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NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

FOR THE ANDERSEN NUT STORAGE FACILITY PROJECT  
 
 
To:  Interested Persons  
 
From:  County of Merced 
  Department of Community and Economic Development 

2222 ‘M’ Street 
Merced, CA 95340 

  Phone: (209) 385-7654, ext. 4578 
  bguerrero@co.merced.ca.us 
 
Contact: Brian Guerrero, Planner III 
 
Subject: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
Merced County is the Lead Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
for the proposed Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project. Merced County intends to adopt 
a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the proposed project. 

The project site is located north side of Sullivan Road, 200 feet west of Hunt Road, within the City 
of Gustine area in unincorporated Merced County as described in the attached Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND). Merced County is considering an application for 
a Zone Change No. ZC13-002 and Administrative Application No. AA13-029 to change the zoning 
from R-1 (Single-Family Residential) to A-1 (General Agricultural) for two parcels totaling 6.94 
acres, and to construct five warehouse buildings totaling 57,000 square feet to store walnuts.  

The proposed IS/MND is available for public review from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, at the offices of the Merced County Community and Economic Development Department 
(address listed above) and online at the Merced County website at:  

www.co.merced.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=414 

The public comment period on the IS/MND closes on August 4, 2014. Comments may be 
submitted to Brian Guerrero at the above address. Emailed comments should be submitted to 
“bguerrero@co.merced.ca.us” and should include the phrase “Andersen Nut Storage Facility 
Expansion Project IS/MND” in the subject line.  
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INITIAL STUDY AND  
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

 
Project Title:  
 

Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project 
Zone Change No. ZC13-002 
Administrative Application No. AA13-029  
 

Project Location: 28082 W. Sullivan Road 
Gustine, CA 95322 
 

Lead Agency Name and Address:  
 

Merced County  
Community and Economic Development Department 
2222 ‘M’ Street  
Merced, CA 95340 
 

Contact Person and Phone Number:
  
 

Brian Guerrero, Planner III 
Phone: (209) 385-7654 

General Plan Designation: Agricultural (Merced County General Plan) 
 

Zoning: R-1 (Single-Family Residential - Merced County) 
 

1. INTRODUCTION  

The Andersen Nut Company operates a walnut processing plant located at 3050 S. Hunt Road in 
Gustine, Merced County that provides shelling, sorting, and packaging services to nut growers 
within the San Joaquin Valley. The project under evaluation in this Initial Study is the Zone Change 
and Administrative Application permit to allow construction and operation of warehouse buildings 
at 28082 W. Sullivan Road, near the existing processing plant, to provide overflow storage of 
walnuts prior to being processed at the existing facility on S. Hunt Road. 

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

PROJECT LOCATION 
The project site is located on the north side of Sullivan Road, 200 feet west of Hunt Road, within 
the Sphere of Influence of the City of Gustine in unincorporated Merced County (see Figures 1 and 
2). The project site consists of two parcels totaling 6.94 acres identified as Merced County Assessor’s 
Parcel Number (APN) 021-062-002 and -003. The project site is located in Section 8, Township 8 
South, Range 9 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian; 37°14ʹ′49.10ʺ″N, 120°59ʹ′44.82ʺ″W. 
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Figure 1

Regional Location
SOURCE:  Planning Partners, 2014
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Figure 2

Project Location
SOURCE:  Merced County
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EXISTING SITE CONDITIONS 
The project site has been previously cultivated with field crops. The site is highly disturbed, with a 
large portion graveled and developed with a 15,552-square-foot storage warehouse building 
(permitted and constructed in 2011) to store walnuts in excess of the storage capacity of the existing 
nearby processing plant.  The walnut harvest extends from September through December. Given 
the increased acreage of walnuts in western Merced and Stanislaus counties, the volume of nuts 
harvested exceeds the capacity of processing plants to either process or store the nuts during the 
harvest season.  As a result, once storage capacity at the processing plants, such as Andersen Nut, is 
exceeded, additional storage becomes necessary to permit walnuts to be stored until processing 
capacity becomes available.  Generally, all processing is completed within several months of the end 
of harvest season.  Walnuts stored at the project site would be processed at a later time at the 
existing Andersen Nut Company processing operations located at 3050 Hunt Road, directly 
southeast of the project site. 

There are two paved driveway aprons and graveled driveways off of Sullivan Road, with concrete 
paved and graveled areas at the front of the warehouse building. During the harvest season, the 
existing warehouse building is used only when storage at the Hunt Road facility is full. Currently, 
there are an average of three (3) truck trips per day loading or unloading during the harvesting and 
process season, in addition to forklift use to move boxes. Hours of operation are from 8:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday on a seasonal basis. One to two employees from the nearby 
Andersen Nut processing facility drop the nuts at the warehouse and later pick them up for 
processing. 

The project site is provided with electrical service by PG&E. There are no other utilities on site. A 
City of Gustine water main runs along the southern boundary of the project site. There are irrigation 
ditches that run along the western and northern boundaries of the project site used by neighboring 
properties for either irrigation or drainage. Stormwater drainage from the project site is routed to a 
drainage ditch located at the northeastern corner of the project site. No chemicals or hazardous 
materials are used or stored on site. 

SURROUNDING LAND USES 
The project site is located in the southeastern area of the City of Gustine urban area, within the city’s 
Sphere of Influence. Surrounding uses include farmland to the north and west, Gustine Middle 
School to the south, Gustine Elementary School to the northwest, the existing walnut processing 
facility to the southeast, and residential and agricultural uses to the east. Table 1 lists the surrounding 
land uses and corresponding General Plan and zoning designations.  
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Table 1 Surrounding Land Uses at the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion 
Project Site 

Location Land Use General Plan Zoning 

ON SITE Vacant / Warehouse building  Agricultural (Merced County) 
Planned Development (Gustine) 

Single-Family Residential R-1 
(Merced County) 

NORTH Agriculture / Gustine Elementary 
School 

Agricultural (Merced County) 
Planned Development / School 

(Gustine) 

Single-Family Residential R-1 
(Merced County) 

EAST Union Pacific Railroad / 
Residences / Agriculture  

Agricultural (Merced County) 
Planned Development / 

Controlled Industrial (Gustine) 

Single-Family Residential R-1 
/ Light Manufacturing M-1 

(Merced County) 

SOUTH Gustine Middle School / Walnut 
processing facility 

Agricultural (Merced County) 
Planned Development (Gustine) 

General Agricultural A-1 
(Merced County) 

WEST Agriculture  Agricultural (Merced County) 
Planned Development (Gustine) 

Single-Family Residential R-1 
(Merced County) 

Source:  Application Materials, August 2013; Site Visit, March 5, 2014; Merced County GIS, accessed at 
http://www.co.merced.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=1586 on March 17, 2014. Gustine General Plan Land Use Map, September 10, 2012. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The project applicant has applied to Merced County for a Zone Change No. ZC13-002 and 
Administrative Application No. AA13-029 to change the zoning from R-1 (Single-Family 
Residential) to A-1 (General Agricultural) for two parcels totaling 6.94 acres, and to construct five 
warehouse buildings totaling 57,000 square feet to store walnuts.  

The proposed five warehouse buildings would be located on a 4.2-acre portion of one of the parcels 
(APN 021-062-002) (see Figure 3). At this time, there are no plans for the adjacent parcel. This 
parcel would continue to be used for periodic agricultural/crop uses or left fallow. 

There would be approximately 920 cubic yards of fill imported to the site to complete grading and 
raise the new building pads for drainage purposes. The project site would remain in gravel other 
than the concrete slabs for the warehouse buildings; these slabs would extend in front of each new 
building to provide a solid surface to facilitate the loading and unloading of the trucks.  

Similar to existing operations, the proposed warehouse buildings would be used to store walnuts, an 
agricultural product, until they are processed at a later time at the existing Hunt Road facility located 
immediately southeast of the project site. Activities at the warehouse facility would continue to 
occur only during the walnut harvest and processing season, in the months of September through 
February/March. At full buildout, truck trips would increase from an average of three to 
approximately five truck trips per day loading or unloading, in addition to forklift use to move 
boxes. Hours of operation would continue to be from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through 
Saturday. One to two employees would continue to drop-off and pick-up the walnuts at the 
warehouses since deliveries would not change enough to require extra help. As indicated by the 
project applicant, the project would not require a well or on-site septic system, and any water needs 
could be provided by the City water main along Sullivan Road.  



Project Description 

Initial Study – Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project  Page 6  

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION AND PHASING 
The proposed project would be constructed in five phases (see Figure 3). Phase I, consisting of the 
construction of the construction of a 12,000 square foot warehouse to the east of the existing 
building, would begin upon project approval. The remainder of the project would be constructed 
according to market demand.  

3. REQUIRED APPROVALS, OTHER PROCESSES, AND CONSULTATIONS 

A listing and a brief description of the regulatory permits and approvals required to implement the 
proposed project are provided below. This environmental document is intended to address the 
environmental impacts associated with all of the following decision actions and approvals. 

Merced County 

The County has the following permitting authority related to the proposed project: 

• Preparation and Approval of an Initial Study / Mitigated Negative 
Declaration - Merced County will act as the lead agency as defined by the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and will have authority to determine if the 
IS/MND is adequate under CEQA. 

• Approval of Zone Change No. ZC13-002 - Merced County will consider a Zone 
Change to change the zoning from R-1 (Single-Family Residential) to A-1 (General 
Agricultural) for the two project parcels. 

• Approval of Administrative Application No. AA13-029 - Merced County will 
consider the proposed walnut storage facility project under an “Administrative 
Permit.” Administrative Permits are discretionary permits for uses of land that 
require special review to ensure that they are compatible with the neighborhood and 
surrounding residences. They are considered more likely to affect surrounding land 
uses than uses permitted by right in a zoning district, but lesser impacts than those 
uses permitted under Conditional Use Permits. 

• Building Permit - Merced County will require a building permit for the proposed 
buildings. 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District  

• SJVAPCD Rules - The construction of the proposed project may be subject to 
SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations, including Regulation VIII, Rule 8021 (Fugitive 
PM10

 Prohibitions), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), and Rule 4641 (Cutback, 
Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations).  

 



Andersen Nut Storage Facility
Figure 3

Site Plan
SOURCE:  Project Application, August 2013
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State Water Resources Control Board 

• General Construction Activity – The State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) has adopted a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit for 
stormwater discharges associated with any construction activity (including clearing, 
grading, excavation, reconstruction, and dredge and fill activities) that results in the 
disturbance of at least one acre of total land area, or projects that disturb less than 
one acre but are part of a large common plan of development that disturbs one or 
more acres. All dischargers are required to obtain coverage under the Construction 
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ. This General Permit has developed specific 
Best Management Practices (BMP) and requires a Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). Following submittal of a Notice of Intent package and development 
of a SWPPP in accordance with the Construction General Permit, the applicant will 
receive a Waste Discharge Identification Number from the SWRCB. Because the 
proposed project would disturb more than one acre, the General Construction 
Activity Permit would be required. 

Federal Government 

No permitting from federal agencies would be required. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

PURPOSE AND LEGAL BASIS FOR THE INITIAL STUDY 
As a public disclosure document, this Initial Study 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 purpose of an Initial Study is 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. 

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. 

 
INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
Following each major category in the Initial Study, there are four determinations by which to judge 
the project’s impact. These categories and their meanings are shown below: 

“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 on and around the project site, however to a less-than-significant degree, and therefore 
not warranting mitigation measures. 

“Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” 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. 
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APPLICATION OF THE 2030 MERCED COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING 

CODE  
The 2030 Merced County General Plan guides economic development, land use, agriculture, 
transportation and circulation, public facilities and services, natural resource, recreation and cultural 
resources, health and safety, air quality, water, and other decisions. The General Plan is intended to 
provide for orderly growth, and to convey the community’s values and expectations for the future. 
An EIR for the 2030 General Plan was certified and the General Plan was adopted by Merced 
County in December 2013. A Draft Background Report of existing environmental conditions within 
the County was finalized in December 2013 with certification of the General Plan EIR. The 
Background Report functions as the existing setting section for the General Plan EIR. The EIR, 
including the Background Report as updated, is used in this Initial Study, along with other resources, 
to establish the existing setting for the proposed project, and to serve as the first tier of 
environmental analysis for the proposed project, including the evaluation of countywide and 
cumulative impacts. The 2030 General Plan EIR, including the Background Report, is hereby 
incorporated by reference pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 as though fully set 
forth herein. A copy of the General Plan, General Plan EIR, and Background Report can be 
obtained at the Department of Community and Economic Development, 2222 “M” Street, Merced, 
CA 95340. It is also available for download from the Merced County General Plan website at:  

http://www.co.merced.ca.us/index.aspx?NID=1170 

TIERING FROM THE 2030 MERCED COUNTY GENERAL PLAN EIR  
“Tiering” refers to the relationship between a program-level EIR (where long-range programmatic 
cumulative impacts are the focus of the environmental analysis) and subsequent environmental 
analyses such as this subject document, which focus primarily on issues unique to a smaller project 
within the larger program or plan pursuant to Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Tiering 
focuses the environmental review on the project-specific significant effects that were not examined 
in the prior environmental review or are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by specific 
revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or by other means.  

In the case of the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project, the proposed use would be 
consistent with the Agricultural land use designation for the site set forth by the 2030 General Plan 
and evaluated in the General Plan EIR. Therefore, the environmental analysis for this Initial Study is 
tiered from the EIR for the 2030 Merced County General Plan. The Merced County Board of 
Supervisors certified the EIR and adopted the 2030 General Plan on December 10, 2013 (SCH 
#2011041067). The 2030 General Plan regulates the location, use, design, construction, and 
operation of developed land uses within the County; all existing and proposed land uses within the 
County are required to comply with the goals and policies of the 2030 General Plan, including the 
Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project. To reflect this, the requirements of the 2030 
General Plan and conclusions of the environmental analysis contained in the 2030 General Plan EIR 
were incorporated in this Initial Study.  

The 2030 General Plan EIR comprehensively evaluated the potential environmental effects of 
implementing the 2030 General Plan, and from the approval of new or modified land uses. The 
2030 General Plan EIR identified a number of mitigation measures that would reduce the magnitude 
of these potential effects. Those measures were subsequently adopted by the County in its adoption 
of the 2030 General Plan, and a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program was adopted. 
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Because the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project is consistent with, and implements, 
the 2030 General Plan, those previously adopted mitigation measures and conditions apply to the 
Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project, and would continue to apply after approval of the 
currently requested actions. Therefore, the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project is 
related to the 2030 General Plan EIR and, pursuant to Section 15152(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
tiering of environmental documents is appropriate.  

The 2030 General Plan EIR can be reviewed at the location set forth above.  

Incorporation of the 2030 Merced County General Plan EIR By Reference  

Based on the reasoning set forth above, this environmental evaluation implements, and is consistent 
with, mitigation measures and study protocols adopted by Merced County in its certification of the 
2030 General Plan EIR and its approval of the 2030 Merced County General Plan. Because of its 
importance relative to understanding the environmental analysis that has occurred to date with 
respect to the potential environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
developed land uses in Merced County, the 2030 General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by 
reference pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 as though fully set forth herein. 

