
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?
b)
Create a demand for additional housing,
particularly housing affordable to households
earning 80% or less of the County’s median
income?
c)
Area?

Affect a County Redevelopment Project

d)
Cumulatively exceed official regional or
local population projections?
e)
Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by proposing new
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example,
through extension of roads or other infrastructure?)

According to the 2000 Census, there are 22,915 households in the unincorporated area of Merced
County with a median size of 3.25 persons per household and a median family of 3.69 persons per
household. This accounts for 73,328 individuals within the unincorporated portion of the County
compared to a total county population of 210,554 individuals. One of Merced County’s primary
goals is described in the General Plan’s explanation of the purpose for the housing chapter, “…the
improvement of housing and the provision of adequate sites for housing to meet the needs of all
economic segments of the community” (Merced County 2003). On January 8, 2002, the State
Department of Housing and Community Development issued its Regional Housing Needs “middle”
determination of 13,259 housing units for the Merced County population anticipated during the 2001
to June 2008 period. That determination was accepted and adopted by the MCAG Governing Board
on November 21, 2002. According to the Plan, the unincorporated area’s share of the County’s need
is 4,058 housing units, or an average of 507 units per year.
In keeping with the County General Plan and the regional need to provide housing for a growing
population, the proposed project would construct 12 new single-family houses. The proposed project
would increase the community’s population by approximately 38.4 persons based on an average of
3.2 persons per household. No houses would be removed.
a)
No Impact. There are no dwellings existing on the site, therefore no homes will necessitate
relocation. No impacts would occur in this regard.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project is a residential development project
that will create 12 new housing units. Although construction of the proposed project has the potential
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to create a demand in housing for construction workers hired to construct the project, it is likely that
the majority of hired workers already reside in the project vicinity. Impacts in this regard are
considered less than significant.
c)
No Impact. The proposed project is not in a County Redevelopment Project Area. No
impact would occur in this regard.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG)
in their regional needs housing plan, adopted population and employment forecasts. These adopted
forecasts were obtained from data contained in the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan and from
General Plans and Department of Finance projections, and allow additional growth related to UC
Merced opening in 2004. According to the MCAG projections, Merced County’s population is
expected to increase 30% (from 210,554 to 273,923) by 2010. Within the unincorporated area of the
County, the population is expected to grow 8%, with the communities of Santa Nella (102%) and
Delhi (36%) leading the way.
Implementation of the proposed project would not induce substantial new population growth in the
area; rather, it would support planned growth in the County by providing 12 new housing units. In
this context, the impact is considered less than significant.
e)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will not create a significant increase in
the total population in the Atwater area and Merced County. The U.S. Census Bureaus Census 2000
listed Merced Counties Census Tract 9.02 at 5,941 persons. The project, consisting of the
construction of 12 dwellings, would increase the community’s population by approximately 38.4
persons based on an average of 3.2 persons per household. The growth will occur in an area already
designated for residential development and would not induce additional population growth. Impacts
are considered less than significant.
13 - Public Services
Would the project result in substantial adverse
physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered government facilities or the need
for new or physically altered governmental facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the public services:

a)

Fire Services?

b)

Sheriff Services?

c)

Schools?

d)

Libraries?

e)

Health Services?
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Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Fire Department provides fire

suppression and recovery and fire law and code enforcement services for the project area. The
proposed project would add 12 dwelling units to the community, resulting in an increased need for
fire protection services. Fire protection services would be provided by Merced County Fire Station
82, located at the intersection of Highway 140 and Gurr Road Station 82 was recently constructed to
support the increased demand for fire protection services in the vicinity of the proposed project due to
planned urban growth. The proposed project is located approximately 1.2 miles from station 82.
Based on existing adequate fire protection services, impacts in this regard would be less than
significant.
b)
Less Than Significant Impact. Law enforcement services for the Project area are provided
by the Merced County Sheriff’s Department. The approximate 38.4 person increase in local
population would require additional police protection services in the project area. The Merced
County Sheriffs Department currently maintains sufficient staff to service this minor increase in the
local population. The nearest Sheriff’s Community Law Enforcement Office is located at 2736 N.
Franklin Road, approximately 2.0 miles from the project site. Based on existing adequate sheriff
services, impacts concerning police protection are considered less than significant.
c)
Less Than Significant Impact. The increase in local population that would result from the
construction of 12 new dwelling units could result in an increased number of school age children for
the Merced City School District and the Merced High School District. Specifically, Kindergarten
through eighth grade would attend McSwain Elementary School, and high school students would
attend Buhach Colony High School. This increase in the local student population would not be
significant since only 12 households are planned, and because school fees are required to be collected
from the Project Applicant as a condition of approval, in the amount of $2.88 per square foot, to cover
the costs of future facility development. Therefore impacts in this regard would be less than
significant.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The nearest branch of the Merced County Library System is
located in Merced, about 1.3 miles east of the proposed project. Only 38.4 new local residents are
anticipated to reside in the proposed subdivision, which would not necessitate substantial physical
impacts associated with the provision of new library services. Therefore impacts in this regard would
be less than significant.
e)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Fire Department provides first
responder level Emergency Medical Services, including rescue and extrication, as well as control and
mitigation of hazardous materials emergency incidents for the project area. The fire stations are
staffed 24 hours a day by a full-time, career Fire Captain or Fire Apparatus Engineer and emergency
response is augmented with over 325 Paid Call Firefighters (volunteers). These PCF’s are organized
into engine companies by the station’s response area within which they reside. Station response areas
vary from 16 to 325 square miles and the service area of the Department is over two thousand square
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miles. The proposed project is located approximately 1.2 miles from the nearest Fire Station (Station
82). The addition of up to 38.4 new local residents has the potential to place additional demand on
existing health and EMS services. Based on existing adequate health services, impacts concerning
police protection are considered less than significant.
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14 - Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Would the project include the use of
existing neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that substantial physical
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated?
b)
Would the project include recreational
facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, which might have an adverse
physical effect on the environment?

