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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION
1.1 - Purpose
The purpose of this Initial Study (IS) is to identify the potential environmental impacts associated
with the extraction of natural gas at the Wil E. Coyote #1-33 gas well project (Merced County
Administrative Application No. AA07-094) and to describe measures that will avoid or mitigate
impacts to a less than significant level. This IS includes information to substantiate the conclusions
made regarding the potential of the proposed project to result in significant environmental impacts
and provides the basis for input from public agencies, organizations, and interested members of the
public. Pursuant to Section 15367 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
Merced County is the Lead Agency for the proposed project and, as such, has primary responsibility
for approval or denial of the project.

1.2 - Project Location
The project is located approximately 8.5 miles southwest of the City of Merced in Merced County,
California. The project site is situated within an agricultural field at the northeast corner of Gurr
Road and Sandy Mush Road, located approximately 0.15 mile south of Deadman Creek (refer to
Exhibit 1). The square-shaped natural gas well site will be approximately 100 feet by 100 feet
located within a 474.46-acre parcel of land, Assessor’s Parcel Number 065-120-016, in Section 33 of
Township 8 South, Range 13 East, Mount Diablo Base and Meridian on the USGS 7.5-minute Area
map (refer to Exhibit 2).
The project site is located within an agricultural field used for various row crops such as corn and
alfalfa, and a dairy farm located in the southeast portion of the parcel. Surrounding land uses consist
of rural residences and various agriculture uses including a poultry farm to the west. Exhibit 3
provides an aerial perspective of the project site and identifies the extent and location of the gas well
site. Topographic features can be described as flat open pasture with slopes of 0 to 1 percent. As
shown, land uses in the project vicinity, and bordering the site, include agriculture, farming and rural
residences.

1.3 - Project Objective
Project objectives of the natural gas extraction at the Wil E. Coyote #1-33 gas well are as follows:
1. Convert the exploratory gas well to an operational production gas well through the
installation of necessary equipment to better serve the natural gas demand in the Merced
Region.
2. Establish connection to the existing transmission line in Gurr Road through the construction
of an underground 4-inch gathering line.
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1.4 - Project Description
Panther Energy of Company of Tulsa, Oklahoma, proposes to implement natural gas extraction at the
Wil E. Coyote #1-33 gas well. The existing exploratory well would be converted to a production well
after the installation of appropriate equipment. The proposed stand-alone gas well would connect via
a 4-inch diameter steel pipeline (“Gathering Line” described below) to an existing transmission line
located to the west along Gurr Road.
Local ranchers and gas pipeline personnel use the existing roads for access and egress to the project
parcel. Current and continued access to the well site is to travel east from Gurr Road (existing paved
road) on the existing dirt road located along the south side of Deadman Creek, and then south on the
existing dirt road to the well site. The existing access dirt road on the project site from Gurr Road to
the well site is approximately 2,500 feet in length. The existing exploratory well site consists of a pad
100 feet by 100 feet, or 10,000 square-feet in size. Gravel has been added to maintain the access road
and site pad. Vehicles used during operations would be parked within the well site area; access rights
have been obtained from landowners.
1.4.1 - Well Operation
Onsite Equipment

To begin the well operational phase, surface production equipment would be installed, including one
2-phase separator, one dehydrator, one 3-inch-meter run, a well head; one 100-barrel, fixed-roof
fiberglass tank; tubing and tubing head; and downhole production equipment. Steel flowlines would
be used to connect the equipment. A steel containment ring would be placed around the water tank.
Methanol may be used onsite if necessary for extraction operation activities; in the event methanol is
required, it will be stored in accordance with Merced County Department of Environmental Heath
requirements and regulations.
The tallest structures onsite would be the 12-foot tall, 10-foot diameter fiberglass tank and the 2phase separator, which would be 12 to 15 feet in height. No lighting would be installed and no
electricity would be provided on the site. After production facilities are installed, a chain-link fence
would enclose the project site with well identification and warning signs posted.
Minimal noise would be produced by the operation of well equipment. Separators generally emit an
audible humming noise that is less than 25 decibels. Should a compressor or pumping unit be
installed onsite, noise levels would increase in relation to the size and type of the unit.
Gathering Line

A gathering line would be constructed in order to connect the gas well to an existing transmission line
located within the Gurr Road right-of-way, located to the west of the well site. The gathering line
would be trenched underground at a depth of 60 inches within the right-of-way of the existing service
road on the project site parcel. The direction of the gathering line would follow the service road
extending north approximately 0.15 miles from the proposed production well. The service road then
Michael Brandman Associates
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turns northwest at the south side of Deadman Creek. The gathering line would also turn northwest
and continue to follow the service road right-of-way until reaching the existing larger transmission
line located along Gurr Road.
Construction of the gathering line generally would be placed within the 10-foot right-of-way of the
access road which would include the trench line, spoil piles and driving lane. The 10-foot area would
be located completely within the existing access road right-of-way.
1.4.2 - Air Quality
The construction and operation of the gas well project would be subject to SJVAPCD rules and
requirements, including any applicable permitting requirements. Compliance with the SJVAPCD’s
Regulation VIII (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions) during construction is required.
1.4.3 - Hazards
Exploratory drilling has indicated that gas extracted from the proposed well would contain low BTUs,
no sulfate, and high levels of nitrogen. Extracted gas would not be stored onsite. Upon extraction,
gas would be directed through the separator and dehydrator and subsequently to the gathering line,
which would transport gas offsite to the existing transmission line.
Small quantities of methanol may be used onsite to keep equipment from freezing. The Merced
County Environmental Health Department has indicated that a Hazardous Materials Business plan is
not required because the amount and type of materials, including methanol, stored onsite are below
the applicable thresholds. All gas extraction operations and personnel will abide by Panther Energy
Company’s safety manual .It is the policy of Panther Energy Company, LLC. to fully comply with
US Department of Transportation (USDOT) Hazardous Materials Regulations (HMR) when
transporting hazardous materials (including hazardous substances and hazardous wastes). The
purpose of this Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is to provide regulatory awareness and guidance
in transporting or shipping hazardous materials (hazmat). operating procedures for handling and
transporting hazardous materials. The HMR are designed to minimize the impact of transportationrelated accidents by ensuring that hazardous materials are packaged and handled safely.
1.4.4 - Water Supply
The 2-phase separator and dehydrator would be used to separate any water contained within the
extracted gas. During the initial de-watering stages of gas production, a portable tank (“frac” tank)
would temporarily be placed onsite to hold water. The frac tank would hold 1000 gallons of water
that would be emptied twice a week for the first 30 days. After the initial de-watering of the well, the
frac tank would be removed from the site and water would continue to be produced at a much lesser
rate. After the frac tank has been removed, all water would be stored in a 100-gallon fiberglass tank,
which would be emptied once a month. All water produced onsite would be transported by truck to
the nearest Class II water disposal well for disposal. The separated water contains elevated levels of
salt but is not considered hazardous. The 2-phase separator and dehydrator contain 30 stroke-perMichael Brandman Associates
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minute pumps but no engines, the natural pressure provides the energy source to separate and move
the gas naturally. In the future, if pressure levels decline and additional power is needed to maintain
extraction levels, a pumping unit or compressor may also be installed. The size and type of
compressor would be determined at the time of installation, dependent on the production quantity of
the well.
1.4.5 - Traffic Circulation
Traffic circulation patterns at the project site would remain the same after project completion. The
highest levels of traffic to and from the site would occur during the installation of extraction
equipment. During that time, the following trips are expected:
•

1 Flat Bed Truck – 1 trip to and from the site per day

•

1 Welding Truck – 2 trips per day for 5 days

•

2 to 3 Field/Supervisor Pick-up Trucks – 2 trips per day for 5 days

•

1 Water Truck – 2 trips per week for the first 30 days, approximately 8 trips, then
once per month

Following the installation phase, traffic trips to the site would be reduced considerably. A field
technician in charge of observing the well operation and production facilities would visit the site once
a day utilizing a pick-up truck. The previously discussed separated water would be removed by a
water truck that would make on average of two trips per week for the first 30 days. As mentioned,
the amount of extracted water will be significant less after the first 30 days of well operation;
therefore, water truck trips would then only be required once a month. The field technician and water
truck trips would occur throughout the operational life of the well.
Visits to the site by the field technician and water truck would occur between the hours of 8:00 am
and 5:00 pm. To the extent possible, all work would be performed during daylight hours, although
there are occasions when work during off-peak hours may be necessary.
1.4.6 - Utilities and Services
The following agencies and private companies have been identified as providers of facilities and
services for the project site:
Electricity and Gas ................................... PG&E
Fire Protection .......................................... Merced County Fire Department
Police Services ......................................... Merced County Sheriff
Solid Waste .............................................. Waste Management, Inc.
Telephone ................................................. AT&T
Water ........................................................ private well
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1.5 - Summary of County and Agency Approvals
The project would require the following discretionary agency approvals for actions proposed as part
of the project:
• Merced County - Adoption of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the project.
• Merced County - Approval of the Administrative Application.