Summary of the Impacts Analysis of the 2030 Merced County General Plan EIR  

The 2030 Merced County General Plan EIR presents an assessment of the environmental impacts 
associated with the implementation of the General Plan and land uses developed consistent with the 
Plan in Merced County. The EIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the Plan on a 
comprehensive basis, including discussion of the full range of impacts that would occur because of 
future development. The EIR identified potential significant environmental impacts arising from 
implementation of the General Plan and land uses developed consistent with the Plan for the 
following issue areas:  

Aesthetics: light and glare; and cumulative impacts to aesthetics. 

Agriculture and Forestry: conversion of Important Farmland to non-agriculture use; conflict with 
zoning for agricultural use or provisions of the Williamson Act; land use changes that would result 
in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses from urban development; land use changes that 
would result in conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses due to the Minor Subdivision of 
Rural Parcels or due to inadequate parcel sizes; and cumulative impacts to agricultural resources. 
 
Air Quality: operational emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 associated with General Plan buildout; health 
risks associated with locating sensitive receptors near high volume roads; cumulative impacts to air 
quality.  

Biological Resources: adverse effects to special status species and sensitive habitats due to 
conversion of farmlands and open space; adverse effect on wetlands, riparian habitat, and other 
sensitive natural communities; loss or modification of federally protected wetlands; interference with 
animal movement/migration patterns; cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

Cultural Resources: adverse changes to the significance of a historical resource; adverse change in 
the significance of archaeological resources, paleontological resources, unique geological features, or 
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disturbances to human remains; degradation or loss of traditional cultural properties where Native 
American customs and traditions are practiced; cumulative impacts to cultural resources.  

Geology: use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems in unfit soils that may result 
in increased nutrients or other pollutants reaching and damaging groundwater resources. 

Global Climate Change: increase in GHG emissions associated with 2030 General Plan buildout; 
increase in GHG emissions that would conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions; cumulative impacts to global climate change. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: projects located on a site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites resulting in a significant hazard to the public or to the environment; 
projects located within an airport land use plan or within the vicinity of a public or private airport 
resulting in a safety hazard for people working or residing in the area.  

Hydrology and Water Quality: depletion of groundwater supplies or interference with 
groundwater recharge; modification of surface water drainage patterns resulting in detrimental 
flooding or substantial erosion or siltation; cumulative impacts to hydrology and water quality. 

Land Use Compatibility: physically divide an established community.  

Mineral Resources: loss of mineral resources; and cumulative loss of mineral resources.  

Noise: permanent increase in ambient noise levels; traffic noise level increases at existing sensitive 
uses caused by development consistent with the 2030 General Plan; expose people to, or generate 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; cumulative impacts to noise. 

Population and Housing: induce population growth, directly or indirectly. 

Transportation and Circulation: conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness of county roads, State Highways, or streets within incorporated cities in 
Merced County; increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses; inadequate 
emergency access; conflict with policies, plans or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or decrease the performance or safety of those facilities; cumulative impacts to 
transportation and circulation.  

Utilities and Service Systems: sufficient water supply resources available to accommodate 
continued development through buildout of the 2030 General Plan; cumulative impacts to utilities 
and service systems. 

Other CEQA Topics: cumulative impacts to growth inducement and irreversible environmental 
changes. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, including 
five impacts that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation” as indicated by the checklist discussion 
on the following pages. 

✗ Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry Resources ✗ Air Quality 

 Biological Resources ✗ Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous Materials ✗ Hydrology / Water Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 
 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
✗ Transportation / Traffic   Utilities / Service Systems ✗ Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS 
Responses to the following questions and related discussion indicate whether or not the proposed 
project will have or will potentially have a significant adverse impact on the environment, either 
individually or cumulatively with other projects. All phases of project planning, implementation, and 
operation are considered. Mandatory Findings of Significance are located in Section XVIII below.  
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  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS 

 Would the project: 

        

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? 

    
✓ 

  
 

 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The project site is highly disturbed, and a portion of the area is graded and rocked along Sullivan 
Road. There is an existing warehouse building on the project site and paved parking apron. 
Surrounding uses include a mix of rural and urban uses: agriculture and agricultural processing 
facilities, residences, and schools.  

The site appearance is one of a disturbed lot with an un-intrusive industrial warehouse at the edge of 
a primarily urban setting. Viewers of the project site consist of motorists on perimeter roadways, and 
employees and residents of surrounding schools and residences. Neither the project site, nor the 
views to or from the site, have been designated as an important scenic resource by the City of 
Gustine, Merced County, or any other public agency.  

No state or locally designated scenic highway has been identified in the vicinity of the project site 
(Caltrans 2011).  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a) Scenic Vista: No Impact. No designated scenic vista is visible from the project site; 
nor is the site visible from any nearby scenic vista. Because the proposed walnut storage facility 
project would not interfere with a scenic view, nor would the site be visible from a nearby scenic 
vista, no impacts would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (b) Scenic Highway: No Impact. No state-designated or locally-designated scenic 
highway is visible from the project site, nor is the site visible from any nearby designated scenic 
highway (Caltrans 2011). Because the project site is not located within the viewshed of a designated 
scenic highway, implementation of the proposed walnut storage facility project would not adversely 
affect scenic resources within a designated scenic highway. No impact would occur, and no 
mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (c) Visual Character: Less-than-significant Impact after Mitigation. As described 
above, the existing visual character of the area surrounding the project site is defined by a mix of 
agricultural and urban land uses, including large-scale agricultural processing and other industrial 
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facilities, cultivated cropland, school facilities, and residences. The storage warehouse buildings 
proposed on APN 021-062-002 would introduce additional industrial agricultural uses in this area. 
While there are currently no planned activities for APN 021-062-003, the proposed Zone Change 
would designate the project site for agricultural uses, and the parcel would likely be used for 
continued periodic crop uses or left fallow. The size and mass of the warehouse buildings, while 
similar to existing industrial facilities in the vicinity, would contrast with adjacent residential and 
school uses, which are primarily single-story and less massive than the proposed buildings.  The 
proposed project would provide an abrupt edge to these existing uses and future residential uses. To 
minimize the aesthetic impacts of the proposed warehouse buildings on nearby schools and existing 
and planned residential uses, the following mitigation would be required: 

Mitigation Measure AES-1: 
a. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall erect fencing around the 

portion of the project site to be developed (APN 021-062-002) to separate the proposed 
storage warehouse uses from adjacent residential and school uses. The fencing must 
generally run along the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the project site, but not 
along the Sullivan Road frontage at the southern end of the site.   

b. Prior to commencement of operations, the applicant shall plant natural screening vegetation 
around the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the project site to minimize 
aesthetic impacts to adjacent residential and school uses. The screening could include 
hedges, or some other type of dense foliage.  

c. Prior to commencement of operations, the parking area shall be screened from the Sullivan 
Road right-of-way by planting a landscaping buffer to minimize the aesthetic impacts for the 
employees and students at Gustine Middle School south of the project site. 

d. If the additional parcel (APN 021-062-003) is developed with similar industrial agricultural 
uses in the future, the project applicant shall erect fencing around the parcel to separate the 
proposed industrial agricultural uses from adjacent residential and school uses. 

With implementation of the above visual screening measures, aesthetic impacts of the proposed 
storage warehouse project would be minimized, and impacts to the visual character of the project 
site would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. No additional mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (d) Light and Glare: Less-than-significant Impact after Mitigation. The existing 
building on the project site is illuminated by minimal security lighting. The proposed project would 
add new sources of light, including additional signage lighting and security lighting near the 
proposed warehouse buildings. The proposed lighting would result in increased sources of light and 
glare that would be visible to motorists on perimeter streets, and to viewers from nearby residential 
and school uses. Merced County standard lighting practices require that all new lighting be directed 
away from adjacent properties or be properly shaded to eliminate light trespass or glare (Chapter 
18.41, Performance Standards, Section 060 Lighting). To ensure compliance with Merced County 
lighting standards, the following measure would be required: 

Mitigation Measure AES-2: 
All outdoor lighting at the project site shall be installed to minimize light pollution and spill over 
onto adjacent parcels. The lighting shall be focused within the project boundary, and shielded 
from adjacent roadways and properties.  
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Compliance with County requirements and the above mitigation measure would limit light trespass, 
keep lighting levels low, and reduce any light and glare effects to less-than-significant levels. No 
additional mitigation would be required.  

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY 
RESOURCES  

 Would the project: 

        

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) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526), or timberland zoned 
Timberland Production (as defined by Government 
Code Section 51104(g))?  

        
 
 

 

✓ 

d)  Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use?  

        

✓ 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in 
conversion of Farmland, to non-agriculture use or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use?  

      

 
 

 

✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
While the project site has been previously cultivated in agriculture, there are no current cropping 
activities on site. There is an existing warehouse on site that is used for the storage of an agricultural 
product. Surrounding uses include farmland to the north and west, Gustine Middle School to the 
south, Gustine Elementary School to the northwest, the existing walnut processing facility to the 
southeast, and residential and agricultural uses to the east. Although designated for Agricultural land 
uses by the 2030 Merced County General Plan, the project site is currently zoned for residential use 
by the Merced County Zoning Code. The land uses adjacent to the project site are designated 
residential by the City of Gustine General Plan for future planned development. The site is not 
subject to a Williamson Act Contract (Merced County 2014). 

According to the California Department of Conservation’s (DOC) Important Farmlands Map of 
Merced County, the project site is designated as Urban and Built-Up Land, Prime Farmland, and a 
small section of Farmland of Statewide Importance (DOC 2013). The area designated for the 
proposed storage facilities is located within the Urban and Built-Up Land and Prime Farmland 
categories. As defined by the DOC, Urban and Built-Up lands are defined to be land occupied by 
structures or infrastructure to accommodate a building density of at least one unit to one and one-
half acres, or approximately six structures to 10 acres. Prime farmland is defined as land with the 
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best combination of physical and chemical features that are able to sustain long-term agricultural 
production, and must have been used for irrigated agricultural production at some time during the 
four years prior to the mapping date. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provides agricultural ratings for soils in the 
project area in the Merced County Soil Survey. The two soils identified on the project site as 
classified by the NRCS are Woo and Dosamigos soil associations. The majority (approximately five 
acres) of the project site is located on Woo clay loam, wet, 0 to 2 percent slopes; all construction 
proposed by the project would occur on this soil type. The other soil type, Dosamigos clay loam, 
partially drained, constitutes approximately 1.3 acres of the project site, and is primarly located on 
the parcel for which the project currently proposes no development. The Woo soils are rated as 
Prime Farmland, if irrigated. The Dosamigos soils are rated as Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(see Table 2).  

 Table 2 Andersen Nut Processing Facility Project On-Site Soil Types 

Soil Map Symbol and Name 
Approx. % 
Project Site  

CA Revised Storie 
Index Grade 

Farmland Classification 

(279) Woo clay loam, wet, 0 to 2 percent slopes 79% Grade 4 – Poor Prime Farmland, if Irrigated 

(168) Dosamigos clay loam, partially drained 21% Not Rated Farmland of Statewide Importance 

Source:  Web Soil Survey, Natural Resources Conservation Service, United States Department of Agriculture. Accessed on March 11, 
2014online at http: websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm. 

 
There is no forest land or timberland within the project site, nor is the site zoned for forest land, 
timberland, or timberland production. No commercial forest management practices occur on the 
project site or in adjacent areas. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a): Important Farmland. Less-than-significant Impact. Construction of the 
proposed walnut storage facilities would occur over a predominantly vacant area designated by the 
FMMP as Urban and Built-Up Land, Prime Farmland, and a small section of Farmland of Statewide 
Importance. Approximately 4.2 acres of this area would be converted from fallowed cropland to 
developed agricultural facilities with construction of the proposed project. Pursuant to the Merced 
County General Plan, agricultural processing facilities are considered to be an agricultural use 
because they support agricultural crop production, and are most efficiently and effectively sited near 
the crops they process.  Under this interpretation, because the project site would be maintained in an 
agricultural support use, construction of the proposed walnut storage facility would not convert 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance to a non-agricultural use, 
and a less-than-significant impact would result. 

Question (b): No Impact. As stated above, the project site is not within the Williamson Act 
Agricultural Preserve, nor is it under a Williamson Act contract. The project proposes to amend the 
Zoning Code designation on the project site to A-1 (General Agricultural). There would be no 
conflict with zoning for agricultural use, nor would the project conflict with a Williamson Act 
contract. For these reasons there would be no impact, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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Question (c): Conflict with Forest Land Zoning: No Impact. Because the project site is not 
zoned for forest land or timberland, and there are not any forest resources located on the project 
site, no impact would occur. 

Questions (d)(e) Loss/Conversion of Forest Land or Farmland: No Impact. There are no 
forest resources located on the project site. Implementation of the proposed project would result in 
a new Zoning Code designation of the project site for agricultural use. It would not involve the loss 
or conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use, but rather establish designations to allow the 
expansion of existing agricultural support uses. Since there are no forest resources on the project 
site, there would be loss or no conversion of such uses to non-forest use.  Therefore, no significant 
impact would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY 

 Would the project: 

        

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?  

 

    

 

✓   

 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
Air quality influences public health and welfare, the economy, and quality of life.  Air pollutants have 
the potential to adversely impact public health, the production and quality of agricultural crops, 
visibility, native vegetation, and buildings and structures.  

Regulatory Framework 

Ambient air quality is described in terms of compliance with state and national standards, and the 
levels of air pollutant concentrations considered safe to protect the public health and welfare. These 
standards are designed to protect people most sensitive to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, 
the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons 
engaged in strenuous work or exercise. The U.S. EPA, the federal agency that administers the 
Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, as amended in 1970, has established national ambient air 
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quality standards (NAAQS) for seven air pollution constituents. As permitted by the CAA, 
California has adopted more stringent state ambient air quality standards (SAAQS), and expanded 
the number of air constituents regulated.    

Merced County is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). Under both the federal and 
state CAAs, the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) regulates air quality in 
Merced County. The SJVAPCD has jurisdiction over all point and area sources of air emissions 
except for mobile sources (such as motor vehicles), consumer products, and pesticides. To improve 
the health and air quality for Valley residents, the SJVAPCD implements air quality management 
strategies and enforces its Rules and Regulations. The SJVAPCD and the California Air Resources 
Board (ARB) have joint responsibility for attaining and maintaining the NAAQS and SAAQS in the 
SJVAB. 

The ARB is required to designate areas of the state as attainment, nonattainment, or unclassified for 
any state standard. An “attainment” designation for an area signifies that pollutant concentrations do 
not violate the standard for that pollutant in that area. A “nonattainment” designation indicates that 
a pollutant concentration violated the standard at least once. 