a)
Less Than Significant Impact. Additional neighborhood and community parks are not
planned as part of the subdivision. Merced County Code 17.44 states that three acres of improved
parkland shall be required for each 1,000 individuals residing within the subdivision. The addition of
approximately 38.4 persons to the community will result in the added use of existing parkland and
facilities creating slight deterioration. As required by California Government Code §66477, the
developer will be required to pay fees in lieu of parkland dedication. The impact on parks and
recreation is therefore considered less than significant.
b)
No Impact. The proposed project does not include the construction of recreational facilities
or parkland.
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15 - Transportation/Traffic
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

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

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

c)
Exceed, either individually or
cumulatively, a level of service standard established
by the county congestion management agency for
designated road or highways?
d)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety
risks?
e)

Alter waterborne, rail, or air traffic?

f)
Substantially increase hazards to a design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm
equipment)?
g)
Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or
altered maintenance of roads?
h)
Cause an effect upon circulation during the
project’s construction?
i)
Result in inadequate emergency access or
access to nearby uses?
j)
Conflict with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle
racks?)

a)
Less than Significant with Mitigation. Local and regional roadways in the project vicinity
include SR-140 is located about 0.8 mile south of the project site; SR-99 is located about 1.2 miles
north of the project site; SR-59 is located about 3.9 miles east of the project site. The local roadway
system includes Landram Avenue, North Buhach Road, North Gurr Road, and Elliott Avenue.

The level of service (LOS), a general measure of traffic operating conditions on roads and highways,
is derived from the traffic speed and the rate of vehicular flow, taking into account variables such as
annual average daily traffic, roadway capacity, grade, environment (urban versus rural), and other
considerations as appropriate. LOS “D” has been identified in Merced County to be the acceptable
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peak period level-of-service for roadways located within HICs, SUDPs of unincorporated areas, and
RRCs.

To ensure the areas LOS remains adequate the Applicant will enter into a Roadway Impact
Agreement (RIA) with the County and agree to fund a pro-rata share of the Atwater RRC#1 Bridge
and Major Thoroughfare fees found in Merced County Code 13.40.
Based on Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 7th Edition, the project will produce
105.3 trips per day. Because the affected roadways currently operate at an acceptable LOS and
project-related increase in traffic on local roadways during local peak hours would not be substantial,
it is reasonable to conclude that the Project would not create substantial increases in traffic
congestion, impede vehicle movement, pose a hazard to roadway use, or interfere with emergency
vehicle access. However, the combination of new vehicle trips associated with the project and
existing traffic, could result in future traffic impacts that could be potentially significant. However,
with the implementation of the prescribed mitigation, these impacts would be reduced to a less than
significant level.

Mitigation Measure

Traffic-1. The applicant shall provide non-access easements at the north and east dead-ends of
bulbed streets pursuant to Section 17.04.050.A.11 of the Merced County Code.

Traffic-2. Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the developer shall reconstruct existing
vertical-faced radiuses at the new east-west road intersection with Buhach Road to conform to curb
ramp details shown in Caltrans Standard Plan A88A.

Traffic-3. The applicant shall provide a Type II Slurry seal on the existing Buhach Road pavement
widening, along the east side of Buhach Road, from Landram Avenue to the north line of Lot 3 as
shown on the map of Skyline Estates recorded in Volume 17 of Official Plats at Page 22, Merced
County Records.

b)

No Impact. Project-related parking facilities will be required to meet Merced County

zoning ordinance 18.40 requirements and will be adequate for single-family residential development.
No impacts in this regard would result.

c)
Less than Significant Impact. The Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) is
a Joint Powers Authority consisting of Merced County and the six incorporated cities of Atwater, Dos
Palos, Gustine, Livingston, Los Banos, and Merced. MCAG is Merced County’s designated Regional
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Transportation Planning Agency, responsible for preparing and administering state and federal
transportation plans for Merced County.

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) specifies the policies, projects, and programs necessary over
a 25-year period to maintain, manage, and improve the region’s transportation systems. The RTP is
required to be developed as per California Government Code Section 65080 et seq., of Chapter 2.5
and the U.S. Code, Title 23, Sections 134 and 135 et seq. The RTP provides a comprehensive longrange view of transportation needs and opportunities for Merced County. It establishes goals and
objectives for the future system and identifies the actions necessary to achieve these goals. Finally, it
describes a funding strategy and options for implementing the actions. The RTP is required to
balance priorities with expected funding. Based on actions outlined in Chapter 2, Project Description,
the Project is not expected to conflict with the implementation of RTP, but rather, contribute to its
implementation by accommodating planned growth and urban development.