The project would require the following ministerial approvals for actions proposed as part of the
project:
• San Joaquin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District - Dust Control Plan approval,

Authority to Construct.

Michael Brandman Associates

5

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

SECTION 2: ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION OF
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
2.1 - Purpose and Legal Basis for the Initial Study
As a public disclosure document, this Initial Study (IS) provides local decision makers and the public
with information regarding the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.
According to Section 15063 of the CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of an IS 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 (ND).
2. Enable an applicant or Lead Agency to modify a project, mitigating adverse impacts before
an EIR is prepared, thereby enabling the project to qualify for an ND.
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 an ND that a project will not
have a significant effect on the environment.
6. Eliminate unnecessary EIRs.
7. Determine whether a previously prepared EIR could be used with the project.
This IS evaluates the potential for the proposed project to result in environmental impacts, evaluates
the significance of those impacts, and defines mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts to less
than significant levels. The information provided in this IS will be used by the County to determine if
an ND or an EIR is the appropriate level of CEQA documentation. The IS will also serve as a basis
for soliciting comments and input from members of the public and public agencies.

2.2 - Checklist and Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
The Environmental Checklist included in this IS is based on the CEQA Environmental Checklist
Form, included as Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, as augmented where applicable in
accordance with Merced County’s CEQA Checklist. A description of the environmental setting and

Michael Brandman Associates

10

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

an explanation for all checklist responses is included. Where appropriate, mitigation measures are
identified to avoid or reduce the significance of a potential impact. In the checklist below the
following definitions are used:
“No Impact” means that it is anticipated that the project would not affect the physical environment
on or around the project site. It therefore does not warrant mitigation measures.
“Less than Significant Impact” means the project is anticipated to affect the physical environment
but to a less than significant degree, and therefore mitigation measures are not necessary.
“Less than Significant with Mitigation” applies to impacts where the incorporation of mitigation
measures into a project has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant” to “Less Than
Significant.” In such cases, and with such projects, mitigation measures will be provided, including a
brief explanation of how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level.
“Potentially Significant Impact” means there is substantial evidence that an effect is significant, and
that no mitigation will reduce this effect to a less than significant level.

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

Agriculture Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology/Soils

Hazards & Hazardous Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Utilities/Service Systems

Mandatory Findings of Significance

Michael Brandman Associates
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1 - Aesthetics

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic
vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway?
c)

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

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

Expose residential property to unacceptable
light levels?

Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The lands surrounding the project site have been highly modified for agricultural
production and industrial uses. As a result, the terrain is very flat, and most of the native
trees and vegetation have been removed. Because of the flat terrain, views in the project
vicinity are generally unobstructed surrounding the project site. There are no unique visual
features or scenic vistas in the project area. No roadways in the project vicinity are
designated as scenic under existing visual protection programs. Therefore, no impacts in this
regard would occur.
b) No Impact. There are no officially designated State Scenic Highways or Routes in the
project vicinity (CalTrans 2008). Therefore, the project would have no impact on scenic
resources such as rock outcroppings, trees, or historic buildings within view from a scenic
highway.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located in an agricultural area comprised
mostly of field crops. The project is consistent with the land use and zoning designations for
the area and is considered consistent with the associated visual resource for planning
purposes and Merced County General Plan requirements. The existing exploratory gas well
has been under investigation since early 2007 and is only partially visible from the adjacent
roadways. Views of the project area are of other agricultural operations, which include dairy
and poultry farming operations in their respective locations. Nearby agricultural and
industrial land uses contain visual elements such as overhead transmission lines, agricultural
outbuildings, and traffic signs. The installation of surface production equipment would
include one 2-phase separator, one dehydrator, one 3-inch-meter run, a well head, one 100Michael Brandman Associates
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barrel fixed-roof fiberglass tank, tubing and tubing head, and downhole production
equipment. The tallest structures onsite would be the 12-foot-tall, 10-foot-diameter fiberglass
water tank and the 2-phase separator, which would be 12 to 15 feet in height. Conversion of
the existing exploratory gas well to a production gas well operation would result in a
comparable visual appearance; therefore, the conversion would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings and this impact is considered
less than significant.
d) No Impact. There is no lighting and no electricity proposed for the project site. Lighting
located at surrounding residences contributes to the area’s nighttime lighting. Since no
lighting and no electricity is proposed and the lights from other land uses already exist in the
project vicinity, the project would have no impact from substantial light sources.
e) No Impact. Given that there is no lighting or electricity proposed with the project, there are
no impacts related to light and glare to existing residence. The proposed project would not
create unacceptable levels of light as discussed above under impact d).

Michael Brandman Associates
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2 - Agricultural Resources
Note: the California Department of
Conservation’s Agricultural Land Evaluation and
Site Assessment (LESA) Model (1997) as
implemented in the Merced County GIS LESA
Model may be used to assess impacts on
agriculture.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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 nonagricultural use?

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

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

d) Cause development of non-agricultural uses
within 1,000 feet of agriculturally zoned
property (Right-to-Farm)?

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Farming operations in the project area generally consist of
small- to medium-scale inter-row cropping systems, grazing lands, and farming operations.
Based on a review of maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program (FMMP) of the California Resources Agency, the project site does not contain any
land designated as “Prime Farmland” or “Unique Farmland.” Based on a review of maps
prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the
California Resources Agency, the project site is mapped as containing “Farmland of
Statewide Importance” (FMMP 2006). Prime farmland has the best combination of physical
and chemical features able to sustain long term agricultural production (FMMP 2006),
including, but not limited to, soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce sustained high yields. Land immediately to the south and west is classified as
“Unique Farmland” and land to the north and east is classified as “Prime Farmland” (FMMP
2006). Small parcels identified by the FMMP as “Farmland of Local Importance” and
“Confined Animal Agriculture” are interspersed throughout the farmlands surrounding the
project site. In addition, further to the east from the site is the Merced Juvenile Justice
Correctional Complex on land classified as “Urban and Built-up Land.”

Michael Brandman Associates
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Approximately 1.5 acres of farmland will be temporarily impacted. If the well is determined
not to be economically viable after years of operation, it will be plugged and abandoned and
the site will returned to active farmland. Mineral and petroleum exploration is considered
consistent with agricultural land uses, and the gas well would not completely preclude
agricultural farming practices from occurring on the remainder of the field. The proposed gas
well is considered an industrial use, at the proposed size, which is compatible with the current
land use designation and zoning classification under the Merced County General Plan and
Zoning Code. In addition, because the proposed project is on previously disturbed land it
would not result in the conversion of Farmland of Statewide Importance; therefore, this is
considered a less than significant impact.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not under the Williamson Act contract.
The majority of the parcels surrounding the project site are under Williamson Act contracts;
however, those parcels account for a very low percentage of the total acreage located within a
2.5-mile-radius of the project site. Since the proposed project is consistent with existing land
use and zoning designations and supports agricultural operations, the project is not expected
to encourage the non-renewal or cancellation of other contracted lands. Impacts are therefore
considered less than significant.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. Indirect impacts on agricultural lands can occur under two
types of conditions: (1) development (urban, residential) can place pressure on adjacent
agricultural lands to convert to non-agricultural uses; or (2) land uses (urban, residential)
adjacent to existing agricultural lands can create conflicts between the two types of uses
which can, in turn, lead to the abandonment of agricultural uses in the area of conflict.
This project involves converting the existing exploratory gas well to a production gas well
that supports agricultural production and commerce and does not include any residential
development. The project is consistent with the land use for the project site and is consistent
with the adjacent land uses and the rural agricultural areas within the project vicinity based on
the Merced County General Plan land use designation and zoning classifications. As such,
the project would not place pressure on adjacent agricultural lands to convert to
nonagricultural uses or create a conflict between nearby land uses. Impacts in this regard
would be less than significant.
d) Less Than Significant Impact. Because of the minimal acreage of the well site, no potential
impacts are related to an alteration of land use. The project is consistent with the site’s
zoning and General Plan land use designations. Merced County’s Right-To-Farm Ordinance
No. 1213 requires that conflicts between residential and agricultural land uses be reduced
through an understanding of applied agricultural practices by urban dwellers. However, the
project does not propose the construction of any residences; therefore, the Right-to-Farm
ordinance does not apply. Because the project would not substantially alter existing well
operations, and does not include residential development, the likelihood of the proposed
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project to cause the development of non-agricultural uses is very low. As such, the project
would not be expected to negatively affect adjacent agriculturally zoned property and impacts
are considered less than significant.
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3 - Air Quality

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment under an
applicable Federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions, which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?
e)

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

f)

Involve the construction of a sensitive receptor
located within one mile of an existing
substantial point source emitter?

g) Conflict with provisions of an adopted
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan or Strategy?
If no such Plan or Strategy is applicable, would
the Project significantly hinder or delay
California’s ability to meet the reduction
targets contained in AB 32?