The EPA designates areas for ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) as 
either “Does not meet the primary standards,” “Cannot be classified,” or “Better than national 
standards.” For sulfur dioxide (SO2), areas are designated as “Does not meet the primary standards,” 
“Does not meet secondary standards,” “Cannot be classified,” or “Better than national standards.” 
The area air quality attainment status of the SJVAB and Merced County is shown in Table 3.  
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Table 3 Attainment Status for the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin/Merced County 

Pollutant California Attainment Status Federal Attainment Status 

Ozone (1-hour) Nonattainment/Severe No Federal Standard1 

Ozone (8-hour) Nonattainment Nonattainment/Extreme 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) Nonattainment Attainment 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen Dioxide Attainment Attainment/Unclassified 

Lead Attainment No Designation/Classification 

Sulfur Dioxide Attainment Unclassified 

Sulfates Attainment No Federal Standard 

Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified  No Federal Standard 

Visibility Reducing Particles Unclassified No Federal Standard 

Vinyl Chloride Attainment No Federal Standard 
 Notes: 1 – Effective June 15, 2005, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) revoked the federal 1-hour ozone standard, 

including associated designations and classifications. EPA had previously classified the SJVAB as extreme 
nonattainment for this standard. EPA approved the 2004 Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan on March 8, 
2010 (effective April 7, 2010). Many applicable requirements for extreme 1-hour ozone nonattainment areas continue to 
apply to the SJVAB.  

Source:  California Air Resources Board, 2013. Area Designations. Updated April 22, 2013. Accessed at 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/changes.htm#reports. 

               US Environmental Protection Agency, 2013. Currently Designated Nonattainment Areas for All Criteria Pollutants. Updated 
December 05, 2013. Accessed at http://www.epa.gov/oaqps001/greenbk/ancl.html. 

 
The SJVAB is currently in “severe” nonattainment for the state 1-hour ozone standard; “extreme” 
nonattainment for the federal 8-hour ozone standard; nonattainment for the state 8-hour ozone 
standard; and nonattainment for federal and state PM2.5 standards. The SJVAB is in nonattainment 
for the state PM10 standards, but is in attainment with the federal standard. Concentrations of all 
other pollutants meet state and federal standards.  

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Ozone is not emitted directly into the environment, but is generated from complex chemical 
reactions between reactive organic gases (ROG), or non-methane hydrocarbons, and oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX) that occur in the presence of sunlight.  ROG and NOX generators in Merced 
County include motor vehicles, recreational boats, other transportation sources, and industrial 
processes. 

PM10, or particulate matter, is a complex mixture of primary or directly emitted particles, and 
secondary particles or aerosol droplets formed in the atmosphere by precursor chemicals. According 
to the National Emissions Inventory (2011), approximately 52 percent of PM10 emissions are due to 
dust (EPA 2014). The main sources of fugitive dusts are unpaved roads, construction, and paved 
roads. Additional sources of PM10 include fuel combustion, mobile sources, industrial processes, 
agriculture, fires, solvents, and miscellaneous sources.  



Environmental Analysis 

Initial Study – Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project  Page 21  

PM2.5 is atmospheric particulate matter having a particle size less than 2.5 microns (µm) in diameter. 
These particles are so small they can be detected only with an electron microscope. Sources of fine 
particles include all types of combustion, including motor vehicles, power plants, residential wood 
burning, forest fires, agricultural burning, and some industrial processes.  

Air Quality Monitoring 

The SJVAB’s air quality monitoring network provides information on ambient concentrations of air 
pollutants. The SJVAPCD operates several monitoring stations in the SJVAB, including two stations 
in Merced County, where the air quality data for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10 were obtained. Table 4 
compares a five-year summary of the highest annual criteria air pollutant emissions collected at these 
monitoring stations with applicable SAAQS, which are more stringent than the corresponding 
NAAQS. Due to the regional nature of these pollutants, ozone, PM2.5, and PM10 are expected to be 
fairly representative of the project site.  

As indicated in Table 4, the O3, PM2.5 and PM10 federal and state standards have been exceeded in 
Merced County over the past five years, with the exception of the federal PM10 standard, which was 
not exceeded.   

Table 4 Annual Air Quality Data for Merced County Air Quality Monitoring 
Stations 

Pollutant 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Ozone (O3) 1-hour: Monitoring location: Merced County – S Coffee Avenue 
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.131 0.094 0.117 0.102 0.100 
Days Exceeding State Standard (1-hr avg. 0.09 ppm) 14 0 7 2 2 
Ozone (O3) 8-hour: Monitoring location: Merced County – S Coffee Avenue 
Maximum Concentration (ppm) 0.120 0.083 0.096 0.087 0.086 
Days Exceeding State Standard (8-hr avg. 0.070 ppm) 54 35 31 41 25 
Days Exceeding National Standard (8-hr avg. 0.075 ppm) 33 15 14 19 9 
PM10: Monitoring location: Merced County – 2334 M Street      
Days Exceeding State Standard (Daily Standard 50 µg/m3) 87.2 32.5 18.4 49.0 * 
Maximum State 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m3) 76.8 65.1 91.4 75.0 89.4 
Days Exceeding Federal Standard (Daily Standard 150 µg/m3) 0 0 0 0 0 
Maximum Federal 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m3) 75.4 64.0 93.4 73.9 89.4 
PM2.5: Monitoring location: Merced County – 2334 M Street      
Days Exceeding National 2006 Standard (Daily Standard 35 µg/m3) * 25.1 10.1 6.6 12.6 
Maximum National 24-Hour Concentration (µg/m3) 54.0 53.3 46.9 43.5 48.4 

Notes: Underlined Values in excess of applicable standard / ppm = parts per million / µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
 *Insufficient data to determine the value 
Source:   California Air Resources Board, 2014a. Air Quality Trend Summaries. Accessed at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Air Quality Assessment 

The SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI), 2002 Revision1 
indicates that an impact resulting from construction activities would be considered significant if 
feasible construction control mitigation measures identified in the SJVAPCD’s CEQA Guidelines 
and applicable Rules and Regulations were not implemented. Further, the CEQA Guidelines Initial 
Study Land Use and Planning checklist states that conflicts with an 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 should be considered during a project’s environmental review. 
GAMAQI has established thresholds for certain criteria pollutants for determining whether a project 
would have a significant air quality impact. SJVAPCD significance thresholds include 10 tons/year 
of NOX, 10 tons/year ROG, and 15 tons/year of PM10. (SJVAPCD 2012) 

To streamline the process of assessing significance of criteria pollutant emissions from commonly 
encountered projects, the SJVAPCD has developed the screening tool, Small Project Analysis Level 
(SPAL). Using project type and size, the SJVAPCD has pre-quantified emissions and determined a 
size below which it is reasonable to conclude that a project would not exceed applicable thresholds 
of significance for criteria pollutants. According to the SPAL requirements, no quantification of 
ozone precursor emissions is needed for projects less than or equal to the size thresholds, by vehicle 
trips and by project type. If other emission factors such as toxic air contaminants, hazardous 
materials, asbestos, or odors are apparent, these emissions must be addressed. 

The proposed project would involve the construction of five warehouse buildings totaling 57,000 
square feet to store walnuts. It would not involve the demolition or renovation of any existing 
facilities or buildings. The proposed walnut storage facility project does not fit into any of the land 
use categories identified in the SPAL, but is similar to the industrial land use category for 
manufacturing. This land use category has a 400,000 square feet project size threshold, and the 
proposed walnut storage facility project would not exceed the SPAL threshold for this project type 
(SJVAPCD 2012b). Also, the estimated project ADT (approximately five truck trips per day loading 
or unloading, in addition to forklift use to move boxes) would not exceed the SPAL threshold for 
vehicle trips for an industrial project (1,506 ADT). Therefore, the project qualifies to complete the 
SPAL approach, and no quantification of ozone precursor emissions would be required. According 
to the SJVAPCD, project specific emissions of criteria pollutants are not expected to exceed 
SJVAPCD significance thresholds of 10 tons/year of NOX, 10 tons/year ROG, and 15 tons/year of 
PM10 (SJVAPCD 2012). 

Screening-Level Health Risk Assessment 

Because the project site is located near two schools, a screening-level health risk assessment (HRA) 
was conducted for the proposed project to determine the health impacts of toxic air contaminants to 
sensitive receptors at these schools. On April 8, 2014, Insight Environmental Consultants conducted a 
screening-level HRA for the proposed project (see Appendix A, Screening-Level Health Risk Assessment: 
Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project).   
 

                                                
1  The SJVAPCD issued the DRAFT #2 Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts – 2012 in May 

2012. However, as of the date of IS preparation (May 2014), the revised GAMAQI has not been approved. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a) Air Quality Plan: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation. As stated above 
in the discussion of the regulatory environment, the SJVAPCD has attainment plans in place that 
identify strategies to bring regional emissions into compliance with federal and state air quality 
standards. The proposed project would be consistent with the Agricultural General Plan land use 
designation of the site set forth by the 2030 Merced County General Plan. Thus, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the land use assumptions used by the SJVAPCD in drafting the air 
quality attainment plans described above.  

The proposed walnut storage facility project criteria air emissions would not be expected to exceed 
thresholds set by SJVAPCD based on project size and proposed operations. The proposed project 
would be subject to SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations, which may include: Regulation VIII (Fugitive 
PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), and Rule 4641 
(Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations) (SJVAPCD 
2014). To ensure continued project compliance with applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations, 
the following mitigation measure would be required: 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1:  
Prior to the issuance of the building permit from Merced County, the project applicant must 
contact the SJVAPCD’s Business Assistance Office to identify applicable SJVAPCD Rules and 
Regulations. The proposed project would need to demonstrate compliance with Regulation VIII 
– Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions; and may be subject to additional rules, including, but not 
limited to Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), and Rule 4641 (Cutback, 
Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations). The project applicant 
will be required to implement measures of applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations as noted. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would require compliance with applicable Rules and 
Regulations of the SJVAPCD as described above, and ensure the proposed project would not 
conflict with or obstruct implementation of any SJVAB attainment plan or the SIP. Therefore, a 
less-than-significant impact would result, and no additional mitigation would be necessary. 

Questions (b)(c) Air Quality Standards/Cumulative Increase in Criteria Pollutants: Less-
than-significant Impact: Implementation of the proposed project would result in construction and 
operational emissions, including ROG, CO, SO2, NOx, and fugitive dust. Construction emissions 
would be due to site clearing, grading, excavation, building, and paving activities. Operation 
emissions would consist of heavy truck trips associated with transporting walnuts to be stored 
during the walnut harvest, in the months of September through February/March. Based on 
SJVAPCD project screening criteria and the guidance outlined in the GAMAQI, the size of the 
project indicates that it would qualify as a SPAL project, and would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s 
emission thresholds for criteria pollutants during construction or operation. 

Although the proposed project would not exceed SJVAPCD significance thresholds, the applicant 
would still be required to comply with Regulation VIII and all applicable SJVAPCD Rules and 
Regulations. A summary of control measures for construction and other earthmoving activities that 
would generate fugitive dust are included in Regulation VIII as follows: 
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Pre-Activity: 

• Pre-water site sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity, and 
• Phase work to reduce the amount of disturbed surface area at any one time. 

During Active Operations: 

• Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity; or 
• Construct and maintain wind barriers sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity. If utilizing wind 

barriers, control measure B1 above shall also be implemented. 
• Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants to unpaved haul/access roads and 

unpaved vehicle/equipment traffic areas sufficient to limit VDE to 20% opacity and meet the 
conditions of a stabilized unpaved road surface. 

Temporary Stabilization During Periods of Inactivity: 

• Restrict vehicular access to the area; and 
• Apply water or chemical/organic stabilizers/suppressants, sufficient to comply with the conditions 

of a stabilized surface. If an area having 0.5 acres or more of disturbed surface area remains unused 
for seven or more days, the area must comply with the conditions for a stabilized surface area as 
defined in section 3.53 of Rule 8011. 

Speed Limitations and Posting of Speed Limit Signs on Uncontrolled Unpaved Access/Haul Roads on 
Construction Sites: 

• Limit the speed of vehicles traveling on uncontrolled unpaved access/haul roads within construction 
sites to a maximum of 15 miles per hour. 

• Post speed limit signs that meet State and federal Department of Transportation standards at each 
construction site’s uncontrolled unpaved access/haul road entrance. At a minimum, speed limit signs 
shall also be posted at least every 500 feet and shall be readable in both directions of travel along 
uncontrolled unpaved access/haul roads. 

Wind Generated Fugitive Dust Requirements: 

• Cease outdoor construction, excavation, extraction, and other earthmoving activities that disturb the 
soil whenever VDE exceeds 20% opacity. Indoor activities such as electrical, plumbing, dry wall 
installation, painting, and any other activity that does not cause any disturbances to the soil are not 
subject to this requirement. 

• Continue operation of water trucks/devices when outdoor construction excavation, extraction, and 
other earthmoving activities cease, unless unsafe to do so. 

 
Compliance with Regulation VIII and all other applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations as 
described above would ensure that the proposed construction-related emissions are reduced, and 
would not exceed SJVAPCD significance criteria. 

Because project construction and operation emissions of criteria pollutants are not expected to 
exceed SJVAPCD significance thresholds, and the proposed project would comply with applicable 
SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations, the project would not emit air pollutants that would violate any 
air quality standard or contribute to an existing air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase in any criteria pollutant. A less-than-significant impact would result, and no 
mitigation would be necessary.  

Questions (d) Sensitive Receptors: Less-than-significant Impact. Toxic air contaminants are air 
pollutants that may cause or contribute to an increase in mortality or serious illness, or which may pose 
a hazard to human health. The nearest sensitive receptors in the project vicinity are located at Gustine 
Elementary School to the northwest and Gustine Middle School to the south.  
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Cancer risk associated with diesel exhaust exposure is typically associated with chronic exposure. 
Diesel exhaust from construction activities for the walnut storage warehouses is considered a toxic air 
contaminant. However, because the level of overall emissions would be low, and the duration of 
emissions would be temporary, cancer risk from diesel exhaust during construction would be 
considered less than significant.  

As described above, a screening-level HRA was conducted for the proposed project to determine the 
health impacts of toxic air contaminants to sensitive receptors at nearby schools. The HRA was 
conducted to assess potential chronic cancer risk attributable to toxic air contaminants from diesel 
emissions due to the increase in heavy duty diesel truck trips to the facility. According to the screening-
level HRA, the total predicted potential carcinogenic risk of 1.73E-06 due to truck travel and truck 
idling would not exceed the significance level of ten in one million (1.0E-05) set by the SJVAPCD 
(Insight Environmental Consultants 2014; for additional information, see Appendix A of this Initial 
Study). Therefore, project operation emissions would not generate significant toxic air contaminants.  

Because no substantial levels of air emissions would occur during construction or operation 
activities, and no adverse levels of toxic air emissions would occur, the proposed project would not 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. This would be a less-than-
significant impact, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Questions (e) Odors: Less-than-significant Impact. No strong odors would be released during 
operation of the proposed walnut storage facilities. Expected activities would not result in the 
release of any odors into the air. Effects due to odors would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

 Would the project: 

        

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 Wildlife or the 
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, regulations or by the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. 
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?  

  
 
 
    

 
 

✓   
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  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

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? 