The 2004 RTP and associated EIR identified Scenario C-2 as the preferred scenario for regional
transportation development (MCAG, 2004a and b). This scenario assumed that development and
growth would continue corresponding to existing general plans. Therefore, given the Project is
consistent with the site’s existing zoning, the Project is not expected to result in cumulative traffic
impacts and/or conflict with the RTP. As a result, the impacts are considered less than significant.

d)

No Impact. Air traffic patterns would not be affected by the by the development of the

proposed project. Therefore, no impacts in this regard would occur.

e)
No Impact. The project is not located near a navigable waterway, rail line or highway and
therefore would have no impact on waterborne or railway traffic. Therefore, no impacts in this regard
would occur.

f)
Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project has been designed to avoid roadway
hazards and other traffic-related hazardous features. The subdivision and related road improvements
will be designed in accordance with standard engineering practices and Merced County standards.
Impacts in this regard are considered to be less than significant.

g)
Less Than Significant Impact. To mitigate the affects of increased traffic as a result of the
project and future maintenance needs, the Applicant with enter into roadway impact agreement with
Merced County. In this context, project-related impacts to roadways are considered less than
significant.
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Less Than Significant Impact. Roadway improvements associated with the proposed

project would not require lane closures on Landram Avenue or North Buhach Road. For this reason,
project construction is not expected to significantly impact roadway circulation. As a result, the
impacts are considered less than significant

i)
No Impact. Streets will be designed per County standards to provide for safe emergency
access. Transportation access roads will be located along Buhach Rd. and Landram Avenue. Access
for emergency vehicles will therefore not be impeded. As result, no impacts are expected.

j)
Less Than Significant Impact. Although provision of alternative transportation is not part
of the proposed project design, the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs supporting alternative transportation. The proposed project would slightly increase the
need for transit services. The transit provider tracks ridership and demand to respond to long-term
needs for system expansion; additional ridership from residents of the proposed subdivision would be
positive for the alternative transportation program.

The Transit Joint Powers Authority for Merced County (The Bus) provides public transportation
within Merced County. The nearest bus stop to the proposed project is Stop #2 located at the Atwater
Women, Infant and Children’s office, 156 E. Broadway Avenue, on Route #16. Stop #2 is
approximately 2.15 miles from the project site. The Transit Joint Powers Authority also offers dial-aride service.

The streets and sidewalks serving the subdivision would be designed to allow the safe movement of
all modes of transportation including cars, buses, bicycles and pedestrians consistent with County of
Merced development policies. This impact is therefore considered to be less than significant.
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16 - Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Require or result in the construction of new
water treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which would cause
significant environmental effects?
b)
Require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic
systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects?
c)
Result in a determination by the
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may
service the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to
the provider’s existing commitments?
d)
Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements
needed?
e)
Is the project served by a landfill with
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs?
f)
Comply with federal, state, and local
statutes and regulations related to solid wastes
(including the CIWMP (County Integrated Waste
Management Plan)?
g)

Electricity?

h)

Natural gas?

i)

Communications systems?

j)

Storm water drainage?

k)

Street lighting?

l)
Maintenance of public facilities, including
roads?
m)
plans?

Conflict with adopted energy conservation

a)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would include the installation of 12 wells,
which will draw from the deep aquifer, to accommodate project water demands. As a result, the
Project is not expected to require or result in the construction of new water treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities. As a result, impacts are considered to be less than significant.
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Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater treatment for the proposed project would