The proposed project is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). Regional and
local air quality in the SJVAB is impacted by topography, dominant airflows, atmospheric inversions,
location, and season.
The SJVAB is generally shaped like a bowl; it is open in the north and is surrounded by mountain
ranges on all other sides. Airflow in the SJVAB is primarily influenced by marine air that enters the
northern portion of the SJVAB where the Delta empties into San Francisco Bay. The wind generally
flows south-southeast through the valley, through the Tehachapi Pass and into the Southeast Desert
Air Basin portion of Kern County. As the wind moves through the SJVAB, it mixes with the air
pollution generated locally, generally transporting air pollutants from the north to the south in the
summer with a reverse (south to north) flow in the winter (SJVAPCD 2006).
In general, air temperature decreases with distance from the earth’s surface, creating a gradient with
warmer air located nearer the ground and cooler air located at higher elevations. Under normal
circumstances, the air close to the earth warms as it absorbs surface heat and begins to rise. Winds
Michael Brandman Associates
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occur when cooler air rushes in to take the place of the rising warm air. The wind and upward
movement of air causes “mixing” in the atmosphere and can carry away or dilute pollution.
Inversions occur when, at elevation, warm air sits over cooler air, trapping the cooler air beneath the
inversion. These inversions trap pollutants and prevent them from dispersing vertically; similarly, the
surrounding mountains trap the pollutants and prevent them from dispersing horizontally.
The topography of the SJVAB restricts air movement through and out of the basin. The topography
and the presence of inversion layers generally prevent dispersion of air pollutants. As a result, the
SJVAB is highly susceptible to pollutant accumulation over time (SJVAPCD 2002).
The pollutants of concern for the SJVAB, primarily ozone and particulate matter (PM), are seasonal
in nature. Significant ozone formation generally requires an adequate amount of ozone precursors in
the atmosphere and several hours in a stable atmosphere with strong sunlight. Ozone precursors are
primarily oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and reactive organic gases (ROG). The conditions for ozone
formation are prevalent during the summer when thermal inversions are most likely to occur. PM
levels tend to be highest during the winter months when the meteorological conditions favor the
accumulation of localized pollutants. This occurs when relatively low inversion levels trap pollutants
near the ground and concentrate the pollution. In addition, carbon monoxide (CO) concentrations are
higher in winter.
In Merced County, on-road vehicles contribute the majority of CO and NOx emissions. ROG is
primarily generated by farming operations and on-road motor vehicles in the County. Dust from open
areas, agricultural operations, and unpaved roads account for most of the area’s PM (ARB 2008).
The construction and operation of the proposed project will be subject to San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) rules and requirements, including permitting requirements.
The following SJVAPCD rules would apply to the project:
SJVAPCD Regulation VIII

Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions (in particular Rule 8020-Construction,
demolition, excavation, and extraction).

SJVAPCD Rule 2280

Portable Equipment Registration

Checklist Evaluation
Thresholds of Significance

The SJVAPCD has established thresholds of significance for construction impacts, project operations,
and cumulative impacts. The SJVAPCD’s Guide for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts
(GAMAQI) contains significance criteria for evaluating operational-phase emissions from direct and
indirect sources associated with a project. Indirect sources include motor vehicle traffic associated
with the project and do not include stationary sources covered under permit with the SJVAPCD. For
this evaluation, the proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would
exceed the following thresholds:
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• Cause an increase in pollutant emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) or oxides of nitrogen

(NOx) exceeding 10 tons per year.
• Cause an increase in pollutant emissions of PM10 microns or less (PM10) exceeding 15 tons per

year.
• Cause a violation of state carbon monoxide (CO) concentration standards.

Although the GAMAQI does not recommend PM10 quantification from construction or operation, a
threshold of 15 tons per year is used in this analysis to gauge potential PM10-related impacts. The
proposed PM10 threshold is consistent with the GAMAQI’s NOx and ROG thresholds, which are
based on the SJVAPCD’s New and Modified Stationary Source Review offsets threshold.
The SJVAPCD has not established a threshold of significance for PM that is 2.5 microns or less
(PM2.5), however PM2.5 emissions are a subset of total PM10 emissions, therefore if the project does
not exceeds the PM10 threshold then PM2.5 emissions would also be less than significant.
a) Less Than Significant Impact. The SJVAB is designated nonattainment of state and
Federal health based air quality standards for ozone and PM2.5. The SJVAB is designated
nonattainment of state PM10. To meet Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, the
SJVAPCD has multiple air quality attainment plan (AQAP) documents, including:
• Extreme Ozone Attainment Demonstration Plan (EOADP) for attainment of the 1-hour

ozone standard (2004);
• 2007 Ozone Plan for attainment of the 8-hour ozone standard;
• 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation; and,
• 2008 PM2.5 Plan.

The SJVAPCD’s AQAPs account for projections of population growth and vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) provided by the Council of Governments (COG) in the SJVAB and identify
strategies to bring regional emissions into compliance with Federal and state air quality
standards. Because population growth and VMT projections are the basis of the AQAPs’
strategies, a project would conflict with the plans if it results in more growth or VMT than the
plans’ projections. The primary way of determining if a project would result in more growth
or vehicle miles traveled than in the AQAPs is to determine consistency with the applicable
General Plan.
Growth estimates used in a General Plan often come from the State of California’s
Department of Finance. The regional COG then uses the growth projections and land use
information in adopted general plans to estimate future average daily trips and VMT, which is
then provided to the SJVAPCD to estimate future emissions in an AQAP. It is assumed that
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the existing and future pollutant emissions computed in the AQAPs were based on land uses
from area general plans that were prepared prior to the AQAP’s adoption.
The applicable General Plan for the project is the Merced County 2000 General Plan (General
Plan) that was adopted in 1990, prior to the SJVAPCD’s adoption of the applicable AQAPs.
Therefore, if the project’s population growth and VMT are consistent with the General Plan,
then the project is consistent with the growth assumptions used in the applicable AQAPs.
This project is consistent with the General Plan and would not require a general plan
amendment. Therefore, the project is consistent with the applicable AQAPs.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. There are two pollutants of concern for this impact: CO and
PM10. Localized high levels of CO are associated with traffic congestion and idling or slowmoving vehicles. The SJVAPCD provides screening criteria to determine when to quantify
local CO concentrations based on impacts to the level of service (LOS) of roadways in the
project vicinity.
This project would convert an exploratory natural gas well into a production well. The
conversion requires the installation of surface production equipment and the construction of a
new gathering line. Construction of the project would result in minimal increased operational
activity at the project site from Field/Supervisor visits (approximately one visit per day) and
water hauling operations (approximately once a month).
The project would not significantly affect the LOS of nearby roadways and intersections.
Therefore, additional CO analysis is not warranted.
The project would comply with the SJVAPCD’s Regulation VIII dust control requirements
during construction. Compliance with this regulation would reduce the potential for
significant localized PM10 impacts to less than significant levels.
The project would not result in localized CO hotspots or PM10 impacts. The project would
not violate an air quality standard or contribute to a violation of an air quality standard in the
project area.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The regional pollutants of concern are ozone precursors and
PM10. Ozone is a regional pollutant, and the project’s incremental increase in ozone
precursor generation is used to determine the potential air quality impacts as set forth in the
GAMAQI.
Specific criteria for determining whether the potential air quality impacts of a project are
significant are set forth in the GAMAQI. The criteria for these emission thresholds include
compliance with the State and National air quality standards and conformity with existing air
quality plans for the SJVAB.
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Short-Term Construction-Related Impacts
Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to day, depending on the level of
activity, the specific type of activity, and the prevailing weather conditions. The
methodology developed for the purposes of quantitative air quality analysis was based on
information available at the time of analysis; actual equipment and activity intensity at the
time of construction may vary from those analyzed in this document. The main air
emissions-generating construction activities associated with the project include rough
grading, pipeline construction, and final grading/paving. The main sources of air pollutants
associated with the project include off-road construction equipment exhaust, worker trips, and
fugitive PM10 emissions.
Off-road vehicle emissions are calculated using Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District’s (SMAQMD) Road Construction Emissions Model version 6.3.1
(Roadway Model). SMAQMD developed the Roadway Model to assess the emissions of
linear construction projects. The construction activities correspond to the following Roadway
Model default phases: grading/excavation, drainage/utilities/subgrade, and paving. For the
purposes of conservative analysis, Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) assumed that
grading/excavation and drainage/utilities/subgrade would occur concurrently, followed by
paving.
Modeling Assumptions
MBA estimated 1 month in the worst case scenario for the construction of the gathering line;
approximately 20 days for grading, excavation, and trenching; and 10 days for paving. The
construction equipment types, quantities, and hours of operation to be used for the project
were provided by the default values of the Roadway Model. The Roadway Model default
assumptions were also used to estimate emissions from construction worker trips, the use of a
water truck, and fugitive dust.
The total project length is approximately 2,500 feet, or 0.47 miles. This analysis assumes that
the width of roadway to be disturbed by grading would be approximately 10 feet. Therefore,
approximately 0.57 acres would be disturbed by grading. The analysis assumes that the
maximum area to be disturbed on any one day of construction would be 0.14 acres. It was
determined that the gathering line would disturb a volume of approximately 125,000 cubic
feet of soil (calculated from a depth of 5 feet, width of 10 feet and length of 2500 feet). As a
conservative estimate, it was assumed that approximately a third of the soil would have to be
exported offsite; though in reality the soil may be balanced onsite.
In addition to the construction emissions, there are additional emissions associated with the
initial start up of the project. Since these emissions are not part of the long-term operational
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emissions they were included in the short-term impact analysis. These additional short-term
emission sources include:
•