 
 
 
    

 
 
  

 

✓ 

 
A reconnaissance-level biological survey of the project site was conducted on April 18, 2014 (see 
Appendix B, Biological Resources Reconnaissance Survey and CEQA Analysis, Andersen Nut Storage Facility 
Project). The survey included a query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) to 
identify occurrences of special-status species. The survey also included a query of federally listed 
Threatened and Endangered species from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS) Electronic Inventory, and a review of the USFWS National 
Wetland Inventory (NWI) map to identify the presence of wetlands within the project area. The 
results of the database search and location analysis were used to determine: (1) if any sensitive 
resources had been previously reported within or in the immediate local vicinity of the project site; 
and (2) what sensitive biological resources should be specifically searched for during the biological 
reconnaissance survey. Field surveys were conducted to assess biological resources and to determine 
the likelihood of occurrence for special-status species and sensitive and regulated habitats on the 
site. The surveys also evaluated primary vegetation cover types, assessed habitat suitability for 
known local wildlife, and recorded observed plant and animal species (Padre Associates, Inc. 2014). 
This Initial Study section includes a summary of the Biological Reconnaissance, and uses the 
common names for species identified. For scientific names, an expanded regulatory setting, and a 
complete table of special-status species reported on the CNDDB, CNPS Inventory, and USFWS 
Species List for the project area, see Appendix B. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The existing Andersen Nut Facility is located on a 4.77-acre portion of a 6.94-acre site consisting of 
two parcels. Operations occur within a relatively flat and partially graded area on bare and exposed 
soil within an undeveloped site. The existing facility includes a 15,552 square foot storage 
warehouse. There are irrigation ditches that run along the western and northern boundaries of the 
project site. Stormwater drainage from the project site is routed to a drainage ditch located at the 
northeastern corner of the project site.    

Vegetation 

Within the southern portion of the project site, the substrate was covered in gravel. The remaining 
acreage was composed of highly compacted soils. Vegetation cover has been almost eliminated, with 
a visual estimate of less than 10 percent and only occurring in small isolated patches. Vegetation 
consisted mostly of non-native grasses and forbs and include the following species: spring vetch, 
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ryegrass, slender oat, field bindweed, California bur-clover, black mustard, Harding grass, wild 
radish, fiddleneck, mallow, common groundsel, filaree, and Farmer’s foxtail. No trees were observed 
on the site.   

A ditch was situated along the western boundary of the property. No water was present at the time 
of the survey, but extant vegetation included hydrophytic species, including barnyard grass, 
smartweed, and Harding grass, along with upland species, including black mustard, slender oat, 
rescue grass, and milk thistle.   

Wildlife 

Only one bird species, northern mockingbird, was observed perched on the site - all others were fly-
overs (see Table 1, Appendix B). No trees exist on the site and no ground nests were observed on 
the highly compacted soil during the survey. One special-status species, Swainson’s hawk, was 
observed in a nest approximately 2,690 feet from the site on an adjacent property. Additional species 
observed on the project site are listed in Table 1, Appendix B. 

Sensitive Species 

A list of special-status plant and animal species that historically occurred in the vicinity of the project 
site was compiled based on the following: 

• A review of previous studies; 
• Informal consultation with the USFWS via the USFWS internet site 

(http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list_form.cfm); and 
• Queries of the CDFW’s CNDDB and the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered 

Plants database. 

To determine what special-status species occurred in the vicinity of the project area, the CNDDB 
was queried spatially within a five-mile radius around the project site.  Species recorded within 10 
miles that may occur in similar habitat were also included in the analyses. A map showing the 
resulting species’ occurrences is included in the biological reconnaissance report (Appendix B). 

The species identified from these data sources were further assessed for their potential to occur 
within the project site based upon previously documented occurrences, their habitat requirements, 
and the quality and extent of any available habitat within the site. The CNDDB and CNPS lists for 
the nine-quadrangle area and the USFWS Species List for the Gustine quadrangle identified five 
natural communities, 16 special-status plants, and 28 special-status wildlife species (six invertebrates, 
five fishes, three amphibians, three reptiles, three birds, and eight mammals). The summary of the 
analysis is presented in Table 2 and Figure 3 of Appendix B. 

Special-Status Plants 

Because of the compacted nature of the soils, gravel cover in certain areas, and minimal vegetative 
cover, the site does not support any special-status plants or their habitats.  

Special-Status Wildlife 

Special-status wildlife species that may occur on the site from time to time include loggerhead 
shrike, northern harrier, American badger, and Swainson’s hawk. The San Joaquin kit fox is known 
to occur at the Merced National Wildlife Refuge, which is approximately 13 miles from the site, and 
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the species has been reported within four miles of the site at the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge.  
No sign of San Joaquin kit fox was observed, but they may occur on site as transient foragers. No 
burrows were observed, and it is unlikely that the project site could support a sufficient small 
mammal population to support San Joaquin kit fox, American badger, and Swainson’s hawk. 
Agricultural access roads, open or fallow fields, and irrigation ditches and canals provide an 
important corridor for the movements of these mammals. (Padre Associates, Inc. 2014) 

Vernal Pool Habitat 

There was no vernal pool habitat that could support listed vernal pool invertebrates observed during 
the reconnaissance survey. 

Migratory Birds 

The project site may provide occasional and very limited foraging opportunities for a number of 
additional sensitive wildlife species, including various species of raptors and migratory birds that are 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Sensitive Natural Communities 

Sensitive natural communities are those that are considered rare within the region, support sensitive 
plant or wildlife species, or function as corridors for wildlife movement. The five sensitive natural 
communities recorded in the area (Cismontane Alkali Marsh, Coastal and Valley Freshwater Marsh, 
Valley Sacaton Grassland, Valley Sink Scrub, and Sycamore Alluvial Woodland) do not occur on the 
project site or in the immediate vicinity of the project site.  However, the project site is adjacent to 
the Grasslands Focus Area (GFA) and is approximately one mile west of the Grasslands Ecological 
Area (GEA). (For the results of Merced County’s consultation request with the Grasslands 
Resources Regional Working Group, see Section X, Land Use and Planning, of this Initial Study.)  It is 
approximately 7.6 miles west of the Great Valley Grasslands State Park (California Department of 
Parks and Recreation [CDPR]), 4.2 miles west of the San Luis National Wildlife Refuge (USFWS), 8 
miles north of the Volta Wildlife Area, 13 miles west of the Merced National Wildlife Refuge, and 
10.5 miles northwest of the Los Banos Wildlife Area.   

Jurisdictional Water Resources 

The NWI depicts a Palustrine Emergent Wetland approximately 3,000 feet southeast of the site (see 
Figure 4 of Appendix B). At the time of the reconnaissance survey, the site was dry with no evidence 
of saturated soils or standing water. Except for the western drainage ditch bordering the property, 
the site was not dominated by hydrophytic plants. The two mapped soil units on the site are 
classified as hydric soils, but the substrate has been extensively disturbed by vegetation clearing, 
compaction, and the addition of gravel (Padre Associates, Inc. 2014). 

Local Habitat Conservation Plans 

No Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan has been approved for Merced County. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a): Special-status Species: Less-than-significant Impact.  Implementation of the 
proposed project would result in the construction of five storage warehouses, which would cover 
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approximately 57,000 square feet. No conversion of natural or agricultural lands would occur since 
the site was previously cleared and compacted. Loss of vegetation would be very minimal because 
vegetation occurs in small, widely dispersed, and isolated patches. Vegetation is principally non-
native grasses and forbs. Therefore, the likelihood of occurrence of special-status plant species on 
the site is considered extremely low due to the lack of suitable habitat, scarcity of vegetation from 
clearing activities, and the compacted and gravel-cover substrate. 

The project is unlikely to contribute to the loss of foraging and nesting habitat for special-status and 
migratory birds. The State threatened Swainson’s hawk was observed displaying breeding behavior 
in a tree located approximately 2,700 feet south of the project site.  No nesting habitat is present for 
tree-nesting raptors including Swainson’s hawk within the proposed project site; therefore direct 
impacts to nesting raptors are highly unlikely.   

Swainson’s hawks generally forage within 10 miles of their nest tree, but more commonly within five 
miles of their nest tree.  Croplands and undeveloped lands provide foraging habitat for small ground 
dwelling mammals, which are a prey species for raptors, including Swainson’s hawk.  However, the 
compacted bare soil and gravel-covered portions of the site’s substrate are virtually devoid of 
vegetation.  Further, no burrows were observed. Consequently, the site is expected to have low 
numbers and densities of ground-dwelling mammals and, therefore, less-than-significant foraging 
opportunities for Swainson’s hawk.  

No potential denning habitat is present for San Joaquin kit fox within the project site.  Nevertheless, 
there are records of the occurrences of San Joaquin kit fox approximately three miles northeast 
(Occurrence No. 600 in 1986) and 4.3 miles west (Ocurrence No. 414 in 1992).  Signs of the 
American badger were not observed during field surveys, but the closest known records of the 
species are from approximately 6.75 miles east of the site (Occurrence No. 294). This species may 
occur occasionally as a transient, but is not expected to den on site. However, because the site has 
been previously disturbed and lacks suitable habitat, no significant impacts would occur to San 
Joaquin kit fox or American badger.  

Because no sensitive species is known to have occurred on the project site, there is no habitat to 
support species known to occur in the general vicinity of the site, and because the proposed project 
would not interfere with the movement of resident or migratory fish or wildlife or their movement 
corridors, impacts to habitat or sensitive species would be less-than-significant. 

Questions (b)(c)(d) Riparian Habitat/Wetlands/Migratory Wildlife: Less-than-significant 
Impact.  

No potential jurisdictional Waters of the U.S. or wetlands have been mapped or were observed at 
the project site since vegetation removal and ground disturbance has already occurred (see Appendix B, 
Figure 4).  Because no wetlands occur on site, expanded activities associated with the project would 
not have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (Padre Associates, Inc. 2014). 

There are no creeks, valleys, or other wildlife movement corridors on the site.  The Andersen Nut 
Storage Facility Expansion Project would not interfere substantially with wildlife movement or 
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites.  
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No riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities have been mapped or observed on the 
site of the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project.  Construction and operation of the 
proposed facility would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitats or other 
sensitive natural communities.  

Therefore, the project would not result in an adverse effect on any riparian habitat, wetland, or other 
sensitive natural community, nor would it interfere with wildlife movement, or impede the use of 
wildlife nursery sites. No significant impact would result, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (e)(f) Local Policy/Conservation Plan Conflicts: No Impact. The project site is not 
located in an area covered by an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Merced 
County has not adopted a tree preservation ordinance, or any other policy or requirement to protect 
biological resources.  Therefore, no conflict with any adopted conservation program would occur 
with project implementation. Further, approval of the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion 
Project would not conflict with any Merced County policies or ordinances pertaining to biological 
resources (see Appendix E of Appendix B, Biological Resources Reconnaissance Survey and CEQA 
Analysis. No significant impact would result, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

V.    CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 Would the project: 

        

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

 

  

 

✓  
 
   

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 
15064.5? 

 

  

 

✓  
 
  

 
 

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

 
  ✓  

 
  

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

 
  ✓     

 
Records of the known cultural resources found in Merced County are included in the files of the 
Office of Historic Preservation, California Historical Resources Information System. The Central 
California Information Center (CCIC), housed at California State University, Stanislaus, locally 
administers these records. A cultural resources records search was conducted at the CCIC for the 
project site and surrounding area to determine its historic and cultural sensitivity (CCIC 2014). The 
records search may be inspected at the Merced County Community and Economic Development 
Department, 2222 ‘M’ Street, Merced, CA 95340, California, Monday through Friday during 
standard business hours. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The project site has been previously cultivated with field crops. The site is highly disturbed, with a 
large portion graveled and developed with a warehouse building.  
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The CCIC Records Search reported that no previous cultural resources investigations have been 
completed in the vicinity of the proposed project, and no records of prehistoric resources have been 
identified within the project area. Based on existing data, much of the project area has been subject 
to modifications, including grading and building structures. On the northern two-thirds of the 
project site, there is still a slight possibility for the discovery of historic-era foundation remnants 
resources, and prehistoric occupation remains as well (CCIC 2014). 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
State and federal legislation requires the protection of historical and cultural resources. In 1971, 
President’s Executive Order No. 11593 required that all federal agencies initiate procedures to 
preserve and maintain cultural resources by nomination and inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places. In 1980, Governor’s Executive Order No. B-64-80 required that state agencies 
inventory all “significant historic and cultural sites, structures, and objects under their jurisdiction 
which are over 50 years of age and which may qualify for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places.” Section 15064.5(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines specifies that projects that cause 
“…physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the resource or its immediate 
surroundings such that the significance of an historic resource would be materially impaired” shall 
be found to have a significant impact on the environment. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(b)(c)(d) Historical/Archaeological Resources/Unique Paleontological 
Resource/Geologic Features/Human Remains: Less-than-significant Impact with 
Mitigation. The entire project site has been previously graded and a portion of the site has been 
developed with a storage warehouse. The CCIC records search for the project site did not reveal any 
evidence of the presence of prehistoric or historic resources (CCIC 2014). No other prehistoric or 
historic resources have been reported on or in the immediate vicinity of the project site. Such 
resources, however, may be unearthed during project activities. 

There are no unique geological resources known to occur within the project site or the surrounding 
area. Paleontological specimens are found in western Merced County, however, and may be 
unearthed during project activities (Merced County 2013a). Though the entirety of the project site 
has been disturbed by previous grading and agricultural activities, in addition to construction 
activities associated with the existing storage warehouse, it is possible that future grading and 
construction activities would result in the discovery of cultural resources.  

Through Resolution 97-01, Merced County has imposed conditions relating to undiscovered cultural 
resources pursuant to Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the 
State Health and Safety Code. The following mitigation measures would be required to minimize 
potential impacts to historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources, unique geologic features, 
or human remains. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1:  
The project applicant and construction contractor shall implement a plan to address the 
discovery of unanticipated buried cultural or paleontological resources. If buried cultural 
resources such as chipped or ground stone, midden deposits, historic debris, building 
foundations, human bone, or paleontological resources are inadvertently discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, work shall stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
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qualified archaeologist or paleontologist can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, 
develop responsible treatment measures in consultation with Merced County and other 
appropriate agencies. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2:  
The project applicant and construction contractor shall implement a plan to address discovery of 
human remains. If remains of Native American origin are discovered during proposed project 
construction, it shall be necessary to comply with state laws concerning the disposition of Native 
American burials, which fall within the jurisdiction of the Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC). If any human remains are discovered or recognized in any location other 
than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any 
nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until: 

• The County coroner has been informed and has determined that no investigation of 
the cause of death is required; and 

• If the remains are of Native American origin: 

√ The most likely descendants of the deceased Native Americans have made a 
recommendation to the landowner or person responsible for the excavation work for 
means of treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains and 
any associated grave goods as provided in PRC 5097.98; or 

√ The NAHC has been unable to identify a descendant, or the descendant failed to 
make a recommendation within 24 hours after being notified.  

According to the California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location 
constitute a cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony 
(Section 7052). Section 7050.5 requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity 
of discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those of 
a Native American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner must 
contact the NAHC. 