involve the installation of up to 12 individual private septic disposal systems. Merced County’s
Subdivision Ordinance No. 17.08.060(g) requires that the tentative subdivision map show the method
and location of proposed and existing sewage disposal systems. The County Division of
Environmental Health is responsible for evaluating proposed development sites for suitability of onsite sewage disposal systems and issues permits and performs inspections of system installations.
On November 18, 2005 the Environmental Health Department adopted standards for septic system
construction on one-acre parcel subdivisions in order to prevent potential groundwater contamination.
The adopted standards state: “Special design onsite sewage treatment systems, which release an
effluent concentration of less than 10 mg/L of total nitrogen, shall be required. Such systems shall be
operated and maintained by the property owner, and a Zone of Benefit shall be formed for the
subdivision project to monitor the operation and maintenance of the new onsite sewage treatment
systems.”
Based on a review of the Soil Survey for Eastern Merced County, onsite soil resources are mapped as
the Atwater sandy loam, variant, with slopes of 0 to 3 percent. Information provided in the Soil
Survey for this soil type indicates that saturation within < 4 feet of the ground surface and vertical
seepage are the primary limitations for the installation of septic tank absorption fields. As a
consequence, the development of a new on-site septic disposal system could result in impacts to
groundwater quality given the site limitations present. As a result, the implementation of the
condition of approval found in Hydrology and Water Quality section “a)” would be required to reduce
this impact to a less than significant level.
c)
No Impact. The Project does not propose connection to an existing sanitary sewer collection
and treatment system. Therefore there is no impact.
d)
No Impact. The projects water supply will be provided via 12 private water wells. No new
entitlements will be required. Therefore there is no impact.
e)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would generate minor quantities of solid waste.
The County of Merced operates two active class III landfills within the County. The Highway 59
Disposal Site located on Highway 59, 6 miles north of Merced, will serve the solid waste disposal
needs for the proposed project. Surveys performed on September 1, 2005 revealed a remaining
disposal capacity of 28,025,334 cubic yards out of a maximum permitted capacity of 30,012,352
cubic yards. Highway 59 Disposal Site is permitted to receive up to 1,500 tons of waste per day
although the current average received is 769 tons per day. The California Integrated Waste
Management Board (CIWMB) has estimated the closure date of Highway 59 Site as January 1, 2030.
Highway 59 Disposal Site has sufficient landfill capacity to accommodate growth projected in the
General Plan.
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Based on these circumstances, the Project’s impact to the County’s solid waste stream is considered
less than significant.
f)
Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal must follow the requirements of the
contracted waste hauler, which follows federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to the
collection of solid waste. Since the solid waste stream will be typical for residential development, it
is not likely that statutes or regulations would be violated. The proposed project would comply with
all State and local waste diversion requirements, including those that relate to compostable materials
handling and the siting and design of trash enclosures on the project site during construction. For this
reason, the impact is considered less than significant.
g)
Less Than Significant Impact. Overall, the level of public energy required of the Project
would not be expected to violate applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations relating to
energy standards. The Project is not expected to exceed PG&E’s service capacity or require new or
expanded facilities, particularly given the level of development surrounding the Project. The Project
would be required to comply with all standards of Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations,
aimed at the incorporation of energy-conserving design and construction. In addition, PG&E
infrastructure exists adjacent to the Project site, and any improvements and extensions required to
accommodate the Project would be determined in consultation with PG&E prior to installation. As a
result, the Project would not result in a significant impact related to the provision of energy services.
h)
No Impact. Natural gas service would not be provided as part of the Project. Therefore
there is no impact in this regard.
i)
Less Than Significant Impact. Back-bone infrastructure for communications service would
likely be installed during roadway improvements and would not result in any additional impacts not
evaluated in this IS. As a result, impacts are considered less than significant.
j)
Less Than Significant Impact. As required by conditions of approval found in 8 –
Hydrology and Water Quality, the applicant will be required to prepare a Drainage Plan for the
proposed development that will require approval from the County Public Works Department. With
the implementation of this condition and compliance with County standards, this impact would be
less than significant.
k)
Less Than Significant Impact. As previously discussed under Aesthetics, the proposed
project would be a new source of light via street lighting and lighting used by future residents of the
subdivision; however, street lighting and lights from other residential areas already exist in the project
area and the project would not create a substantial new source of lighting because the proposed
project only proposes to construct 12 homes, and because directional lighting has been incorporated
into the project design. Impacts in this regard would be less than significant.
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Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in the transportation section, the Project is not

expected in substantially increase traffic on public roads, nor will it require substantial alterations to
public roads. Based on the conclusions of the preceding checklist questions, a less than significant
impact is anticipated.
m)
Less Than Significant Impact. The project would be designed in accordance with adopted
energy conservation plans, including those previously discussed under Air Quality. Based on the
conclusions of the preceding checklist questions, a less than significant impact is anticipated.
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17 - Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a)
Does the project have the potential to
substantially degrade the quality of the environment,
substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self- sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, reduce the number or
restrict the range of a rare, or endangered plant or
animal to eliminate important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory?
b)
Does the project have the potential to
achieve short-term environmental goals, to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental goals? (A
short-term impact on the environment is one, which
occurs in a relatively brief, definitive period of time
while long-term impacts will endure well into the
future.)
c)
Does the project have impacts, which are
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the
incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the
effects of past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable future projects
as defined in California Code of Regulations,
Section 15130)?
d)
Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

a)
Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the preceding
sections, with the mitigation measures included, the Project does not have the potential to
significantly degrade the quality of the environment, including effects on animals or plants, or to
eliminate historic or prehistoric resources.
b)
Less than Significant Impact. The Project would maximize both short-term and long-term
resource use goals by allowing for the build out of the site consistent with the existing zoning and
with a low-density lot configuration, Based on these Project characteristics, this impact is considered
less than significant.
c)
Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the previous sections,
impacts that could be caused by the Project would be reduced to a less than significant level by
approaches included in the Project design or by mitigation that would be included as part of the
Project. The resources most likely to be cumulatively affected by the Project would be biology, water
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quality, cultural resources, noise, and traffic. The mitigation measures prescribed in each respective
section and imposed as provisions included in the Project description (e.g., pre-construction surveys
and resource staking, presence of an environmental resource coordinator, contractor training) would
render the Project’s contribution less than cumulatively considerable.
d)
Less Than Significant Impact. The Project would not directly or indirectly cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings. Air quality and/or noise would be the only resource
through which the Project could have a substantial effect on human beings. However, all potential
effects of the Project related to air quality and noise are identified as less than significant with
mitigation. Impacts related to dust and particulates would be minimized through compliance with
local air district regulations and would therefore avoid causing substantial adverse effects on human
beings. Noise impacts resulting from the Project-related construction would be temporary and
mitigated to the extent feasible. The impact analysis included in this environmental checklist
indicates that for all other resource areas, the Project would either have no significant impacts, or for
impacts that would not affect human beings, less than significant with mitigation incorporated.
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Appendix A: Air Quality Modeling Results