1 Flat Bed Truck – 1 trip to and from the site

•

1 Welding Truck – 2 trips per day for 5 days

•

2 to 3 Field/Supervisor Pick-up Trucks – 2 trips per day for 5 days

•

1 Water Truck – 2 trips per week for the first 30 days, approximately 8 trips

Total short-term emissions are shown in Table 1.
Table 1: Construction and Installation Emissions
ROG
(lbs/day)

NOx
(lbs/day)

10.22

85.63

5.08

3.57

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-grade

4.10

34.16

3.15

1.90

Paving

3.08

15.84

1.39

1.28

14.32

119.78

8.23

5.46

0.14

1.32

0.07

0.58

Pipeline Construction

Grading/Excavation

Maximum (pounds/day)
Total (tons/construction project)
Mobile Sources During Installation

ROG
(lbs/day)

NOx
(lbs/day)

PM10
(lbs/day)

PM10
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

Flat Bed Truck

0.06

0.30

0.02

0.01

Total for Installation (lbs)

0.06

0.30

0.02

0.01

Welding Truck

0.11

0.61

0.05

0.02

Total for Installation (lbs)

0.55

3.05

0.25

0.10

Field/Supervisor Pick-up Trucks

0.12

0.22

0.09

0.02

Total for Installation (lbs)

0.6

1.1

0.45

0.1

Water Trucks

0.27

1.75

0.14

0.07

Total for Installation (lbs)

2.16

14.00

1.12

0.56

Total lbs for All Vehicles

2.77

17.35

1.39

0.67

Total tons for All Vehicles

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

Total Tons of Emissions during
Construction and Installation

0.14

1.33

0.07

0.58

Significance Threshold (Tons/Year)

10

10

15

15

Significant?

No

No

No

No

Notes:
Emissions shown in lbs per day represent winter emissions, as those are higher than the summer emissions.
Source: MBA 2008, Appendix A.
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Long-Term Operational Impacts
The natural pressure of the gas provides the energy source to operate the production well;
therefore no stationary equipment is necessary to operate the pumps. In the future if pressure
levels decline and additional power is needed to maintain extraction levels, a pumping unit or
compressor may be installed. The additional equipment would be subject to SJVAPCD
permitting rules, Rule 2201. Rule 2201 requires emissions offsets if operations exceed
significance thresholds.
Long-term operational emissions for the project are associated with the additional vehicle
travel to and from the site from the following sources:
•

One Field Technician/Supervisor Pick-up Truck – one trip to and from the site per
day.

•

One Water Truck – one trip per month.

URBEMIS 2007 version 9.2.4 was used to estimate emissions from these vehicles. The
emissions from the Field Technician/Supervisor trucks were estimated by setting the land use
screen to a project size of 1, a trip generation of 2 and an 8.5 mile trip length (distance to
Merced) to generate VMT totaling 17 miles (1 trip per day x 2 trips coming and going to the
site x 8.5 miles). The Water Truck emissions were estimated by setting the land use screen to
a project size of 1 and a trip generation of 2 and a 50 mile trip length (a conservative estimate
to allow the truck to travel to any Class II water disposal facility within Merced County) to
generate VMT totaling 100 miles (1 trip per day x 2 trips coming and going to the site x 50
miles). The emissions estimates in pounds per day were converted to annual emissions by the
multiplying the pounds per day times the anticipated activity level. The following long-term
emissions were estimated and are shown in Table 2.
Table 2: Long-term Operational Emissions
ROG
(lbs/day)

NOx
(lbs/day)

PM10
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

Water Trucks

0.27

1.75

0.14

0.07

Annual Emissions (lbs)

3.24

21.00

1.68

0.84

Annual Emissions (tons)

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

Field/Supervisor Pick-Up Trucks

0.02

0.04

0.01

0

Annual Emissions (lbs)

7.3

3.65

0

Annual Emissions (tons)

0.00

0.00

0.00

Operational Sources
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ROG
(lbs/day)

NOx
(lbs/day)

PM10
(lbs/day)

PM2.5
(lbs/day)

10.54

35.60

5.33

0.84

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.00

Significance Threshold (Tons/Year)

10

10

15

15

Significant?

No

No

No

No

Total Emissions (tons)

Notes:
Emissions shown in lbs per day represent winter emissions as those are higher than the summer emissions
Source: MBA 2008, Appendix A.

As demonstrated above, the project would not result in a significant contribution to ozone
precursors or PM10. The project would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment.
d) Less Than Significant Impact. The area surrounding the project site is largely used for
agricultural purposes. The nearest sensitive receptor is a dairy farm operation and residence,
which is located in the southwest corner of the parcel, approximately 1,000 feet from the site.
The Merced Juvenile Justice Correctional Complex is located approximately 1.0 mile to the
east of the site.
Construction equipment generates diesel particulate matter (DPM), identified as a carcinogen
by the ARB. The State of California has determined that DPM from diesel-fueled engines
poses a chronic health risk with chronic (long-term) inhalation exposure. The California
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) recommends using a 70-year
exposure duration for determining residential cancer risks. Because of the project size and
short duration, it is highly unlikely that the construction would pose a toxic risk to nearby
residents.
Methanol may be used onsite if necessary for extraction operation activities, however; in the
event methanol is required, it will be stored in accordance with Merced County Department
of Environmental Heath requirements and regulations. As further described in the Hazards
section, adherence to requirements and implementation of standard procedures will avoid
and/or minimize potential impacts to the public or the environment. Additionally, the
distance from the project site to the nearest sensitive receptor is greater than the California
Air Resources Board’s (CARB) recommendations for siting of sensitive land uses; therefore,
the project would not significantly expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations.
e) Less Than Significant Impact. The only potential odors associated with the project would
be from diesel exhaust during the construction period. These odors, if perceptible, are
common in the environment, would dissipate rapidly as they mix with the surrounding air,
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and would be of very limited duration. Therefore, any potential odor impacts would be
considered less than significant.
f) No Impact. The project does not involve the construction of a sensitive receptor. Therefore,
the proposed project would not construct a sensitive receptor within one mile of an existing
substantial point source emitter.
g) Less Than Significant Impact. Since Merced County and the SJVAPCD have not adopted
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plans, significance is based on whether the project would hinder
or delay California’s ability to meet the reduction targets set forth in AB 32.
This analysis contains two components. One component contains the project’s greenhouse
gas (GHG) emission estimates. The emissions estimate describes the sources of emissions,
the emissions without incorporation of mitigation measures, and the emissions after the
incorporation of mitigation measures, if required. The second component contains the
measures used to compare the project’s components with the applicable state and local
strategies and known mitigation measures to reduce GHGs. This analysis is structured with
the unmitigated emissions estimates provided before the state and local strategies.
Emissions Inventory
The project would emit GHGs during construction of the project from combustion of fuels in
worker vehicles accessing the site as well as from the construction equipment. Exhaust
emissions during construction for the project were estimated using SMAQMD’s Roadway
Model, using the same methodology as for the criteria pollutant impacts above. The daily
emissions rate per construction phase, in terms of pounds per day, and the total tons that may
be emitted by the project are presented in Table 3.
Table 3: Project GHG Construction Emissions
CO2
Emissions Source
lbs/day

Grading/Excavation

8,617.9

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade

2,852.1

Paving

1,236.4

Total
Tons

Total
MTCO2e

62.8

56.97

Notes:

MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, converted from tons by multiplying by 0.9072.
Source: MBA 2008, Appendix A.

The project would contribute GHGs during operation. As discussed above, vehicle trips
related to the operation of the project site would minimally increase. The estimated
operational emissions are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4: Project GHG Operational Emissions
CO2
Emissions Source
lbs/day

Water Trucks

271.12

Field/Supervisor Pick-Up Trucks

14.77

Total
Tons

Total
MTCO2e

4.32

3.92

Notes:

MTCO2e = metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent, converted from tons by multiplying by 0.9072
Source: MBA 2008, Appendix A.