Because the records search conducted for the project site yielded no positive results, and 
because no resources have been discovered during previous disturbances of the project site, 
with implementation of the above mitigation measures, the proposed project would result in 
a less-than-significant impact to historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources; 
unique geologic features; and human remains. No additional mitigation would be required.  
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VI.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS  

 Would the project: 

        

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

      
 

  

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated 
on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evidence 
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42. 

 

    

 
 
 
  

 
 
 

✓ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
     ✓   

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

 
    ✓   

iv) Landslides? 
       ✓ 

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

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or 
that would become unstable as a result of the project, 
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

 

    ✓  
 
 

d) 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? 

 

    

 

✓   

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

 

  

 
 
  

 
 
  

 
 

✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 

Geology  

The proposed project site is located within the Great Central Valley of California. The Central Valley 
is composed primarily of alluvial deposits from erosion of the Sierra Nevada Mountains located to 
the east and from the Coastal Ranges located to the west. The topography of the project site is 
generally flat, with an approximate elevation of 100 feet above mean sea level (MSL). The proposed 
project site is not located within a mapped fault hazard zone, and there is no record or evidence of 
faulting on the project site (DOC 2012; Merced County 2013a). The site is located in Seismic 
Damage Zone III, indicating a high severity level with major probable damage in event of severe 
seismic activity (Merced County 2013b). 

Soils  

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provides agricultural ratings for soils in the 
project area in its Soil Survey of Merced County, Western Part. The majority of the project site, and the 
area on which the proposed storage facilities would be constructed, is comprised of the Woo clay 
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loam, wet, 0 to 2 percent slopes soil type. The remainder of the project site is comprised of the 
Dosamigos clay loam, partially drained soil type. The agricultural ratings of the soils are set forth in 
Section II, Agriculture and Forest Resources, above (see Table 2). Soil properties can influence the 
development of building sites, including site selection, structural design, construction, performance 
after construction, and maintenance. 

Soil properties that affect the load-supporting capacity of an area include depth to groundwater, 
ponding, flooding, subsidence, shrink-swell potential, and compressibility. The Woo clay loam soil 
type on which the storage facilities would be constructed is considered very limited for the 
development of small commercial buildings (NRCS 2013). It is a deep soil, and poorly drained. Its 
main limitation is its shrink-swell potential, defined as a “moderate” limitation (NRCS 2013).  

Implementation of the proposed project would include grading on the project site. Approximately 
920 cubic yards of fill would be imported to raise the new building pads for drainage purposes. 
Sprinkler trucks would be utilized as a dust control measure. 

Septic Systems 

The proposed project would have no well or on-site septic system.  

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
Merced County regulates the effects of soils and geological constraints on urban development 
primarily through enforcement of the California Building Code (CBC), which requires the 
implementation of engineering solutions for constraints to urban development posed by slopes, 
soils, and geology.   

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a.i) Faults: No Impact. The project is not located within a mapped fault hazard zone, 
and there is no record or evidence of faulting on the project site (DOC 2012; Merced County 
2013a). Because no fault traces underlie the project site, no impact would result with project 
implementation.  

Question (a.ii) Seismic Ground Shaking: Less-than-significant Impact. The State Division of 
Mines and Geology has published a map of maximum expectable earthquake intensities for 
California. The proposed Andersen Nut Storage Facility project is located within Zone III (Merced 
County 2013c). In the event an earthquake occurs within Zone III, it would be expected to result in 
damage of major severity. However, as walnut storage facility, the proposed project is categorized as 
a low risk use that is considered suitable in all ground-shaking zones, and the storage buildings 
would not be intended for human occupancy. Merced County also requires that all new construction 
comply with the seismic safety requirements of the CBC. Compliance with the CBC would reduce 
risks on the project site from seismic ground shaking to levels considered acceptable for the state 
and region. Therefore, impacts related to groundshaking would be less than significant.   

Question (a.iii) Ground Failure/Liquefaction: Less-than-significant Impact. While the 
County has not recognized any specific areas subject to liquefaction hazard, there is the potential for 
occurrence where unconsolidated sediments and a high water table coincide. Probable areas for 
liquefaction hazards include the county’s wetland areas and areas with high groundwater or near 
levees. California Department of Water Resources (DWR) groundwater level records indicate that 
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groundwater levels in the area surrounding the project site to the west have varied from 89 to 93 feet 
from 2004 to 2008 (DWR 2011). While the proposed project would not likely be exposed to the 
effects of liquefaction, building standards imposed by Merced County and compliance with CBC 
requirements would further reduce this potential impact. Also, the project area is not noted for 
unstable geologic formations susceptible to ground failure (Merced County 2013c), and the site is 
generally level.  Given this existing topography, the distance to active faults, depth to groundwater, 
and compliance with seismic safety requirements according to the CBC, liquefaction or unstable 
geological features at this location are considered unlikely. Therefore, impacts from geologic 
hazards, such as ground failure and liquefaction, would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
would be necessary.  

Question (a.iv) Landslides: No Impact. The project site is generally flat and is not located near 
steep slopes with unstable soils that may be susceptible to landslides. Also, the greater project area is 
not noted for unstable geologic formations susceptible to landslides (Merced County 2013c). 
Therefore, the proposed walnut storage facility project would not be exposed to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving a landslide.  

Question (b) Soil Erosion: Less-than-significant Impact. The project site has been previously 
cleared and graded, and portions of the site near the existing Phase I storage building have been 
paved. While implementation of the proposed project could result in temporary soil erosion and the 
loss of top soil due to construction activities, the location where the proposed walnut storage 
facilities would be constructed is generally level from previous grading, and minimal modification to 
the site’s existing topography or ground surface relief would be required. Also, the project area soils 
have “slight” erosion potential (NRCS 2013), meaning little or no erosion is likely.   

Because the proposed project would disturb more than one acre, the applicant would also be 
required to obtain a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit from the SWRCB for 
stormwater discharges associated with construction activities, which would require the 
implementation of a SWPPP. The SWPPP would contain BMPs, which would reduce soil erosion 
impacts. For these reasons, impacts related to soil erosion would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation would be required.  

For a discussion of potential impacts due to runoff, see Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Question (c) Unstable Soils: Less-than-significant Impact. Soils present in the area of the 
proposed expansion have few building limitations. These limitations would be minimized by project 
design, and by the import of approximately 920 cubic yards of fill to raise the building pads of the 
proposed storage buildings (NRCS 2014, Merced County 2013). Further, the project area is not 
noted for unstable geologic formations susceptible to landslide or ground failure (Merced County 
2013c). The project site has been previously graded, and topography within the project area is 
relatively level.  Given this existing topography, and because the area of the proposed construction is 
not considered unstable or susceptible to ground failure, the construction of the proposed almond 
processing plant expansion would not result in soil instability.  

Subsidence is the settling or sinking of parts of the earth’s surface layer. In some areas, subsidence 
can result from excessive extraction of groundwater. The project site is not located within a known 
area of subsidence (Merced County 2013c). The proposed walnut storage facility project would not 
result in substantial increases in groundwater withdrawal. Potential effects from unstable or 
expansive soils would be further minimized following compliance with the Merced County and CBC 
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building standards, including the submittal of a soils report. For these reasons, potential impacts 
from landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, or unstable soils would be less than significant, and no 
mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (d) Expansive Soils: Less-than-significant Impact. Expansive soils are soils that 
expand when water is added, and shrink when they dry out. The majority of the project site soils 
have some building limitations due to moderate shrink-swell potential (NRCS 2013). Merced County 
building code requires a soils report for most non-residential structures within Merced County. 
Compliance with the CBC requirements would reduce risks on the project site from shrink-swell 
potential to levels considered acceptable for the state and region, and risks from expansive soils 
would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary.   

Question (e) Septic: No Impact. The proposed project would not include a well, septic system, or 
alternative waste water disposal systems. Therefore, the properties of the on-site soils to support 
such uses would not have any adverse effect; there would be no impact, and no mitigation would be 
required.  

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

 Would the project: 

        

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

 
 
  

 
  

 

✓   

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

 
 
  

 
  

 

✓  
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Global Warming is a public health and environmental concern around the world. As global 
concentrations of atmospheric greenhouse gases increase, global temperatures increase, weather 
extremes increase, and air pollution concentrations increase. Global warming and climate change has 
been observed to contribute to poor air quality, rising sea levels, melting glaciers, stronger storms, 
more intense and longer droughts, more frequent heat waves, increases in the number of wildfires 
and their intensity, and other threats to human health (IPCC 2007). Nine of the ten warmest years 
(through 2012) in modern meteorological record (since 1880) have occurred since the year 1998 
(NASA 2013). Hotter days facilitate the formation of ozone, increases in smog emissions, and 
increases in public health impacts (e.g., premature deaths, hospital admissions, asthma attacks and 
respiratory conditions, and acute bronchitis) (ALA California 2011). Global temperatures have risen 
by 1.3ºF over the past century, and if greenhouse gas emissions continue to increase, climate models 
predict that the average temperature at the Earth’s surface could increase by 2 to 11.5ºF by the year 
2100 (IPCC 2007).  

California Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Table 5 lists 2011 California GHG emissions estimated by the ARB based on carbon dioxide 
equivalent emission rates. California carbon dioxide equivalent emissions were approximately 448.11 
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million metric tons in 2011. As shown in the table, of GHG emissions from within California, 
approximately 38 percent is from transportation and over 20 percent is from electric power.  
Agriculture comprises 7.2 percent of the state’s GHG emissions.   

Table 5 California 2011 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory - Gross Emissions 
and Sinks 

Category CO2 Equivalent (million metric tons) Percent Total (of gross) 

Transportation 168.42 37.6 

Electric Power 86.57 19.3 

Agriculture 32.24 7.2 

   Ag – Enteric Fermentation 9.34 2.1 

   Ag – Manure Management 10.28 2.3 

   Ag – Crop Growing and Harvesting 8.96 2.0 

   Ag – General Fuel Use 3.66 0.8 

Commercial and Residential 45.47 10.1 

Industrial 93.24 20.8 

Recycling and Waste 7.00 1.6 

High GWP1 15.17 3.4 

Total  448.11 100.00 
1 Includes Ozone Depleting Substance (ODS) Substitutes, Electricity Grid SF6 Losses, and Semiconductor Manufacturing. 

Source: California Air Resources Board, 2013b. Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2011. Accessed at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm 

 
Agricultural activities are the dominant source of GHG emissions within Merced County (69 
percent of total 2010 emissions in unincorporated Merced County, and 42 percent of total 2010 
countywide emissions, including the incorporated cities). Transportation activities are the second 
leading source of GHG emissions (23 percent in unincorporated Merced County and 39 percent in 
total Merced County during 2010). (Merced County 2013) 

The Greenhouse Effect (Natural and Anthropogenic) 

The Earth naturally absorbs and reflects incoming solar radiation and emits longer wavelength 
terrestrial (thermal) radiation back into space. On average, the absorbed solar radiation is balanced 
by the outgoing terrestrial radiation emitted to space. A portion of this terrestrial radiation, though, 
is itself absorbed by gases in the atmosphere. The energy from this absorbed terrestrial radiation 
warms the Earth’s surface and atmosphere, creating what is known as the “natural greenhouse 
effect.” Without the natural heat-trapping properties of these atmospheric gases, the average surface 
temperature of the Earth would be below the freezing point of water (IPCC 2007). Although the 
Earth’s atmosphere consists mainly of oxygen and nitrogen, neither plays a significant role in this 
greenhouse effect because both are essentially transparent to terrestrial radiation. The greenhouse 
effect is primarily a function of the concentration of water vapor, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous 
oxide, ozone, and other trace gases in the atmosphere that absorb the terrestrial radiation leaving the 
surface of the Earth (IPCC 2007). Changes in the atmospheric concentrations of these greenhouse 
gases can alter the balance of energy transfers between the atmosphere, space, land, and the oceans. 
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Radiative forcing is a simple measure for both quantifying and ranking the many different influences 
on climate change; it provides a limited measure of climate change as it does not attempt to 
represent the overall climate response (IPCC 2007). Holding everything else constant, increases in 
greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere will likely contribute to an increase in global 
average temperature and related climate changes (EPA 2014). 

Greenhouse Gases 

Naturally occurring greenhouse gases include water vapor, carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), 
nitrous oxide (N2O), and ozone (O3). Several classes of halogenated substances that contain fluorine, 
chlorine, or bromine are also greenhouse gases, but they are, for the most part, emitted solely by 
human activities. There are also several gases that, although they do not have a direct radiative 
forcing effect, do influence the formation and destruction of ozone, which does have such a 
terrestrial radiation absorbing effect. These gases, referred to here as ozone precursors, include 
carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and non-methane volatile organic compounds 
(NMVOC). Aerosols (extremely small particles or liquid droplets emitted directly or produced as a 
result of atmospheric reactions) can also affect the absorptive characteristics of the atmosphere. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK  
The U. S. EPA is the federal agency responsible for implementing the CAA. The U.S. Supreme 
Court ruled on April 2, 2007 that CO2 is an air pollutant as defined under the CAA, and that EPA 
has the authority to regulate emissions of GHGs. However, there are no federal regulations or 
policies regarding GHG emissions thresholds applicable to the proposed project at the time of this 
Initial Study. 

The ARB is the agency responsible for coordination and oversight of state and local air pollution 
control programs in California, and for implementing the CCAA. Various statewide and local 
initiatives to reduce the state’s contribution to GHG emissions have raised awareness that, even 
though the various contributors to and consequences of global climate change are not yet fully 
understood, global climate change is under way, and there is a real potential for severe adverse 
environmental, social, and economic effects in the long-term. Because every nation emits GHGs, 
and therefore makes an incremental cumulative contribution to global climate change, cooperation 
on a global scale will be required to reduce the rate of GHG emissions to a level that can help to 
slow or stop the human-caused increase in average global temperatures and associated changes in 
climatic conditions. 

There are numerous laws that have been signed into effect in California in efforts to reduce GHG 
emissions. AB 1493 (signed in 2002) requires that the ARB develop and adopt, by January 1, 2005, 
regulations that achieve “the maximum feasible reduction of GHG emissions emitted by passenger 
vehicles and light-duty trucks and other vehicles determined by the ARB to be vehicles whose 
primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.” To meet the requirements of AB 
1493, in 2004 the ARB approved amendments to the California Code of Regulations adding GHG 
emissions standards to California’s existing standards for motor vehicle emissions. In 2009, the ARB 
adopted amendments to the “Pavley” regulations that reduce GHG emissions in new passenger 
vehicles from 2009 through 2016.  

Executive Order S-3-05, which was signed by Governor Schwarzenegger in 2005, proclaims that 
California is vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. It declares that increased temperatures 
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could reduce the Sierra’s snowpack, further exacerbate California’s air quality problems, and 
potentially cause a rise in sea levels. To combat those concerns, the Executive Order established 
total greenhouse gas emission targets. Specifically, emissions are to be reduced to the 2000 level by 
2010, the 1990 level by 2020, and to 80 percent of the 1990 level by 2050 (20 percent reduction).  