Michael Brandman Associates

70

C:\Documents and Settings\mba\My Documents\Projects\1604_merced county smara\0009_Westkamp\IS_MND_MMRP\16040009_Weskamp_Draft_IS.doc

Appendix A: Air Quality Analysis
Air emissions for the project were estimated using the most current version of URBEMIS, URBEMIS
v. 8.7. Emissions analyses were conducted for construction NOx, and operational NOx and ROG.
Below are the assumptions and inputs the air emissions modeling for this project. The Construction
Fleet worksheet and detailed URBEMIS printouts are attached.

Construction
For the purposes of this document, it was assumed that construction would start in August 2007. The
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (SJVPACD) Construction Fleet worksheet was
used to identify the number and type of construction equipment assumed to be used for a project of
this size. Fugitive dust controls were selected to reflect compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII
requirements. The default construction length of one year was not changed.

Operations
For the purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the all residential units would be built out and
operation at the end of construction. The start of operations was assumed to occur in 2008. This
analysis includes analysis for Area and Mobile emissions.

Area
The project includes 11 single family residential units at approximately one unit per acre. Per
SJVAPCD Rule 4901, up to one wood burning heater or one wood burning fireplace would be
allowed per dwelling unit. For conservative emissions analysis, it was assumed that each unit would
have one wood burning fireplace.

Mobile
Roads and a storm drainage pond would be construction. The net acreage for the project is
approximately 11 acres. The acreage in the Land Use module was increased from the default to 11
acres.
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Appendix B: Biological Resources Due Diligence Survey
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California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
Weskamp Estates
12-Quad Query Results (Atwater and Merced)

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

1 Actinemys marmorata
western pond turtle

ARAAD02030

G3G4

S3

SC

2 Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird

ABPBXB0020

G2G3

S2

SC

3 Agrostis hendersonii
Henderson's bent grass

PMPOA040K0

G1Q

S1.1

4 Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

AAAAA01180

G2G3

S2S3

SC

5 Antrozous pallidus
pallid bat

AMACC10010

G5

S3

SC

6 Astragalus tener var. tener
alkali milk-vetch

PDFAB0F8R1

G1T1

S1.1

7 Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

ABNSB10010

G4

S2

8 Atriplex cordulata
heartscale

PDCHE040B0

G2?

S2.2?

1B.2

9 Atriplex joaquiniana
San Joaquin spearscale

PDCHE041F3

G2

S2.1

1B.2

10 Atriplex minuscula
lesser saltscale

PDCHE042M0

G1

S1.1

1B.1

11 Atriplex persistens
vernal pool smallscale

PDCHE042P0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

12 Atriplex subtilis
subtle orache

PDCHE042T0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

13 Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp

ICBRA03010

Endangered

G1

S1

14 Branchinecta lynchi
vernal pool fairy shrimp

ICBRA03030

Threatened

G3

S2S3

15 Branchinecta mesovallensis
midvalley fairy shrimp

ICBRA03150

G2

S2

16 Buteo regalis
ferruginous hawk

ABNKC19120

G4

S3S4

17 Buteo swainsoni
Swainson's hawk

ABNKC19070

G5

S2

18 Calycadenia hooveri
Hoover's calycadenia

PDAST1P040

G2

S2.2

1B.3

19 Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta
succulent owl's-clover

PDSCR0D3Z1

Threatened

G4?T2

S2.2

1B.2

20 Chamaesyce hooveri
Hoover's spurge

PDEUP0D150

Threatened

G2

S2.1

1B.2

21 Charadrius montanus
mountain plover

ABNNB03100

G2

S2?

22 Clarkia rostrata
beaked clarkia

PDONA050Y0

G2

S2.1

1B.3

23 Delphinium recurvatum
recurved larkspur

PDRAN0B1J0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

Threatened

Threatened
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California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
Weskamp Estates
12-Quad Query Results (Atwater and Merced)

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

24 Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn beetle

IICOL48011

Threatened

25 Dipodomys heermanni dixoni
Merced kangaroo rat

State Status

CDFG or
CNPS

GRank

SRank

G3T2

S2

AMAFD03062

G3G4T1?

S2S3

26 Downingia pusilla
dwarf downingia

PDCAM060C0

G3

S3.1

2.2

27 Eryngium racemosum
Delta button-celery

PDAPI0Z0S0

G2Q

S2.1

1B.1

28 Eryngium spinosepalum
spiny-sepaled button-celery

PDAPI0Z0Y0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

29 Eumops perotis californicus
western mastiff bat

AMACD02011

G5T4

S3?