Applicable State and Local Strategies, Known Mitigation
Under AB 32, ARB has the primary responsibility for reducing GHG emissions. However,
the many public agencies involved in land use decisions, energy use, waste streams,
construction, and other areas are also involved in the creation and implementation of
strategies to reduce GHG emissions in California. The CAT addresses strategies for certain
California public agencies. In addition, the California Attorney General’s office has been
active in advising public agencies on reducing GHG emissions. Therefore, this analysis will
focus on the Project’s early implementation of applicable state strategies. State strategies
include measures in the 2006 CAT Report and ARB’s Early Action Measures. In addition,
this analysis will focus on the project’s implementation of the applicable California Attorney
General’s Office suggested mitigation strategies for reducing GHG emissions. To assess
significance, the following documents were used:
•

The 2006 Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarzenegger (CAT 2006).

•

ARB’s Expanded List of Early Action Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
Emissions in California (ARB 2007).

•

California Attorney General’s Office Mitigation Letter (AG 2008)

2006 CAT Report
A discussion on the background of the 2006 CAT Report is in the Regulatory Framework
section. The 2006 CAT Report to Governor Schwarzenegger and the Legislature contains
existing bills, regulations, and standards that help reduce California’s GHG emissions. The
2006 CAT Report also contains new strategies that can be implemented by ARB and other
California agencies to help reduce California’s emissions to 1990 levels in 2020. The 2006
CAT Report lists the recommendation for emission reduction strategies to be implemented in
the “next two years” for the public agencies involved in the CAT. As an example, the 2006
CAT Report contains the following possible measure: ARB could ban the retail sale of
hydrofluorocarbons in small cans. It is important to understand that compliance with all
applicable state standards and regulations is a requirement. As such, this project will comply
with all applicable laws and standards as they are adopted.
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The majority of measures identified in the 2006 CAT Report are directed at the major sources
of operational emissions for typical development projects, such as building efficiency, Smart
Land Use, and Intelligent Transportation Systems. Additionally, measures such as
improvements to cement manufacturing and manure management do not apply to the project.
None of the measures identified in the 2006 CAT report apply to the construction and
operation of the project.
ARB Early Action Measures
ARB published its Expanded Early Actions to Mitigate Climate Change in California, which
describes recommendations for discrete early action measures to reduce GHG emissions. A
review of ARB’s reduction measures underway or to be initiated by ARB in the 2007 to 2012
timeframe indicates that none of the measures would be applicable to the project.
Attorney General Mitigation
The Office of the California Attorney General maintains a list of CEQA Mitigations for
Global Warming Impacts on its website. The Attorney General’s Office has listed some
examples of types of mitigations that local agencies may consider to offset or reduce global
warming impacts from a project. The Attorney General’s Office states that the presented lists
are examples and not intended to be exhaustive but instead are provided as measures and
policies that could be undertaken. Moreover, the measures cited may not be appropriate for
every project, so the Attorney General suggests that the lead agency should use its own
informed judgment in deciding which measures it would analyze, and which measures it
would require, for a given project. The mitigation measures are divided into two groups:
generally applicable measures and general plan measures. As this project does not involve
the development of a general plan, only the generally applicable measures were reviewed.
The Attorney General presents “generally applicable” measures in the following areas:
•

Energy efficiency

•

Renewable energy

•

Water conservation and efficiency

•

Solid waste measures

•

Land use measures

•

Transportation and motor vehicles

•

Carbon offsets

This project does not contain the land uses targeted by the Attorney General’s measures.
However, the carbon offsets measure could be, but is not currently, incorporated into the
project.
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As noted in the ARB’s Proposed Scoping Plan, the projected total business-as-usual
emissions for the year 2020 (estimated as 596 MMTCO2e) must be reduced by
approximately 30 percent to achieve the ARB’s approved 2020 emission target of 427
MMTCO2e. The criterion used for this analysis is whether the project would result in a
substantial increase in operational GHG emissions such that the project would generate a
significant amount of ‘business-as-usual’ emissions.
As discussed above, the project would generate a minor amount of construction-related CO2,
with most of the emissions generated by off-road construction equipment and construction
worker trips. Currently, there are no known mitigation measures that directly reduce GHG
emissions from construction equipment. However, it is possible to offset those emissions
through the purchase of offsite mitigation. Construction activities that generate GHGs would
be limited by the nature and scope of the project, which is limited to construction of the
gathering line and installation of production equipment. The project would generate minimal
long-term operational GHGs. Because of the project’s limited GHG generation during
construction, and because it would not lead to significant ongoing operational emissions, the
project would not significantly hinder or delay California’s ability to meet the reduction
targets contained in AB 32.
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4 - Biological Resources

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404
of the Clean Water Act (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d)

Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use
of native wildlife nursery sites?

e)

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

f)

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Methodology

Deborah Stout, MBA biologist/ecologist, conducted a field assessment on February 3, 2009. The
project site was surveyed by walking meandering transects. The assessment included describing the
wildlife habitat present (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988); identifying common plant and wildlife
species observed; determining the potential presence of any special habitat features, such as waters of
the U.S. or state, including wetlands; and identifying any linkages within the project site to important
adjacent wildlife habitats. Habitat types were evaluated for their potential to support special-status
plant and wildlife species and any other sensitive biological resources.
Prior to conducting the field survey of the project site, the following information sources were
reviewed:
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• The Sandy Mush, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (2003)
• Aerial photography of the project site (Google Earth undated)
• A Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soils map of the project site (Soil Survey

Staff undated)
• California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Data Base

(CNDDB) records for the Sandy Mush, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and the
surrounding eight quandrangles (CNDDB 2008) (Appendix A, Attachment A)
• CDFG California Wildlife Habitat Relationship System (CWHR) (CDFG 2005)
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of endangered and threatened species that may

occur, or be affected by the project, in the Sandy Mush, California quadrangle (USFWS 2008)
(Appendix A, Attachment B)
• The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online Inventory of Rare and Endangered

Vascular Plants of California (CNPS 2008) (Appendix A, Attachment C)
• Pertinent literature, including The Jepson Manual, Higher Plants of California (Hickman

1993); Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California (Jennings and Hayes
1994); California Birds: Their Status and Distribution (Small 1994); Bird Species of Special
Concern in California (Remsen 1978); and Mammalian Species of Special Concern in
California (Williams 1986)
Results
Vegetation Communities

The project site is highly disturbed from development of the existing gas well. The area of the
proposed transmission line is a compacted dirt road that is well maintained. The gas well is
surrounded by a 100-foot by 100-foot graded and graveled pad that is unvegetated. There is a small,
modular office on the pad as well as small equipment and other stored materials. Because of the
history of heavy disturbance, the project site is “barren,” based on nomenclature defined in the Guide
to Wildlife Habitats of California (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).
Special-Status Species

For the purposes of this analysis, special-status species are those species:
• Listed as threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and those species

formally proposed or candidates for listing
• Listed as threatened or endangered under California ESA (CESA) or candidates for listing
• Designated as endangered or rare pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 1901)
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• Designated as fully protected pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 3511,

Section 4700, Section 5050)
• Designated as a species of special concern by CDFG
• Designated as Medium or High Priority by the Western Bat Working Group (WBWG)
• Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act or considered by CNPS as

List 1A, 1B, or 2 species
Special-Status Plant Species

The special-status plant species reviewed in this document are listed in a table provided in Appendix
B, Attachment D. This list was compiled based upon query results from CNDDB and the CNPS online inventory, as well as a list obtained from USFWS.
Several regionally occurring species do not have the potential to occur within the project site either
because the distribution of the species does not extend into the project area, or because the habitat
and/or microsite conditions (e.g., serpentine soils, mesic sites) required by the species are not present.
Recorded occurrences of special-status plant species within 5 miles of the project site are shown in
Exhibit 7. Based upon results of the species review, there are no special-status plant species with
potential to occur within the project site.
Special-Status Wildlife Species

The special-status wildlife species considered for review in this document are included in a table
provided in Appendix B, Attachment D. This list was compiled based on the USFWS list and query
results from CNDDB and CWHR. CWHR is a predictive model that lists species likely to occur in a
given location under certain habitat conditions. It also predicts the suitability of those conditions for
reproduction, cover, and feeding for each modeled species. Information fed into the model for this
project includes location (Merced County) and habitat type (barren). CWHR does not include any
information on plants, fish, invertebrates, or rare natural communities.
Recorded occurrences of special-status wildlife species within 5 miles of the project site are shown in
Exhibit 7. Several regionally occurring species do not have potential to occur within the project site,
either because the distribution of the species does not extend into the project area, or because the
habitat or habitat elements (e.g., caves, tall snags) required by the species are not present. Based
upon results of the species review, there are three special-status wildlife species with potential to
occur within the project site (Table 5): Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), northern harrier (Circus
cyaneus), and San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica).
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Table 5: Special-Status Wildlife Species Recorded Within 5 Miles of the Project Site

Scientific Name
Common name

Listing
Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG

General Habitat
Description

Potential for
Impacts

Period of
Identification

—/CT/—

Uncommon breeding
resident and migrant in
the Central Valley,
Klamath Basin,
Northeastern Plateau,
Lassen Co., and
Mojave Desert. Breeds
in open stands in
juniper-sage flats,
riparian areas, and in
oak savannah in the
Central Valley.
Forages in adjacent
grasslands, grain or
alfalfa fields, or
livestock pastures.