In September 2006, then-Governor Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Climate Solutions 
Act of 2006. AB 32 established regulatory, reporting, and market mechanisms to achieve quantifiable 
reductions in GHG emissions and a cap on statewide GHG emissions. AB 32 requires that 
statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. In 2011, the ARB adopted the cap-
and-trade regulation. The cap-and-trade program covers major sources of GHG emissions in the 
State such as refineries, power plants, industrial facilities, and transportation fuels. The cap-and-trade 
program includes an enforceable emissions cap that will decline over time.  The State will distribute 
allowances, which are tradable permits, equal to the emissions allowed under the cap.   

The initial main strategies and roadmap for meeting the 1990 emission level reductions are outlined 
in a Scoping Plan approved in December 2008 and updated every five years (the Scoping Plan was 
updated in May 2014). The Scoping Plan includes regulations and alternative compliance 
mechanisms, such as monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based 
mechanisms, such as a cap-and-trade program. The Climate Change Scoping Plan contains the main 
strategies California will implement to achieve a reduction of 80 million metric tons (MMT) of 
carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) emissions, or approximately 16 percent, from the state’s projected 
2020 emission level of 507 MMT of CO2e under a business-as-usual scenario. The Climate Change 
Scoping Plan also includes a breakdown of the amount of GHG reductions the ARB recommends 
for each emissions sector of the state’s GHG inventory.  The updated Scoping Plan includes 
recommended strategies to reduce GHG emissions in the agricultural sector, mostly involving GHG 
emission reduction and carbon sequestration programs. (ARB 2014). 

Senate Bill (SB) 97, signed August 2007, acknowledges that climate change is a prominent 
environmental issue that requires analysis under CEQA. This bill directs the State Office of Planning 
and Research to develop guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of 
GHG emissions. These guidelines were adopted in December 2009 and were made effective March 
18, 2010.  The amendments contain changes to fourteen sections of the existing guidelines, and 
include an explicit requirement that EIRs analyze GHG emissions resulting from a project when the 
incremental contribution of those emissions may be cumulatively considerable. 

The State Attorney General’s Office has identified various measures for all development types that 
may reduce the global warming impacts at the individual project level. The various measures include 
the following list categories:  

• Energy Efficiency  
• Renewable Energy and Energy Storage 
• Water Conservation and Efficiency 
• Solid Waste Measures  
• Land Use Measures  
• Transportation and Motor Vehicles  
• Agriculture and Forestry  
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The Attorney General’s Office also suggests that if, after analyzing and requiring all reasonable and 
feasible on-site mitigation measures for avoiding or reducing greenhouse gas-related impacts, the 
lead agency determines that additional mitigation is required, the agency may consider additional off-
site mitigation (California AGO 2010). 

On December 17, 2009, the SJVAPCD adopted the policy “District Policy – Addressing GHG Emissions 
Impacts for Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency”.  The policy was 
developed to assist Lead Agencies, project applicants, permit applicants, and interested parties in 
assessing and reducing the impacts of project specific GHG emissions on global climate change.  
The policy does not establish significance thresholds for operational GHG emissions, but rather 
relies on the use of Best Performance Standards (BPS). BPS would be applicable to projects that 
result in increased GHG emissions.  BPS is defined as the most effective means of reducing or 
limiting GHG emissions from a GHG emissions source. Adopted BPS are based on current 
technologies, operating principles, and energy efficiency measures.  

According to the December 2009 policy report, projects implementing BPS would be determined to 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact.2 Otherwise, demonstration of a 29 percent 
reduction in GHG emissions from BAU emissions is required to determine that a project would 
have a less than cumulatively significant impact consistent with GHG emission reduction targets 
established in the ARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan. The GHG reduction standards apply only to 
stationary source projects that would result in increased GHG emissions, where the SJVAPCD is 
the lead agency. Projects exempt from the requirements of CEQA, and projects complying with an 
approved GHG emission reduction plan or mitigation program would be determined to have a less 
than significant individual and cumulative impact. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
 Question (a) Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Less-than-significant Impact. GHG emissions 
would be generated from the proposed walnut storage facility project during construction and 
operation. GHGs directly associated with the proposed project would likely include nitrous oxide 
(N2O), ozone (O3), and carbon dioxide (CO2). Construction activities associated with the Andersen 
Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project would result in short-term and temporary CO2 emissions. 
Other GHG emissions may result depending on the type of construction equipment used. Existing 
operational emissions currently result in CO2 emissions, which occur from transportation sources 
(primarily heavy truck trips) and from building electricity.  

According to the GAMAQI, the project size (57,000 square feet) is substantially below the 
SJVAPCD’s screening level (400,000 square feet of industrial/manufacturing land use) for projects 
expected to emit a substantial amount of criteria pollutants. Based on these numbers, the project is 
thereby excluded from the need to complete a quantitative air quality analysis (SJVAPCD 2002). 
Similarly, the proposed project would make a relatively small contribution to GHG emissions. 
Therefore, GHG emissions were not quantified.  

Because of the low levels of GHG emissions, the proposed project would not be expected to make a 
substantial contribution of GHG emissions, and a less-than-significant impact would result.  

                                                
2  No BPS adopted by the SJVAPCD (as of May 2014) apply to the proposed walnut storage facility. However, since 

fuel suppliers are subject to CAP and Trade, the GHG emissions from trucks and equipment using these fuels have 
already been mitigated and can be classified as not significant according to CEQA. 



Environmental Analysis 

Initial Study – Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project  Page 41  

Question (b) Conflict with a GHG Reduction Plan: Less-than-significant Impact. Merced 
County has not adopted a Climate Action Plan or any GHG reduction measures other than 
enforcing the provisions of the Green Building Standards Code and the Title 24, Energy Code. 
Because transportation is the largest sector of greenhouse gas emissions in California, many reduction 
strategies focus on reducing travel and making transportation more efficient. Therefore, many of the 
transportation and land use strategies contained in regional air quality and transportation plans act to 
reduce GHG emissions as well. The proposed Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project 
would be consistent with all applicable provisions of the PM10 and Ozone Attainment Plans, the 
Regional Transportation Plan, and the San Joaquin Valley Preferred Blueprint Growth Scenario 
adopted in April 2009 by the San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council. Additionally, because the 
proposed agricultural processing use would be located near the crops it serves and other coordinated 
processing facilities, crop transportation efficiency would be maximized, thereby reducing truck travel.  
The proposed project would generate a less-than-significant level of GHG emissions, and would not 
conflict with the statewide and regional GHG reduction plans and policies adopted by the ARB and 
SJVAPCD. 
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VII.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

 Would the project: 

        

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) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would 
the project result in a safety hazard for people residing 
or working in the project area?  

 

    

 
 
 

✓  

 
 
 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?  

 

    
 
✓  

 
 

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

 

    

 

✓   
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Less than 
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Impact 
 No Impact 

h) 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?  

 

    

 

✓  

 
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The Anderson Nut Company owns and operates a nut processing facility situated immediately to the 
southeast of the project site. The proposed project would involve only the construction of five new 
storage facilities; all processing activities would continue at the processing plant location. No 
chemicals or hazardous materials would be stored or handled on site. 

Database Review 

A database search of various environmental agency lists was conducted for the project site and the 
surrounding area to identify potential hazardous contamination sites. Based on the database search, 
the project site is not listed as a hazardous waste site according to the EPA’s Envirofacts website 
database (EPA 2012d). Also, the project site is not listed on the California Department of Toxic 
Substance Control’s (DTSC) Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (known as the Cortese List) 
(DTSC 2013), or the U.S. EPA’s Superfund National Priorities List (EPA 2012e). 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
Both federal and state laws include provisions for the safe handling of hazardous substances. The 
federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) administers requirements to ensure 
worker safety. Construction activity must also be in compliance with the California Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration regulations (Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970). 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(b) Transport of Hazardous Materials/Accident Conditions: Less-than-
significant Impact. During routine operations, no hazardous materials are stored or handled on 
the project site. Two forklifts that operate on the project site are maintained at the main processing 
plant facility, located on a different parcel to the southeast of the project site.   

Construction activities for the proposed project would involve the use, storage, transport, and 
disposal of oil, gasoline, diesel fuel, paints, solvents, and other hazardous materials. During 
operations, no hazardous materials would be used. Construction activity must be in compliance with 
the California OSHA regulations. Compliance with these requirements would reduce the risk of 
hazards related to the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials to a less-than-
significant level. The risk of hazards to the public or to environmental conditions related to accident 
conditions would also be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Question (c) One-Quarter Mile of School: Less-than-significant Impact. There are two 
schools in the immediate vicinity of the project: Gustine Elementary School is located adjacent to 
the project site to the northwest, and Gustine Middle School is located across the street from the 
southern boundary of the project. As indicated above, no hazardous materials would be stored or 
handled on the project site.  Although hazardous materials may be used in construction and the use 
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of construction equipment could result in hazardous material emissions, the amounts of materials 
would be minor and equipment used would be temporary.   Because there would be no storage or 
handling of hazardous materials, substances, or waste during ongoing operations, and because 
emissions of hazardous materials from construction equipment would be minor and temporary, this 
would be a less-than-significant impact. 

Question (d) Hazardous Waste Site: No Impact. As described above, the project site is not 
identified as a location included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled by the EPA’s 
Envirofacts database, the State of California DTSC’s Hazardous Waste and Substance Sites List, or 
lists compiled by Merced County for county addresses pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 (EPA 2012; EPA 2012d; DTSC 2013). Therefore, no significant impact would occur, and 
no mitigation would be necessary. 

Questions (e)(f) Public/Private Airports: Less-than-significant Impact. The Gustine 
Municipal Airport is the closest public airport; it is located approximately two miles to the east of 
the project site. The nearest private airstrip is the Stevinson Strip Airport, approximately 8.25 miles 
east of the project site. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the construction of 
five storage buildings of approximately twenty feet in height. The buildings would be dedicated to 
the storage of agricultural product, and would not be used for habitation. Only one to two 
employees would work on the project site. No aspect of the proposed project would result in the 
creation of a safety hazard for people living or working in the project area. Because the project site is 
not located in an area for which an Airport Land Use Plan has been prepared, and no aspect of the 
project would create a safety hazard relative to the public airfield located approximately two miles 
from the project site, this would be a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation would be 
necessary. 

Question (g) Interference with an Emergency Response Plan: Less-than-significant Impact. 
The proposed Andersen Nut Storage Facility project site is located approximately one half mile to 
the southeast of Highway 33, an arterial roadway. The Merced County 2000 General Plan (Merced 
County 1990) designated Traffic Control points to direct evacuees away from areas of risk or hazard. 
According to Map 17 of that General Plan, the closest traffic control point is located approximately 
three miles to the east, near the Gustine Municipal Airport. The proposed project does not include 
any modification of existing area roadways or intersections, and the project would not add 
significant amounts of traffic that would interfere with emergency response or evacuation. 
Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation 
would be necessary. 

Question (h) Wildland Fire Hazards: Less-than-significant Impact. The Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone map for Merced County indicates that the project site and surrounding area is located in a 
Non-Wildland / Non-Urban Severity Zone (Merced County 2013e). It is designated as a Local 
Responsibility Area – Unincorporated, an area not considered a fire risk (CAL FIRE 2007). 
Therefore, a less-than-significant impact would occur related to risk of loss, injury, or death due to 
wildland fire with implementation of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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IX.   HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

 Would the project: 

        

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 which 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 which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site?  

  
 
 
  

 
 
 
  

 
 

✓   

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

  
 
  

 
 
  

 
 

✓   

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     ✓     

g)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

 

    

 

✓  
 
 

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

 

    
 
✓  

 
 

i)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as 
a result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

 

    

 

✓  
 
 

j)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?        ✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The project site contains vacant land over the majority of the site, with a portion developed with a 
walnut storage facility. There are irrigation ditches that run along the western and northern 
boundaries of the project site used by neighboring properties for either irrigation or drainage. 
Stormwater drainage from the project site is routed to a drainage ditch located at the northeastern 
corner of the project site. The project site and vicinity are classified by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency as lying within Flood Hazard Zone X, an area determined to be outside the 
100- and 500- year floodplains (FEMA 2014).  
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There are no watercourses or wetlands located on site. The NWI depicts a Palustrine Emergent 
Wetland approximately 3,000 feet southeast of the site, though at the time of the biological 
reconnaissance survey for the project site, the site was dry with no evidence of saturated soils or 
standing water (Padre 2014). No water bodies are located on the site, nor is the site located in an 
area of important groundwater recharge.  

The project site is located in the Delta Mendota Basin, which is one of the four smaller basins that 
comprise the larger San Joaquin River drainage basin and the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin 
(groundwater system) (Merced County 2013f). Groundwater levels within the project region are 
generally less than 10 feet below ground surface (Merced County 2013g). California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR) groundwater level records indicate that groundwater levels in the area 
surrounding the project site to the west have varied from 89 to 93 feet from 2004 to 2008 (DWR 
2011). Groundwater within the project area has been classified by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency as having a low to medium sensitivity to contamination (Merced County 2013h). 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(f) Water Quality: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation. The proposed 
project is not expected to violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or 
substantially degrade water quality. The majority of the project site has been previously graded and 
leveled, and no major grading or earth-moving activities would occur. However, because the 
proposed project would disturb more than one acre, the applicant would be required to obtain a 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit from the SWRCB for stormwater discharges 
associated with construction activities, which would require the implementation of a SWPPP. The 
SWPPP must contain BMPs to reduce soil erosion and protect stormwater runoff. To ensure 
implementation of stormwater requirements and to avoid siltation effects, the following mitigation 
measure would be required.  

Mitigation Measure HYD-1:  
The applicant shall be required to submit permit registration documents for the Construction 
General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ to the SWRCB, and comply with all requirements of 
the permit. The annual fees are based on total disturbed area of the construction project in acres. 
A Legally Responsible Person (LRP) shall electronically submit Permit Registration Documents 
(PRD) prior to building permit issuance in the Stormwater Multi-Application Report Tracking 
System. PRDs consist of the Notice of Intent, Risk Assessment, Post-Construction Calculations, 
a Site Map, the SWPPP, a signed certification statement by the LRP, and the first annual fee. All 
requirements of the site specific SWPPP shall be included in construction documents for the 
project. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-1, the proposed project is not expected to violate 
any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Compliance with applicable 
requirements would minimize project impacts to water quality. A less-than-significant impact would 
result, and no additional mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (b) Groundwater Supply: Less-than-significant Impact. As indicated by the project 
applicant, the project would not require a well or on-site septic system, and any water needs could be 
provided by the City water main along Sullivan Road. The City of Gustine obtains its water from 
groundwater wells, and with existing wells, could approximately double its service (City of Gustine 
2003). The amount of water used to operate the proposed walnut storage facility expansion would 
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be negligible, as there is no additional water use planned with the proposed expansion. With 
implementation of the proposed project, there would be a small increase in impervious surfaces, but 
the majority of the project site would remain pervious. Groundwater recharge would also occur at 
the stormwater ditch. Therefore, the proposed walnut storage expansion project would not 
substantially deplete groundwater supplies, nor interfere with groundwater recharge. Impacts would 
be considered less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Questions (c)(d) Drainage Pattern: Less-than-significant Impact. The project site is relatively 
flat and has been previously graded and leveled, and implementation of the project is not expected 
to involve substantial additional grading or earth-moving activities. No surface waterways would be 
altered by the proposed project. All stormwater would continue to be collected on the project site 
and diverted to the on-site drainage ditch located at the northeastern corner of the project site.  The 
facility would be required to meet the drainage standards of the California Building Code and 
Merced County. The construction of the proposed walnut storage warehouses would not alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation, 
or flooding on- or off-site. A less-than-significant impact would result, and no mitigation would be 
required. 