SC

30 Falco columbarius
merlin

ABNKD06030

G5

S3

SC

31 Gambelia sila
blunt-nosed leopard lizard

ARACF07010

Endangered

G1

S1

32 Gratiola heterosepala
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop

PDSCR0R060

Endangered

G3

S3.1

33 Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle

ABNKC10010

Endangered

G5

S2

34 Lasiurus blossevillii
western red bat

AMACC05060

G5

S3?

35 Lasiurus cinereus
hoary bat

AMACC05030

G5

S4?

36 Lepidurus packardi
vernal pool tadpole shrimp

ICBRA10010

G3

S2S3

37 Linderiella occidentalis
California linderiella

ICBRA06010

G3

S2S3

38 Lytta molesta
molestan blister beetle

IICOL4C030

G2

S2

39 Mylopharodon conocephalus
hardhead

AFCJB25010

G3

S3

40 Myotis yumanensis
Yuma myotis

AMACC01020

G5

S4?

41 Navarretia myersii ssp. myersii
pincushion navarretia

PDPLM0C0X1

G1T1

S1.1

1B.1

42 Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. radians
shining navarretia

PDPLM0C0J2

G4T2T3

S2S3.2

1B.2

43 Navarretia prostrata
prostrate navarretia

PDPLM0C0Q0

G2?

S2.1?

1B.1

44 Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass

PMPOA4C010

G3

S3.1

1B.1

45 Northern Claypan Vernal Pool

CTT44120CA

G1

S1.1

46 Northern Hardpan Vernal Pool

CTT44110CA

G3

S3.1

Endangered

Endangered

Delisted

Endangered

Threatened
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Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
Weskamp Estates
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Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

47 Orcuttia inaequalis
San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass

PMPOA4G060

Threatened

Endangered

G2

S2.1

1B.1

48 Orcuttia pilosa
hairy orcutt grass

PMPOA4G040

Endangered

Endangered

G2

S2.1

1B.1

49 Perognathus inornatus inornatus
San Joaquin pocket mouse

AMAFD01061

G4T2T3

S2S3

50 Phacelia ciliata var. opaca
Merced phacelia

PDHYD0C0S2

G5T1

S1.2

51 Phrynosoma coronatum (frontale population)
Coast (California) horned lizard

ARACF12022

G4G5

S3S4

52 Sagittaria sanfordii
Sanford's arrowhead

PMALI040Q0

G3

S3.2

1B.2

53 Sidalcea keckii
Keck's checkerbloom

PDMAL110D0

G1

S1.1

1B.1

54 Spea hammondii
western spadefoot

AAABF02020

G3

S3

SC

55 Taxidea taxus
American badger

AMAJF04010

G5

S4

SC

56 Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake

ARADB36150

G2G3

S2S3

57 Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
Wright's trichocoronis

PDAST9F031

G4T3

S1.1

2.1

58 Tuctoria greenei
Greene's tuctoria

PMPOA6N010

Endangered

Rare

G2

S2.2

1B.1

59 Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

AMAJA03041

Endangered

Threatened

G4T2T3

S2S3

Scientific Name/Common Name

Endangered

Threatened
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Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office, Species List

These buttons will not appear on your list.

<- Revise Selection
Print this page

Make Official Letter ->

Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or
U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested
Document Number: 070913031845
Database Last Updated: August 16, 2007

Quad Lists
Listed Species
Invertebrates
●

●

●

●

●

Branchinecta conservatio
❍ Conservancy fairy shrimp (E)
❍ Critical habitat, Conservancy fairy shrimp (X)
Branchinecta longiantenna
❍ longhorn fairy shrimp (E)
Branchinecta lynchi
❍ Critical habitat, vernal pool fairy shrimp (X)
❍ vernal pool fairy shrimp (T)
Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
❍ valley elderberry longhorn beetle (T)
Lepidurus packardi
❍ vernal pool tadpole shrimp (E)

Fish
●

●

●

Hypomesus transpacificus
❍ delta smelt (T)
Oncorhynchus mykiss
❍ Central Valley steelhead (T) (NMFS)
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
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❍
❍

Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon (T) (NMFS)
winter-run chinook salmon, Sacramento River (E) (NMFS)

Amphibians
●

●

Ambystoma californiense
❍ California tiger salamander, central population (T)
❍ Critical habitat, CA tiger salamander, central population (X)
Rana aurora draytonii
❍ California red-legged frog (T)

Reptiles
●

●

Gambelia (=Crotaphytus) sila
❍ blunt-nosed leopard lizard (E)
Thamnophis gigas
❍ giant garter snake (T)

Mammals
●

Vulpes macrotis mutica
❍ San Joaquin kit fox (E)

Plants
●

●

●

●

●

Castilleja campestris ssp. succulenta
❍ Critical habitat, succulent (=fleshy) owl's-clover (X)
❍ succulent (=fleshy) owl's-clover (T)
Neostapfia colusana
❍ Colusa grass (T)
❍ Critical habitat, Colusa grass (X)
Orcuttia inaequalis
❍ Critical habitat, San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass (X)
❍ San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass (T)
Orcuttia pilosa
❍ hairy Orcutt grass (E)
Tuctoria greenei
❍ Critical habitat, Greene's tuctoria (=Orcutt grass) (X)