High.
The project site
consists of a barren,
graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There is no
suitable nesting habitat
within the project site,
although trees adjacent
to Deadman Creek are
suitable for nesting and
adjacent fields are
suitable for foraging. A
raptor nest was
observed in a large
walnut tree located on
Deadman Creek
approximately 700 feet
east of the project site.
There is a CNDDBrecorded occurrence of
this species
approximately 4 miles
west of the project site
(CNDDB 2009).

Year-round

—/CSC/—

Winter resident
throughout most of the
state; year-round in the
Central Valley and
Coast Range. Forages
in marshes, grasslands,
and ruderal habitats;
nests in extensive
marshes and wet fields
or grasslands.

High.
The field surrounding
the gas well pad is
suitable for nesting and
for foraging. There are
no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this
species within 5 miles
of the project site
(CNDDB 2009).

April - September

Occur in annual
grasslands or grassy
open stages of
vegetation dominated
by scattered brush,
shrubs, and scrub with
loose-textured, sandy,
and loamy soils.

Moderate.
Although no suitable
burrows were observed
within the project site,
there are burrows to
the east along
Deadman Creek that
may be suitable for this
species. Kit fox sized
tracks were observed
along the east-west
access road. There are
several CNDDBrecorded occurrences
of this species within 5
miles of the project site
(CNDDB 2009).

Year-round

Birds
Buteo swainsoni
Swainson’s hawk

Circus cyaneus
Northern harrier

(breeding)

Mammals
Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox
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Local Policies Pertaining to Biological Resources

The Merced County General Plan (General Plan) contains several policies that recognize the need to
identify and protect sensitive natural resources. The Open Space/Conservation chapter of the General
Plan has in place goals, objectives, and policies for maintaining and enhancing habitat and
biodiversity within the County that include:
Goal 1:

Habitats which support rare, endangered, or threatened species are not substantially
degraded.
Objective 1.A: Rare and endangered species are protected from urban development
and are recognized in rural areas.

Policy 2:

Continue to regulate the location, density, and design of development to minimize
adverse impacts and encourage enhancement of rare and endangered species habitats.

Policy 3:

The redesignation of land from a rural to an urban designation should occur in careful
consideration of the potential impact on significant habitats and conformance with
the Open Space Action Plan.
Urban uses which could result in significant loss of sensitive habitat should be

Policy 5:

directed to less sensitive wetland, wildlife, and vegetation habitat areas if possible.
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Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Project construction may result in an impact to
nesting Swainson’s hawk and northern harrier should they be present and should construction
occur during the nesting season (generally March 1 through September 1). These impacts
would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-Biological-1
would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Construction of the project may result in an impact to San Joaquin kit fox should they be
present on the site. This species is known to occur on the Merced National Wildlife Refuge,
which is located just two miles east-southeast of the project site. Any direct or indirect
impacts to this species would be considered significant. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure MM-Biological-2 would reduce these impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measures
MM-Biological-1.

If construction occurs during the nesting season (generally March 1
through September 1): Preconstruction surveys for nesting northern
harrier shall be conducted within 250 feet of the project site.
Preconstruction surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk shall be conducted
within 0.5 mile of the project site. Surveys shall be conducted no more
than 14 days prior to initiation of construction. If active nests are located,
construction shall be halted until a fledging has occurred as determined by
a qualified biologist. Alternatively, CDFG may be consulted to determine
if project construction is likely to impact nesting individuals and if
construction may proceed. If construction proceeds, CDFG may require
additional mitigation, including the presence of a biological monitor to
ensure that construction does not result in nest abandonment.

MM-Biological-2.

Michael Brandman Associates

Prior to project construction, an Early Evaluation shall be prepared by a
qualified biologist in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
San Joaquin Kit Fox Survey Protocol for the Northern Range (Sacramento
Fish and Wildlife Office 1999). The Evaluation shall be submitted to the
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (SFWO) for review. SFWO will
evaluate the information to determine whether the project site represents
kit fox habitat, the quality of the habitat, and the value of the habitat. If it
is determined that the project will not result in take, the project may
proceed. If take may occur, discussion with USFWS shall be initiated to
determine appropriate project modifications to protect kit fox, including
avoidance, minimization, restoration, preservation, or compensation.
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b) No Impact. There are no riparian habitats or other sensitive natural communities located
within the project site. The project site is highly disturbed and contains well-maintained,
compacted dirt access roads and a graveled well pad. Surrounding land uses include row
crops, fallow fields, and grazed annual grassland habitat. Dry Creek borders the site on north,
but reaches of the creek adjacent to the project site do not support riparian habitat.
Construction of the project would not affect any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community.
c) No Impact. The project site does not contain any waters of the U.S., including wetlands.
However, the project is bordered by several drainage features. There is a swale that
surrounds the graveled well pad that captures runoff from the pad and the adjacent field. The
channel appears to connect to a shallow channel that runs east-west and borders the northern
access road on the south; this feature may connect to a larger irrigation channel that runs
north-south and borders Gurr Road on the east.
These features are not located within the project footprint and would be avoided during
project construction. However, inadvertent discharge into these features may occur during
installation of the connector pipeline and well pad structures may result in inadvertent
discharge of soil into these drainages; this discharge may be considered significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure MM-Biological-3 would reduce these impacts to a
less-than –significant level. .
Mitigation Measures
MM-Biological-3.

Prior to implementation of grading or trenching activities, silt fencing
shall be erected at the upland edges of all drainage features. Fencing shall
be maintained throughout project construction and shall be removed only
when construction activities are completed.

d) No Impact. The project site has no aquatic habitat that can support native resident or
migratory fish species. It is not located within any identified wildlife movement corridor and
does not function as a wildlife nursery site. Surrounding land uses are agricultural fields
supporting either row crops or fallow fields. There would be no impact to any movement of
wildlife or fish species.
e) No Impact. The proposed project would not conflict with any of the Merced County General
Plan goals or policies listed above. The project would not affect the regulation of
development or the redesignation of land within the County and would not result in the loss
of sensitive wildlife habitat.
f) No Impact. The project site is not located within the boundaries of any Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or any other local, regional, or state
conservation plan.
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5 - Cultural Resources

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as defined
in CCR15064.5?

b) Alter or destroy a historic site?
c)

Alter or destroy an archaeological site.

d) Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to California Code of Regulations,
Section 15064.5?
e)

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

f)

Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within
the potential impact area?

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

Record Search

To determine the presence of cultural and historical resources within the project site and vicinity,
MBA conducted a records search at the Central California Information Center (CCIC) on January 29,
2009, that included a review of National Register of Historic Places, the California Register of
Historic Resources, the California Inventory of Historic Resource, the California Historical
Landmarks and the California Points of Historical Interest Listing. The record search was conducted
not only for the project area but also for a 0.25-mile radius. A response was received from CCIC on
February 2, 2009, (File# 7309 I) indicating that no prehistoric or historic resources have been
recorded within the project area or a 0.25-mile radius. No previous investigations have been
conducted within the project area; however, one survey (ME-423) has been conducted within a 0-25mile radius. The ME-423 survey was conducted north of the project area on both sides of Deadman
Creek but did not include the project area and did not result in discovery of any cultural resources
near the project area.
The project site does not contain features such as springs, ponds, or elevated ground such as ridges
and knolls that could be considered archaeologically or historically sensitive. Human remains are not
known to exist at the project site.
Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The CCIC record search conducted for the proposed project indicated that no
historical resources have been recorded within the project area or a 0.25-mile radius. The
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proposed project is located on land that has been used for agricultural purposes for many
years and no historical resources are present. The construction and operation of the gas well
will not result in an alteration of or impact to any portion of Deadman Creek.
b) No Impact. As discussed in checklist question (a), no historical resources have been
identified at the project site.
c) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. The record search results indicate
that no known archaeological resources exist on the project site or within a 0.25-mile radius.
No previous site investigations have been conducted within the project area but one has been
conducted within a 0.25-mile radius of the project site. This investigation did not result in
recordation of any cultural resources. However, buried archaeological resources such as
prehistoric midden deposits, flaked and ground stone artifacts, bone, shell, and other cultural
materials could be uncovered during excavation, grading, and other construction-related
activities. Damage to significant buried archaeological resources would be minimized
through implementation of the following mitigation measure that would reduce this potential
impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure
MM-Cultural-1.