Question (e) Stormwater Runoff: Less-than-significant Impact. The existing project site is 
predominantly undeveloped and contains mostly pervious surfaces of bare dirt and graveled areas. 
Impervious areas consist an existing 15,552 square foot storage warehouse, concrete pads adjacent 
to the warehouse, and paved driveway aprons. Construction of the proposed project would convert 
57,000 square feet (1.3 acres) of pervious surfaces to walnut storage facilities. Therefore, 
construction of the proposed plant would result in an increase in impervious areas, and a concurrent 
increase in stormwater runoff.  

With project implementation, all stormwater would continue to drain to the existing on-site 
stormwater ditch. According to the project applicant, the existing drainage ditch has sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the proposed storage facility expansion. During the summer months, the 
ditch can carry a full head of water for irrigation purposes. Further, the stormwater drainage ditch 
design must comply with Merced County Department of Public Works requirements as set forth in 
the Storm Drainage Design Manual. Prior to issuance of building permits, the stormwater drainage 
system would need to be determined adequate for the increased stormwater flow. Therefore, 
adequate stormwater drainage would be provided for the proposed walnut storage expansion 
project, a less-than-significant impact would result, and no mitigation would be required. 

Questions (g)(h)(i) Flooding: Less-than-significant Impact. The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) provides information on flood hazards for communities based on its 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). According to FEMA, the proposed project site is located in 
Flood Zone X (FEMA 2008). In this area of Merced County, Flood Zone X is defined as an area 
outside the 500-year and 100-year flood plain (e.g., an area of minimal flood hazards). Because the 
proposed project is located outside a 100-year flood hazard area and the proposed project would not 
place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area, development of the Andersen Nut Storage 
Facility Expansion project would not place persons or structures at risk from flood hazards, nor 
would it interfere with existing floodway capacity. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant, 
and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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Question (j) Seiche, Tsunami, Mudflow: No Impact. The proposed project site is located over 
50 miles from the Pacific Ocean at an elevation of approximately 100 feet above MSL and is distant 
from any large lakes. Mudslides and other forms of mass wasting occur on steep slopes in areas that 
contain susceptible soils or geology, typically as a result of an earthquake or high rainfall event. The 
project site is located on relatively flat ground. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a 
significant impact related to a seiche, tsunami, or mudslides, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

    
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

X.  LAND USE AND PLANNING  

 Would the project: 

        

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) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan 
or natural community conservation plan? 

 

      

 

✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
The project site is located in the southeastern area of the City of Gustine urban area, within the city’s 
Sphere of Influence. The existing Merced County General Plan land use designation for the project 
site is Agricultural with an inconsistent Single-Family Residential zoning designation (R-1). The 
existing land use consists of an agricultural storage facility and fallow agricultural land. Surrounding 
uses include farmland to the north and west, Gustine Middle School to the south, Gustine 
Elementary School to the northwest, the existing walnut processing facility to the southeast, and 
residential and agricultural uses to the east.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a) Physically Divide a Community: Less-than-significant Impact. The project site 
is located within the Gustine City Planning Area, but outside city limits. Residential development in 
the community of Gustine is well developed north and west of the project site. Since the project site 
is located on the outskirts of an established community, the proposed project would not divide an 
established community. No adverse effects would result, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (b) Land Use Plan Conflict: Less-than-significant Impact. The proposed project 
includes a Zone Change to change the zoning designation from residential to agricultural. 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in consistency with the 2030 General Plan 
Agricultural land use designation of the site, in addition to the construction of five additional 
warehouses at an existing walnut storage facility. The construction of additional warehouses would 
be a continuation of the existing agricultural support use, and consistent with the General Plan land 
use designation evaluated by the County and considered in development of the County’s 2030 
General Plan.   
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A mix of agricultural and urban land uses, including large-scale agricultural processing facilities, 
cultivated cropland, school facilities, and residences, defines the project vicinity. While there are 
existing agricultural processing facilities in the area, the land uses adjacent to the project site are 
designated residential by the Gustine General Plan for future planned development. The warehouse 
buildings proposed on APN 021-062-002 would introduce additional industrial agricultural uses in 
the area. While there are currently no planned activities for APN 021-062-003, the proposed Zone 
Change would designate the project site for agricultural uses, and the parcel would likely be used for 
periodic field crops or left fallow. To minimize the aesthetic impacts of the proposed warehouse 
buildings for nearby schools and existing and planned residential uses, Mitigation Measure AES-1 
would require fencing and natural screening to minimize impacts to adjacent residential and school 
uses, and Mitigation Measure AES-2 would limit light trespass onto adjacent properties.  

In the Gustine City Council hearing on July 2, 2013, City staff presented the proposed project to 
City Council for direction on City policy regarding the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion 
project. The City Council voted to conclude that the City of Gustine does not oppose the project, 
and suggested conditions of approval for Merced County to consider in its evaluation of the project. 
These suggestions have been incorporated into Mitigation Measures AES-1 and AES-2. As part of 
the City Council Agenda Item background materials, City staff identified several competing City of 
Gustine General Plan policies that may apply to the proposed project. On one hand, the project area 
is designated as Planned Development, which is a residential designation. The existing and proposed 
use is industrial in nature, which is a use that is typically kept separate from residential uses to 
minimize land use compatibility conflicts. On the other hand, the General Plan also notes the 
importance of providing mixed-use development combining compatible industrial land to maximize 
opportunities for development and encourage economic growth. City staff emphasized that the 
proposed project is clearly related to the expansion and increased economic activity of an existing 
area business.  

2030 Merced County General Plan Policies LU-4.7 and LU-1.13 prohibit rural commercial and 
industrial uses, secondary residences, and ancillary agricultural uses within a half-mile of either 
federal or State wildlife refuges, or managed wetlands within the Grasslands Ecological Area when it 
is determined by the County that there could be an unmitigated impact to natural resources or 
habitat. The project site is adjacent to the Grasslands Focus Area and is approximately one mile west 
of the Grasslands Ecological Area. 2030 General Plan Policy LU-10.14 requires consultation with 
the Grassland Resources Regional Working Group during project review for projects within the 
boundaries of the GFA. Even though the project site is located adjacent to, and outside of, the 
GFA, the County circulated the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project to the Grasslands 
Resource Conservation District for review, and no comments were received (Merced County 
2014b). 

In summary, the Gustine City Council concluded that the proposed project would not conflict with 
its General Plan Policies. With the proposed Zone Change, the proposed project would represent a 
continuation of the existing agricultural support use and would not conflict with Merced County 
land use designations. Further, the proposed project would not conflict with Merced County 
General Plan policies related to the Grasslands Ecological Area. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation. Impacts would be less 
than significant, and no mitigation would be required. 
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Question (c) Habitat Conservation Plan: No Impact. The project site is not located in an area 
covered by an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan; 
therefore, no conflict with any local conservation program would occur.  No significant impact 
would result, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XI.   MINERAL RESOURCES 

 Would the project: 

        

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? 

 

      

 

✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Mineral resources within Merced County consist of aggregate deposits located along the Merced 
River and adjacent existing and historic watercourses.  According to the Background Report for the 
2030 Merced County General Plan Figure 8-10, Merced County Aggregate Resources, the project 
site is not located in an area of sand and gravel resources (Merced County 2013i). 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(b) Loss of Known or Locally-Important Mineral Resources: No Impact. No 
important mineral deposits, Mineral Resource Zones, or existing or previous mines are located in the 
area or on the project site.  Because none of these resources and resource protection zones are 
located in the project site, no adverse effects would result, and no mitigation would be necessary.  
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   Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
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Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XII.   NOISE  

 Would the project result in: 

        

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

 

  

 
 
  

 
 

✓  
 
 

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

 

    ✓  
 
 

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

 

    ✓  
 
 

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

 

    ✓   

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

 

    ✓   

f) For a project in the vicinity of a private airstrip, would 
the project expose people residing or working in the 
project area to excessive noise levels?  

 

    

 

✓  
 
 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Potential noise impacts of the Andersen Nut Processing Facility project can be categorized as those 
resulting from construction and those from operational activities. Construction noise would have a 
short-term effect; operational noise would continue throughout the lifetime of the project. 
Development of the proposed project would increase noise levels temporarily during construction. 
Operational noise associated with the development of the walnut storage facilities would occur when 
the facility is operating, which would occur from September through February/March during the 
walnut harvesting and processing seasons.  

Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise levels than other uses. Sensitive land uses can 
include residences, schools, nursing homes, hospitals, and some public facilities, such as libraries. 
Sensitive land uses also may include areas that contain threatened or endangered biological species 
known to be sensitive to noise. Sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include Gustine 
Elementary School to the northwest, and Gustine Middle School to the south of the project site. 

The noise level experienced at a receptor depends on the distance between the source and the 
receptor, the presence or absence of noise barriers and other shielding devices, and the amount of 
noise attenuation (lessening) provided by the intervening terrain. For line sources such as motor or 
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vehicular traffic, noise decreases by about 3.0 to 4.5 A-weighted decibels (dBA)3 for every doubling 
of the distance from the roadway. 

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 
The Merced County 2030 General Plan Noise Element provides a basis for local policies to control 
and abate environmental noise, and to protect the citizens of Merced County from excessive noise 
exposure (Merced County 2013). The County also enforces its Noise Ordinance (Chapter 10.60, 
Noise Control) in the County Code. This ordinance contains noise level standards for residential and 
non-residential land uses. Specifically, the County Code sets 65 dBA Ldn4 and 75 dB Lmax 
standards for residential property, with standards applicable to nonresidential properties 5 dB higher 
(Chapter 10.60.030).  

According to County Code (Chapter 10.60.040), construction activities that include the operation of 
any tools or equipment used during construction, drilling, earth moving activities, excavating, or 
demolition are prohibited from 6:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. the following day on weekdays. They are also 
prohibited at any hour during weekend days or legal holidays, except for emergency work.  

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(b)(c)(d) Exceed Noise Standards/Groundborne Vibration/Permanent 
Ambient Noise Increase/Temporary Ambient Noise Increase: Less-than-significant 
Impact. 

Construction Noise 
Construction of the proposed walnut storage facilities would temporarily increase noise levels in the 
project vicinity during the construction period. The proposed project would be constructed in five 
phases - one warehouse at a time according to market demand. Construction is expected to begin 
immediately upon project approval and would last for approximately 3-6 months for each 
warehouse. Construction activities, including site clearing, excavation, grading, building construction, 
and paving, would be considered an intermittent noise impact throughout the construction period of 
the project. No construction activities would occur that would generate groundborne vibration, and 
activities such as site clearing, grading, and earth-moving activities would be minimal because the 
majority of the existing site has been previously graded and developed. Still, the construction 
activities could result in various effects on sensitive receptors, depending on the presence of 
intervening barriers or other insulating materials. Although construction activities would likely occur 
only during daytime hours, construction noise could still be considered disruptive to staff and 
students at the nearby schools, and to local residents.  The County’s Noise Ordinance only allows 
construction activities to occur during weekdays between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Construction 
activity outside this time period is prohibited (Chapter 10.60.040). These hours are so defined 
because they include a period of time where noise sensitivity is at its lowest.  Therefore, because the 
construction activity associated with the proposed project would occur during the day and would be 

                                                
3  Decibel or dB: Fundamental unit of sound, A Bell is defined as the logarithm of the ratio of the sound pressure 

squared over the reference pressure squared. A Decibel is one-tenth of a Bell. A-Weighting: A frequency-response 
adjustment of a sound level meter that conditions the output signal to approximate human response. 

4     Lmax: The highest root-mean-square (RMS) sound level measured over a given period of time. Ldn Day/Night 
Average Sound Level: the 24 hour average noise level weighted by a factor of three. 
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consistent with the County’s Noise Ordinance, impacts from construction noise would be less than 
significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

Operational Noise 
The noise environment in the area of the project site includes traffic noise from trucks and vehicles 
on nearby roads, and noise generated by the nearby schools. With implementation of the proposed 
project, noise generated by truck trips would increase slightly due to the three additional truck trips 
daily to and from the project site. Generally, a doubling of traffic is necessary to result in a 
perceptible change in noise levels. Because the proposed project would not result in a doubling of 
traffic volumes on any roadway, it would not be expected to expose land uses near the project site to 
adverse noise levels. As a walnut storage facility, there would be additional noise from forklifts and 
backup alarms that sound when forklifts reverse for operations during the harvest season; there 
would be no other sources of noise generated by ongoing operations. Implementation of the 
Andersen Nut Processing Facility project would not result in a substantial increase in operational 
noise levels or exceed established noise standards. Therefore, impacts related to increases in ambient 
noise levels due to operational noise would result in a less-than-significant impact, and no mitigation 
would be necessary. 

Questions (e)(f) Public Use Airport/Private Airstrip: Less-than-significant Impact.  The 
project site is not located in an area for which an Airport Land Use Plan has been prepared, and 
there are no private airfields located within two miles of the project area. The Gustine Municipal 
Airport is located approximately two miles from the project site. Implementation of the proposed 
project would result in the construction of walnut storage facilities that are not intended for human 
habitation. One to two employees would work at the facility. Because the public airport is 
approximately two miles from the project site, those people working at the Andersen Nut Storage 
Facility would not be exposed to adverse levels of noise due to aircraft overflight. A less-than-
significant significant impact would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

 
  Potentially 

Significant 
Impact 

 
Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XIII.  POPULATION AND HOUSING  

 Would the project: 

        

a) 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)?  

 

    

 

✓  
 
 

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

 

    
 
✓   

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

 
    ✓   

 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a) Growth-Inducement: Less-than-significant Impact. Implementation of the 
proposed project would result in the construction five new walnut storage buildings. No existing 
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public infrastructure or new infrastructure with the capacity to serve areas beyond the project site 
would be affected, constructed, or removed.  

With implementation of the proposed project, one to two employees would work at the project site. 
In February 2014, the labor force in Merced County totaled 113,800 persons, with an 
unemployment rate of 16.1 percent (or 18,300 unemployed persons) (EDD 2014). The labor needs 
of the project are accommodated by this existing workforce within Merced County, and would not 
require the importation of workers.  Similarly, the housing demands caused by project employees are 
accommodated by existing and planned housing resources within Merced County; a less-than-
significant impact would result.   

Questions (b)(c) Housing Displacement/Population Displacement: No Impact. There are 
no residences located within the existing project site. The proposed project would not include any 
new housing, and no direct loss or degradation of existing housing units would occur with project 
implementation. Because no existing population or housing would be affected by the proposed 
project, and implementation of the project would not displace substantial numbers of people or 
existing housing units, a less-than-significant impact would occur. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XIV.   PUBLIC SERVICES         

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

 

       

 Fire protection?      ✓   

 Police protection?      ✓   

 Schools?       ✓   

 Parks?      ✓   

 Other public facilities?      ✓   

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Public services provided in the project area include fire, police, school, library, and park services.  