Quads Containing Listed, Proposed or Candidate Species:

MERCED (421C)
ATWATER (422D)
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County Lists
No county species lists requested.
Key:
●
●
●
●

●
●
●
●
●

(E) Endangered - Listed as being in danger of extinction.
(T) Threatened - Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.
(P) Proposed - Officially proposed in the Federal Register for listing as endangered or threatened.
(NMFS) Species under the Jurisdiction of the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration Fisheries Service.
Consult with them directly about these species.
Critical Habitat - Area essential to the conservation of a species.
(PX) Proposed Critical Habitat - The species is already listed. Critical habitat is being proposed for it.
(C) Candidate - Candidate to become a proposed species.
(V) Vacated by a court order. Not currently in effect. Being reviewed by the Service.
(X) Critical Habitat designated for this species

Important Information About Your Species List
How We Make Species Lists

We store information about endangered and threatened species lists by U.S. Geological Survey 7½ minute quads. The
United States is divided into these quads, which are about the size of San Francisco.
The animals on your species list are ones that occur within, or may be affected by projects within, the quads covered by
the list.
●

●

●

Fish and other aquatic species appear on your list if they are in the same watershed as your quad or if water use in
your quad might affect them.
Amphibians will be on the list for a quad or county if pesticides applied in that area may be carried to their habitat
by air currents.
Birds are shown regardless of whether they are resident or migratory. Relevant birds on the county list should be
considered regardless of whether they appear on a quad list.

Plants

Any plants on your list are ones that have actually been observed in the area covered by the list. Plants may exist in an area
without ever having been detected there. You can find out what's in the surrounding quads through the California Native
Plant Society's online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants.
Surveying

Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist or botanist, familiar with the
habitat requirements of the species on your list, should determine whether they or habitats suitable for them may be
affected by your project. We recommend that your surveys include any proposed and candidate species on your list.
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For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting Botanical Inventories. The results of
your surveys should be published in any environmental documents prepared for your project.
Your Responsibilities Under the Endangered Species Act

All animals identified as listed above are fully protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Section 9
of the Act and its implementing regulations prohibit the take of a federally listed wildlife species. Take is defined by the
Act as "to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect" any such animal.
Take may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by
significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or shelter (50 CFR §17.3).
Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two procedures:
●

●

●

●

If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may result in take,
then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service.
During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to avoid or minimize
the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result in a biological opinion by the Service
addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed and proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited
level of incidental take.
If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as part of the project,
then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The Service may issue such a permit if you
submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species that would be affected by your project.
Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and are likely to be affected
by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the California Department of Fish and Game to
develop a plan that minimizes the project's direct and indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for projectrelated loss of habitat. You should include the plan in any environmental documents you file.

Critical Habitat

When a species is listed as endangered or threatened, areas of habitat considered essential to its conservation may be
designated as critical habitat. These areas may require special management considerations or protection. They provide
needed space for growth and normal behavior; food, water, air, light, other nutritional or physiological requirements; cover
or shelter; and sites for breeding, reproduction, rearing of offspring, germination or seed dispersal.
Although critical habitat may be designated on private or State lands, activities on these lands are not restricted unless
there is Federal involvement in the activities or direct harm to listed wildlife.
If any species has proposed or designated critical habitat within a quad, there will be a separate line for this on the species
list. Boundary descriptions of the critical habitat may be found in the Federal Register. The information is also reprinted in
the Code of Federal Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See our critical habitat page for maps.
Candidate Species

We recommend that you address impacts to candidate species. We put plants and animals on our candidate list when we
have enough scientific information to eventually propose them for listing as threatened or endangered. By considering
these species early in your planning process you may be able to avoid the problems that could develop if one of these
candidates was listed before the end of your project.
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Species of Concern

The Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office no longer maintains a list of species of concern. However, various other agencies
and organizations maintain lists of at-risk species. These lists provide essential information for land management planning
and conservation efforts. More info
Wetlands

If your project will impact wetlands, riparian habitat, or other jurisdictional waters as defined by section 404 of the Clean
Water Act and/or section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, you will need to obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. Impacts to wetland habitats require site specific mitigation and monitoring. For questions regarding wetlands,
please contact Mark Littlefield of this office at (916) 414-6580.
Updates

Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you address proposed and candidate
species in your planning, this should not be a problem. However, we recommend that you get an updated list every 90
days. That would be December 12, 2007.
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CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
Status: Plant Press Manager window with 29 items - Thu, Sep. 13, 2007 14:16 c
Reformat list as:

Standard List - with Plant Press controls

ECOLOGICAL REPORT
scientific
family

life form

blooming

annual herb

Apr-May

Astragalus tener
Fabaceae
var. tener

annual herb

Mar-Jun

Atriplex
cordulata

annual herb

Apr-Oct

Agrostis
hendersonii

Poaceae

Chenopodiaceae

communities elevation CNPS
•Valley and
foothill
70 - 305
grassland
List 3.2
meters
(VFGrs)(mesic)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
1 - 60
List
(VFGrs)(adobe
meters
1B.2
clay)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/alkaline
•Chenopod
scrub (ChScr)
•Meadows and
seeps (Medws)
•Valley and
1 - 375
List
foothill
meters
1B.2
grassland
(VFGrs)
(sandy)/saline
or alkaline
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Atriplex
depressa