If potentially significant archaeological resources are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the proposed
project, all work within 100 feet of the resource shall stop until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary,
develop appropriate mitigation measures in consultation with Merced
County and other appropriate agencies and individuals. If significant
resources are discovered, a formal evaluation using CEQA criteria will be
conducted to determine if further study, test excavations, or data recovery
procedures are necessary.

d) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Deadman Creek is located to the
north of the project site. There are no construction-related activities for the project proposed
within 50 feet of the creek slope on the south side. The project site does not contain features
such as watercourses, springs, or ponds or elevated ground such as ridges and knolls that
could be considered archaeologically sensitive. Although this area is not a location that is
expected to contain archaeological resources, the possibility remains that resources could be
uncovered during site preparation and grading. Previously unknown, buried archaeological
resources could be damaged during excavation, grading, and other construction related
activities. Damage to significant buried archaeological resources would be minimized
through implementation of the MM-Cultural-1. Implementation of this mitigation measure
would reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level.
e) Less Than Significant Impact. Human remains are not known to exist at the project site. In
the event that human remains are discovered, all project-related construction shall cease
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within a 100-foot radius of the find. Pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code and Section 5097.94 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California, the
following shall occur:
In the event of the discovery of human remains during construction, there shall
be no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
suspected to overlie adjacent remains. The Merced County Coroner shall be
notified and shall make a determination as to whether the remains are Native
American. If the Coroner determines that the remains are not subject to his
authority, he/she shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission who
shall attempt to identify descendants of the deceased Native American. If no
satisfactory agreement can be reached as to the disposition of the remains
pursuant to this State law, then the landowner shall re-inter the human remains
and items associated with Native American burials on the property in a location
not subject to further subsurface disturbance.
The proposed project would follow these standard protocols in compliance with existing
regulations and, therefore, this impact is considered less than significant.
f) No Impact. The project site is not currently used in conjunction with any religious
ceremonies. For this reason, no impact to religious or sacred uses would occur.
g) No Impact. The project site was formed by the deposition of granitic soil materials derived
from the Sierra Nevada. This type of depositional environment generally does not present
favorable conditions for the discovery of paleontological resources. In this context, the
project would not result in impacts to paleontological resources or unique geologic features.
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6 - Geology and Soils
Where indicated, the appropriate Land Use
Suitability Rating(s) has (have) been checked.

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project expose people or structures
to potentially substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:
i)

Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent AlquistPriolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map
issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault?

ii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction
iii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
b) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
on-or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
collapse, or rockfall hazards?
c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in
ground subsidence?

d) Such as seiche, mudflow or volcanic hazard?
e)

Change topography or ground surface relief
features?

f)

Create, cut, or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or
higher than 10 feet?

g) Result in grading that affects or negates
subsurface sewage disposal systems?
h) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoil?
i)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property?

j)

Change deposition, siltation or erosion which
may modify the channel of a river or stream or
the bed of a lake?

k) Result in any increase in water erosion either
on- or off-site?
l)

Be impacted by or result in an increase in wind
erosion and blow sand, either on-or off-site?
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Checklist Evaluation

a.i) No Impact. The project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone.
According to the Fault Activity Map of California (Jennings 1994), the nearest faults to the
project site are the Bear Mountain Fault Zone and the Ortigalita Fault Zone, located
approximately 20 miles northeast and 44 miles southwest of the project site, respectively.
Other faults with historic displacement (activity within the last 200 years) are the Calaveras
and San Andreas faults, which are both located east of Merced County. The only fault
known in Merced County is the Ortigalita fault, located in the western quarter of Merced
County, dissecting the Coast Ranges in a northwesterly direction. This fault has not been
active in historic times. The distance from the nearest active fault precludes the possibility
of fault rupture on the project site. No impacts in this regard would occur.
a.ii) Less Than Significant Impact. Although no specific liquefaction hazard areas have been
identified in Merced County, the potential for liquefaction is recognized throughout the San
Joaquin Valley, where unconsolidated sediments and a high water table coincide. The
General Plan identifies that liquefaction hazards may exist in wetland areas, which extend
from the San Joaquin River west to the Southern Pacific Railroad and east toward State
Highways 99 and 59 south. The project is located within the identified liquefaction hazards
area. Project construction would comply with California Building Code seismic design
requirements for Seismic Zone 3. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.
a.iii) Less Than Significant Impact. All of California, including the project site, is subject to
earthquake risks. The project site is located within an area designated as ‘moderate severity,
moderate probable damage’ by the Merced County General Plan’s Maximum Expectable
Earthquake Intensity map.
Based on probabilistic seismic hazard assessment (PSHA) maps produced by the State, the
peak ground acceleration (PGA) for the project site, based on a 10-percent exceedance in 50
years, could range between 0.159 PGA to 0.218 PGA (USDA 2008a). This level of seismic
shaking is less than that of areas along the coast, which are expected to experience a much
higher PGA. The proposed project would comply with California seismic design
requirements, which would ensure that the project would not expose persons or property to
strong seismic ground shaking hazards. Impacts in this regard would therefore be less than
significant.
b)

No Impact. Slope failures, commonly referred to as landslides, include many

phenomena that involve the downslope displacement and movement of material, either
triggered by static (i.e., gravity) or dynamic (i.e., earthquake) forces. The topography of the
project site is level. The NRCS Web Soil Survey shows two soil types within the project site.
The majority of the site is underlain by Traver fine sandy loam, moderately saline-alkali, 0 to
1 percent slopes (ToA). Parent material is alluvium derived from granite, drainage class is
moderately well drained, and depth to restrictive feature is more than 80 inches. A small

Michael Brandman Associates

41

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

portion of the northern portion of the site is underlain by Traver fine sandy loam, strongly
saline-alkali, 0 to 1 percent slopes (TpA). Likewise, the soil located at the project site is
classified by the US Department of Agriculture also as a Traver fine sandy loam. Project site
soils are moderately well drained, have a moderate rutting hazard that is due to low strength,
are described as poor top soil, and have a K-factor value of 0.43. There are no known
unstable geologic units or soils (e.g., artificial fill) present on the project site. The project site
and surrounding parcels contain naturally flat relief, which precludes the possibility of
landslides onsite. The proposed project would also comply with Merced County standards
and code requirements including those pertaining to excavations, grading, and foundations.
No impacts in this regard would occur.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project area is located in the San Joaquin Valley, which
is a broad alluvial plain lying between the Sierra Nevada foothills and the Coastal Range.
The project site is situated on sandy soils originating from alluvial materials derived from
granite. Based on U.S. Geologic Survey topographic maps, the elevation of the project site is
approximately 127 feet above mean sea level (msl). The project site, including the gathering
line connection pipe, contains only traver fine sandy loam, which is not listed as hydric in the
Merced County Hydric Soils List (USDA 2008b).
Subsidence is the gradual lowering of the land surface due to loss or compaction of
underlying materials. To ensure that factors such as soil and geologic stability are taken into
consideration during project planning and design, Merced County has adopted by reference
the California Building Code, which sets appropriate standards for the design and siting of
buildings and structures. For this reason the possibility of ground subsidence and its resulting
impacts are considered to be less than significant.
d) No Impact. The project site is approximately 75 miles inland from the Pacific Ocean and no
large hills are located in the project vicinity. Consequently, inundation by tsunami or
mudflow is unlikely to occur and would not pose a significant hazard to the site. According
to Merced County’s General Plan, there is a potential for major earthquakes to trigger seiches
at several large lakes located in the County, specifically the San Luis Reservoir. It is unlikely
that a seiche wave from the San Luis Reservoir would reach the project site since it is more
than 25 miles away and the project site is not located in the San Luis Reservoir dam
inundation area. In light of these conditions, no impacts would result from a seiche, mudflow
or volcanic hazard.
e) No Impact. The project well site preparation and grading was previously performed with the
exploratory well activities. The project proposes trenching activities within the right of way
of the existing aggregate access road for installation of the gathering pipeline. The trench
will disturb approximately 125,000 cubic feet of soil from a temporary trench dug to the
dimensions of 10 feet wide, 5 feet deep and 2,500 feet long for installation of the gathering
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line. Only minimal topological relief exists onsite because agricultural practices, which often
level soil surfaces, have taken place on the project site for more than 50 years. As such, no
impact to topography or ground surface relief would occur.
f) No Impact. The proposed project would not create, cut, or fill slopes greater than 2:1 or
higher than 10 feet.
g) No Impact. There are no septic tanks or associated leach fields existing on the project site.
The project would not include any sewage creating facilities and would not be connected to
the existing disposal system. No impact would occur.
h) Less Than Significant Impact. Site preparation and grading have been performed at the
exploratory gas well site. Wind-blown soil erosion during project construction of converting
the exploratory gas well to a production gas well would be prevented through the use of water
trucks to stabilize soils. This impact is therefore considered to be less than significant.
i)