Several public facilities are located within the project vicinity. The Fire Department and the public 
library are in the downtown Gustine area, over one-half mile north of the project site. They are 
clustered around Henry Miller Park. The Gustine Elementary and Middle Schools are located 
adjacent to the project site. Police protection in the unincorporated areas of Merced County is 
provided by the Merced County Sheriff’s Department. The nearest Merced County hospital is 
Memorial Hospital in the City of Los Banos. Park services are discussed in more detail in Section 
XV, Recreation. Utility services are discussed in more detail in Section XVII, Utilities and Service Systems. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a) Fire/Police/Schools/Parks/Other Services: Less-than-significant Impact. The 
proposed project would involve the construction of several walnut storage warehouses. The Merced 
County Fire Code imposes requirements for new agricultural buildings constructed in Merced 
County, including plan checks, access requirements, and on-site water requirements (Merced County 
2014a). Compliance with the requirements as set forth by the Fire Department would be required as 
conditions of approval, and would reduce fire risk and hazard to levels found acceptable by the 
Merced County Fire Department. Therefore, there would be no increase or change in the demand 
for fire service that would require the provision of new or physically altered fire facilities. 

No feature of the project would result in the need for new or altered facilities for police protection, 
schools, parks, libraries, or health services. Because no new residences would be constructed, and 
there would be no increase in employees, no substantial increase in population is expected to result 
from the proposed project. No feature of the proposed project would pose unusual police 
protection demands. Therefore, there would be no increase in the demand for public services such 
as police facilities, schools, parks, libraries, or health services that would require the construction of 
new facilities or physically altered facilities. This would be a less-than-significant impact, and no 
mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XV.  RECREATION 

 Would the project: 

        

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

 

    ✓   

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

 

    ✓   

 
ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Question (a)(b) Increased Use of Parks/ Construction/Expansion of Recreational 
Facilities: Less-than-significant Impact. No existing public recreational resources are located on 
the project site or in the vicinity, and no substantial increase in population would occur with 
implementation of the proposed project.  Therefore, there would be no increase in the demand for 
neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities that would require the construction of 
new facilities or modification of existing recreation resources. No adverse effect would occur, and 
no mitigation would be necessary. 
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  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XVI.  TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC  

 Would the project: 

        

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy 
establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

 

 
 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 

✓  

 
 
 
 
 
 
   

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion management 
program, including, but not limited to level of service 
standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways?  

 

 
 
  

 
 
 

✓  

 
 
 
   

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including 
either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

 

      

 

✓ 

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

 

    ✓   

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
     ✓   

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of 
such facilities?   

 

    

 
 
  ✓ 

ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Two paved driveway aprons and graveled driveways off of Sullivan Road provide access to the 
project site. From Sullivan Road, the trucks turn south on Hunt Road to the existing Andersen Nut 
processing facility. During the harvest season, the existing warehouse building is used only when the 
Hunt Road facility is full. Overall, there are an average of three (3) truck trips per day loading or 
unloading, in addition to forklift use to move boxes. Hours of operation are from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m., Monday through Saturday on a seasonal basis. One to two employees from the existing 
Andersen Nut processing facility across the street drop the nuts at the warehouse and later pick 
them up for processing. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
There would be no changes to on-site circulation or access with implementation of the proposed 
facility expansion; the proposed project site would continue to be accessed by driveways off of 
Sullivan Road.  

Questions (a)(b) Conflict with Transportation Plan/Congestion Management Plan: Less-
than-significant Impact after Mitigation. At full buildout, truck trips would increase from an 
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average of three to approximately five truck trips per day loading or unloading, in addition to forklift 
use to move boxes. Hours of operation would continue to be from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday 
through Saturday on a seasonal basis. Because of the existing low levels of traffic in the vicinity, and 
because new trips generated by the proposed project expansion would be limited to the seasonal 
period, there would be no reduction of the existing Level of Service on Sullivan Road or Hunt Road.  

After preliminary review by the County Department of Public Works, the proposed project would 
require roadway and driveway improvements since the project site is within the Gustine City 
Planning Area and would be subject to Improvement Level 2 requirements. Level 2 improvements 
generally consist of improving the abutting frontage of the county roadways (i.e. Sullivan Road, 
Hunt Road, and Railroad Avenue) and dedicating sufficient additional road right-of-way to contain 
the improvements. Within City Planning Areas, required improvements include widening the 
existing roadway to its planned width, constructing curbs, gutters, and sidewalks, and constructing 
driveway approaches onto the adjacent roadways. As reviewed by the Roads Division, there is 
sufficient road right-of-way (60 feet) to contain the required improvements, and driveway 
approaches have been constructed. The following mitigation measure would be required to ensure 
the remaining improvements are constructed. 

Mitigation Measure TRA-1:  
The applicant shall satisfy Improvement Level 2 requirements prior to all building permit 
approval associated with the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion project. These 
improvements will include curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements. If requested, it is possible 
that the Director of Public Works will allow the applicant to enter into a Deferment Agreement 
with the County for construction of these improvements. 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1, the proposed project would be consistent with 
policies to maintain the performance of the circulation system and would not conflict with any 
applicable congestion management plan, and no additional mitigation would be necessary. 

Question (c) Air Traffic: No Impact. The proposed project would not result in the generation of 
air traffic, the project is not located within an airport land use plan, and there are no private airfields 
located within two miles of the project area. The Gustine Municipal Airport is located approximately 
two miles from the project site. Because the project site is not near a public airport or private 
airfield, and the project itself would not generate air traffic, the proposed project would not result in 
an impact on air traffic patterns. 

Questions (d)(e) Safety Hazards/Emergency Access: Less-than-significant Impact. 
According to the Merced County General Plan, freeways and major county roads would be used as 
primary evacuation routes. No modifications to any existing roadway would be proposed either 
during project construction or operation. Construction of the proposed walnut storage facility would 
allow for the access of emergency vehicles and would not increase roadway hazards. In addition, the 
Merced County Fire Department maintains standards for access roadways to provide for adequate 
emergency access. Project approval would be subject to site plan review by the Merced County Fire 
Department.   

Therefore, project implementation would not interrupt emergency access to the walnut storage 
facility, and compliance with county roadway and emergency access standards would ensure safety 
impacts from hazards due to design features are less than significant. No mitigation would be 
necessary.  
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Question (f) Public Transit/Bicycle/Pedestrian Facilities: No Impact. According to the 
Merced County General Plan Update Revised Background Report (Figure 6-1), Hunt Road is a 
major collector rural roadway and Sullivan Road is unclassified. Neither roadway currently includes 
any infrastructure for bicycles or pedestrians. While “The Bus” provides commuter service to the 
project area, there are no policies with respect to alternative modes of transportation that have been 
adopted as part of the 2030 Merced County General Plan that apply to the proposed facility. 
Therefore, the project would have no effect on alternative modes of transportation, and it would not 
conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities. No impact would result, and no mitigation would be necessary. 

  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

 Would the project: 

        

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

 

    ✓  
 
 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?   

 

    

 
 
✓  

 
 
 
 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm 
water drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects?  

 

    

	  
 
✓  

 
 
 
 

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

 

  

 
 
  

	  
 
✓  

 
 
 

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

 

    

 
 
 
✓  

 
 
 
 
 

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

 

  
 
  

 
 
  ✓ 

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

 

  
 
  

 
  ✓ 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 
Electrical service is provided to the site by PG&E; there are no other utilities on site. A City of 
Gustine water main runs along the southern boundary of the project site. Stormwater drainage from 
the project site is routed to a drainage ditch located at the northeastern corner of the project site. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
Questions (a)(b)(e) Wastewater Treatment/Wastewater Treatment Facility: Less-than-
significant Impact. As indicated by the project applicant, the project would not require a well or 
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on-site septic system. The employees currently use bathroom facilities at the existing Andersen Nut 
processing facility on Hunt Road. Therefore, the proposed project would not exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements, nor would it result in the need to construct new wastewater treatment 
facilities or expand existing facilities.  This would be a less-than-significant impact. 

For a discussion of wastewater disposal and compliance with water quality requirements, see Section 
IX, Hydrology and Water Quality.  

Question (c) Stormwater Drainage Facilities: Less-than-significant Impact. Construction of 
the proposed project would convert exposed dirt surfaces to five warehouse buildings totaling 
57,000 square feet, along with associated concrete loading areas. Therefore, construction of the 
proposed plant would result in an increase in impervious areas, and a concurrent increase in 
stormwater runoff. Stormwater drainage from the project site is routed to a drainage ditch located at 
the northeastern corner of the project site, which would continue with implementation of the 
project. Compliance with Merced County requirements to manage stormwater during project 
operations would result in the provision of adequate stormwater management facilities to maintain 
runoff volume and water quality. A less-than-significant impact would occur, and no mitigation 
would be necessary.  For more information on this topic, see Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, 
Question (e) of this Initial Study. 

Question (d) Water Supply: Less-than-significant Impact. As indicated by the project applicant, 
any water needs for operation of the proposed project could be provided by the City water main 
along Sullivan Road. The City of Gustine obtains its water from groundwater wells, and with 
existing wells, could approximately double its service (City of Gustine 2003). The amount of water 
used to operate the proposed walnut storage facility expansion would be negligible, as there is no 
additional water use planned with the proposed expansion. For these reasons, the expanded walnut 
storage facility would not represent a substantial new demand, and it would not require a new source 
of water. Impacts would be considered less than significant, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
For more information on this topic, see Section IX, Hydrology and Water Quality, Question (b) of this 
Initial Study. 

Questions (f)(g) Landfill Capacity/Solid Waste: No Impact. Implementation of the proposed 
project would not require stops for solid waste removal since operations entail the storage only of 
walnuts to be processed at the Hunt Road facility. Because the proposed project would not require 
stops for solid waste removal, no impact would occur, and no mitigation would be necessary. 
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  Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 
 

Potentially 
Significant 

Unless 
Mitigated 

 
Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
 No Impact 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE         

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

 

 
 
 
 
 
  

 
 
✓  

 
 
 
 
 
   

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

  
 
 
 
  

 
 
  

 
 
✓   

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

 

 
  

 
  

 
 
✓   

 
Question (a) Quality of Environment: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation. As 
discussed above, while the proposed project has the potential to adversely affect aesthetics, air 
quality, cultural resources, transportation and traffic, and hydrology and water quality, any potential 
impacts would be avoided with implementation of the County Code requirements and mitigation 
measures identified in this Initial Study, and compliance with the policies and programs of the 2030 
Merced County General Plan. Compliance with the mitigation measures identified in this Initial 
Study, County standards and regulations, and 2030 Merced County General Plan policies that pertain 
to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, transportation and traffic, and hydrology and water 
quality would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

Question (b) Cumulative Impacts: Less-than-significant Impact with Mitigation. The 
proposed project could contribute to cumulative impacts associated with increased agricultural 
supporting development in the region. The 2030 General Plan EIR comprehensively evaluated the 
potential environmental effects, including the potential countywide and cumulative impacts, of 
implementing the 2030 General Plan. As discussed in the preceding discussion of tiering, the 
General Plan EIR is hereby incorporated by reference into this Initial Study pursuant to State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15150 as though fully set forth herein. 

As discussed in this Initial Study, the Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project has the 
potential to result in impacts to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, transportation and traffic, 
and hydrology and water quality. As set forth in the appropriate topical discussions of this Initial 
Study, effects to aesthetics, air quality, cultural resources, transportation and traffic, and hydrology 
and water quality are all subject to the proposed mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study, 
County standards and regulations, and 2030 Merced County General Plan policies and programs 
designed to avoid, reduce, or mitigate such effects.  
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The Andersen Nut Storage Facility Expansion Project proposes to expand an existing walnut 
storage facility. As viewed within the context of the overall growth and development in the County 
as outlined in the 2030 Merced County General Plan, the potential impacts of the proposed project 
are individually limited and not considered “cumulatively considerable.”  Additionally, after 
mitigation, the project has been determined not to have significant project level or cumulative level 
effects for any environmental issue.  Therefore, construction and operation of the proposed project 
would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts, and would result in 
a less-than-significant impact when viewed in connection to the effects of past and probable future 
projects.  

Question (c) Human Beings: Less-than-significant Impact. As demonstrated in the detailed 
evaluation contained in this Initial Study, because of existing site conditions, County standards, 2030 
General Plan programs and policies, and the regulation of potential environmental impacts by other 
agencies, in addition to mitigation measures included in this Initial Study, the proposed Andersen 
Nut Processing Facility project would not have the potential to cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings. This would be a less-than-significant impact.  
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6. APPLICANT AGREEMENT TO MITIGATION MEASURES 

MITIGATION MEASURES 
Mitigation Measure AES-1: 
a. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the project applicant shall erect fencing around 

the portion of the project site to be developed (APN 021-062-002) to separate the 
proposed storage warehouse uses from adjacent residential and school uses. The fencing 
must generally run along the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the project 
site, but not along the Sullivan Road frontage at the southern end of the site.   

b. Prior to commencement of operations, the applicant shall plant natural screening 
vegetation around the western, northern, and eastern boundaries of the project site to 
minimize aesthetic impacts to adjacent residential and school uses. The screening could 
include hedges, or some other type of dense foliage.  

c. Prior to commencement of operations, the parking area shall be screened from the 
Sullivan Road right-of-way by planting a landscaping buffer to minimize the aesthetic 
impacts for the employees and students at Gustine Middle School south of the project 
site. 

d. If the additional parcel (APN 021-062-003) is developed with similar industrial 
agricultural uses in the future, the project applicant shall erect fencing around the parcel 
to separate the proposed industrial agricultural uses from adjacent residential and school 
uses. 

Mitigation Measure AES-2: 
All outdoor lighting at the project site shall be installed to minimize light pollution and spill over 
onto adjacent parcels. The lighting shall be focused within the project boundary, and shielded 
from adjacent roadways and properties.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-1:  
Prior to the issuance of the building permit from Merced County, the project applicant must 
contact the SJVAPCD’s Business Assistance Office to identify applicable SJVAPCD Rules and 
Regulations. The proposed project would need to demonstrate compliance with Regulation VIII 
– Fugitive Dust PM10 Prohibitions; and may be subject to additional rules, including, but not 
limited to Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 4601 (Architectural Coatings), and Rule 4641 (Cutback, 
Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations). The project applicant 
will be required to implement measures of applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations as noted. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-1:  
The project applicant and construction contractor shall implement a plan to address the 
discovery of unanticipated buried cultural or paleontological resources. If buried cultural 
resources such as chipped or ground stone, midden deposits, historic debris, building 
foundations, human bone, or paleontological resources are inadvertently discovered during 
ground-disturbing activities, work shall stop in that area and within 100 feet of the find until a 
qualified archaeologist or paleontologist can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, 
develop responsible treatment measures in consultation with Merced County and other 
appropriate agencies. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2:  
The project applicant and construction contractor shall implement a plan to address discovery of 
human remains. If remains of Native American origin are discovered during proposed project 
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