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

May-Oct

Atriplex
joaquiniana

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Apr-Oct

Atriplex
minuscula

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

May-Oct

Atriplex
persistens

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Jun-Oct
Jun-Aug
(Oct)

Atriplex subtilis

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

•Chenopod
scrub (ChScr)
•Meadows and
seeps (Medws)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/
alkaline, clay
•Chenopod
scrub (ChScr)
•Meadows and
seeps (Medws)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)/
alkaline
•Chenopod
scrub (ChScr)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)/
alkaline, sandy
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
(alkaline)

•Valley and
Months in foothill
parentheses grassland
are
(VFGrs)

1 - 320
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 835
meters

List
1B.2

15 - 200
meters

List
1B.1

10 - 115
meters

List
1B.2

40 - 100
meters

List
1B.2

uncommon.
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Calycadenia
hooveri

Asteraceae

Castilleja
campestris ssp.
succulenta

Scrophulariaceae

annual herb

Jul-Sep

annual herb
hemiparasitic

Apr-May

•Cismontane
woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)/rocky
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)(often
acidic)

Jul-Sep
(Oct)

Chamaesyce
hooveri

Euphorbiaceae

Clarkia rostrata Onagraceae

annual herb

Months in •Vernal pools
parentheses (VnPls)
are
uncommon.

annual herb

Apr-May

Delphinium
recurvatum

Ranunculaceae

perennial herb

Mar-Jun

Downingia
pusilla

Campanulaceae

annual herb

Mar-May

•Cismontane
woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)
•Chenopod
scrub (ChScr)
•Cismontane
woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)/
alkaline
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)(mesic)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)

65 - 300
meters

List
1B.3

50 - 750
meters

List
1B.2

25 - 250
meters

List
1B.2

60 - 500
meters

List
1B.3

3 - 750
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 445
meters

List 2.2
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Eryngium
racemosum

Apiaceae

annual/
perennial herb

Jun-Sep

Eryngium
spinosepalum

Apiaceae

annual/
perennial herb

Apr-May

Gratiola
heterosepala

Scrophulariaceae

annual herb

Apr-Aug

Monardella
leucocephala

Lamiaceae

annual herb

May-Aug

Navarretia
myersii ssp.
myersii

Polemoniaceae

annual herb

May

Navarretia
nigelliformis ssp. Polemoniaceae
radians

annual herb

May-Jul

•Riparian scrub
(RpScr)
3 - 30
List
(vernally mesic
meters
1B.1
clay
depressions)
•Valley and
foothill
80 - 255
List
grassland
meters
1B.2
(VFGrs)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
•Marshes and
swamps
List
(MshSw)(lake 10 - 2375
meters
1B.2
margins)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/clay
•Valley and
foothill
35 - 100
List 1A
grassland
meters
(VFGrs)(sandy,
mesic)
•Vernal pools
20 - 330
List
(VnPls)/often
meters
1B.1
acidic
•Cismontane
woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and
90 - 1000
List
foothill
meters
1B.2
grassland
(VFGrs)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
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Navarretia
prostrata

Polemoniaceae

annual herb

Apr-Jul

Neostapfia
colusana

Poaceae

annual herb

May-Aug

Orcuttia
inaequalis

Poaceae

annual herb

Apr-Sep

Orcuttia pilosa

Poaceae

annual herb

May-Sep

Phacelia ciliata
var. opaca

Hydrophyllaceae

annual herb

Feb-May

perennial
rhizomatous
herb emergent

May-Oct

annual herb

Apr-May

Sagittaria
sanfordii

Alismataceae

Sidalcea keckii

Malvaceae

•Coastal scrub
(CoScr)
•Meadows and
seeps (Medws)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)
(alkaline)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/mesic
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)(adobe,
large)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)(clay)/
sometimes
alkaline
•Marshes and
swamps
(MshSw)
(assorted
shallow
freshwater)
•Cismontane
woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and
foothill
grassland
(VFGrs)/
serpentinite,
clay

15 - 700
meters

List
1B.1

5 - 200
meters

List
1B.1

10 - 755
meters
55 - 200
meters

List
1B.1
List
1B.1

60 - 150
meters

List
1B.2

0 - 650
meters

List
1B.2

120 - 425
meters

List
1B.1
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Trichocoronis
wrightii var.
wrightii

Asteraceae

annual herb

May-Sep

May-Jul
(Sep)

Tuctoria greenei Poaceae

annual herb

•Meadows and
seeps (Medws)
•Marshes and
swamps
(MshSw)
•Riparian forest
(RpFrs)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/alkaline

Months in •Vernal pools
parentheses (VnPls)
are
uncommon.

5 - 435
meters

List 2.1

30 - 1070
meters

List
1B.1
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