No Impact. Soils that are considered expansive contain significant amounts of clay
materials. Onsite soil is classified as a traver fine sandy loam that is moderately saline-alkali,
with a parent material of alluvium derived from granite. Onsite soil conditions preclude the
occurrence of soil expansion on the project site. Furthermore, the project is required to
adhere to the grading and foundation requirements of the California Buildings Standards
Code. As such, no impact is expected.

j) Less Than Significant Impact. No in-channel construction is proposed as part of the
project. The proposed project would disturb onsite soils during project construction
activities. Fugitive dust prevention and suppression would be required onsite to minimize the
offsite transport of dust during construction activities. Water production from gas extraction
activities will be collected onsite and then disposed of a pre-designated discharge site;
therefore, this impact is less than significant.
k) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would slightly alter
the drainage pattern of the project site by temporally disturbing the surface area of the gas
well extraction site and proposed gathering line during construction. Because construction of
the project would not affect more than one acre of land, Panther Energy will not be required
to prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to comply with Section 402 of
the Clean Water Act. Because the project will comply with all County development and
grading requirements, as required by law, this impact is considered less than significant.
l)

Less Than Significant Impact. The project would result in minor disturbance of the onsite
soil during trenching activities within the existing dirt access road for installation of the
gathering pipeline. Fugitive dust prevention and suppression would be required on the
project site. Compliance with SJVAPCD Regulation VIII would minimize the offsite
transport of dust during construction activities such that this impact would be less than
significant.
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7 - Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

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

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant
to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a
result, would it create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment?
e)

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Hazardous materials and waste regulations are implemented
by a number of government agencies including, but not limited to, the following:
• United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
• California Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Department of Toxic Substances

Control
• Regional Water Quality Control Board
• California Division of Industrial Safety
• California State Fire Marshal
• California Highway Patrol
• Merced County Sheriff’s Department
• Merced County Fire Department

Each of the aforementioned agencies has established regulations regarding the proper
transportation, handling, management, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials for
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specific operations and activities. The Merced County Department of Public Health, Division
of Environmental Health (Merced Environmental Health) regulates any hazardous material
stored on the site. A substance that exceeds the following threshold quantities will require
that a Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) be filed with Merced Environmental
Health:
• 55 gallons of liquid;
• 200 cubic feet of compressed gas; or
• 500 pounds of solid.
The proposed project is located at an existing exploratory well that was constructed and
operated in accordance with Resources Agency of California, Department of Conservation,
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) Permit No. P507-330. The
project proposes to convert the existing exploratory well to a production well after the
installation of appropriate equipment and County approval of the Administrative Permit. The
project does not propose the use of septic tank facilities. Methanol may be used onsite if
necessary for extraction operation activities; in the event methanol is required, it will be
stored in accordance with Merced County Department of Environmental Heath requirements
and regulations. Likewise, all hazardous materials will be stored according to applicable
federal, state and local regulations and Material Safety Data Sheets will be posted onsite.
Waste materials will be managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local
requirements. Adherence to the aforementioned requirements and procedures will avoid
and/or minimize potential impacts to the public or the environment.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. As previously indicated, the project would involve the
minor transport and use of hazardous materials including fuels, oils, lubricants, hydraulic
fluids and solvents used during construction and operation at the well location. The
following procedures will be implemented to avoid and/or minimize potential hazards to the
public:
1) All hazardous materials such as diesel fuel shall be stored according to applicable
federal, state and local regulations and Material Safety Data Sheets shall be posted
onsite. Waste materials will be managed in accordance with applicable federal, state
and local requirements. Training will be provided to all personnel involved in
handling of hazardous materials/waste.
2) Requirements for well casing design and blowout prevention equipment are
regulated by the California State Department of Conservation’s Division of Gas
& Geothermal Resources (DOGGR), whose engineers will be present for
required tests and other operations.
3) Fluid disposal will follow RWQCB regulations.
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4) If project development uncovers any previously unknown oil, gas, or injection
wells, DOGGR will be notified. If unrecorded wells are uncovered during
excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may be required.
The use of these substances is not expected to create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through a reasonably foreseeable upset or accident. As a result, this impact is
considered less than significant.
c) No Impact. No schools are located within one-quarter mile of the project site. The Merced
Juvenile Justice Correctional Complex is located approximately 1.0 mile to the east. Based
on the passive nature of the project, it is reasonable to conclude that the project would not
emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances that
would have the potential to affect the nearby correctional facility. No impacts are
anticipated.
d) No Impact. Pursuant to CEQA, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control
(DTSC) maintains a Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (Cortese List). As part of
the Cortese list, DTSC also tracks “Calsites,” which are mitigation or Brownfield sites that
are subject to Annual Workplans and/or are listed as Backlog sites, confirmed release sites
that are not currently being worked on by DTSC. The project site is not included in the
DTSC Cortese List and the closest listed site is the Castle Air Force Base, which is more than
12 miles to the north. Furthermore, a Hazardous Waste and Substances Statement (Appendix
C) indicates that the site is not included on a list of hazardous materials sites pursuant to
Government Code Section 65962.5. No impacts would therefore occur.
e) No Impact. The project would convert an exploratory gas well to a production gas well that
would adhere to all emergency access requirements of Merced County. The project would
not impair or alter the implementation of an adopted emergency response plan, as they would
not create an obstruction to surrounding roadways or other access routes used by emergency
response units. No impact in this regard would occur.

Michael Brandman Associates

46

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

7-1 - Airports

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Result in an inconsistency with the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan?

b) Require review by the Airport Land Use
Commission?
c)

For a project located within an airport area of
influence boundary, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working
in the project area?

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The nearest public airport to the proposed project is the Merced Municipal
Airport – Macready Field located approximately 6.6 miles to the northeast from the project
site. The distance to the airport places the project site outside of the boundaries of the Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan. No impact would occur.
b) No Impact. As provided in checklist question (a), the proposed project is outside of the
boundaries of an airport land use plan. No impact would occur.
c) No Impact. As provided in checklist question (a), the proposed project is outside of the
boundaries of an airport land use plan. No impact would occur.
d) No Impact. There are no known private airstrips within a 1-mile radius of the project site.
Because of the distance from a private airstrip to the project site, no safety hazards to people
working at project site would occur.
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7-2 - Hazardous Fire Area

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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?

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not expose people or structures to a
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, because there are no
wildlands surrounding the project site. The project site currently consists of the exploratory
gas well, agricultural and dairy farming operations, and rural residential land uses.
Undeveloped portions of the project site consist of row crops or tilled land based upon the
season and time of year. Surrounding land uses consist of agricultural land uses, poultry
farming operations, as well as rural residences. The General Plan identifies that irrigated
agricultural land is less susceptible to wildland fires than other agricultural uses, such as
grazing. Map 16, titled “Fire Hazard Severity Zones,” of the General Plan shows the project
site as being located in a Local Response Area (LRA). LRA designation denotes areas
serviced by Merced County Fire Department in which fire hazards are reduced because of fire
prevention measures. In summary, risk of wildland fire is low and this impact would be less
than significant.
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8 - Hydrology and Water Quality

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit
in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land
uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?
c)

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

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern
of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or
substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner that would result in
flooding on- or off-site?
e)

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

f)

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Wastewater would be produced as a result of the project
extraction activities; however, all water generated from extraction will be captured onsite and
be transported by truck to the nearest Class II water disposal well for disposal. As such, the
proposed project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements. Impacts would therefore be less than significant.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project will not degrade groundwater quality or
interfere with groundwater recharge, or deplete groundwater resources in a manner that will
cause water-related hazards such as subsidence. In compliance with California, Department
of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources requirements, a surface
casing from the exploratory well is cemented in place. Casing is used to prevent blowouts
and also protects shallower groundwater aquifers. There are additional regulations that
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specify that the base of fresh water must be protected with cemented casing to prevent any
contamination. DOGGR engineers have already reviewed the drilling and completion
operations during the installation of the exploratory well to ensure compliance with these
requirements. During the initial (first 30 days) de-watering stages of gas production,
approximately 2,000 gallons of water as a bi-product of gas extraction and approximately 100
gallons of water would thereafter be extracted. All extracted water will be re-injected at an
approved Class II water disposal well within the region; therefore, the impact would be less
than significant.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project site including the location of the
gathering line will be located within previously disturbed areas. The project would not
change the surface characteristics of the project site, resulting in no net increase in
stormwater runoff; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project will not alter the current drainage pattern of the
site or area in a manner that will promote flooding, erosion or siltation either on- or offsite.
The project will maintain existing drainage patterns. Furthermore, all trenched areas will be
graded to match pre-construction contours.
e) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed above, all project-generated water will be
collected onsite and injected at the nearest offsite Class II water disposal well. In addition, no
changes to stormwater runoff patterns on the project site or the surrounding areas would
occur; therefore this is a less than significant impact.
f) No Impact. Based on the discussions provided in the preceding checklist questions, the
project does not include any actions that are expected to substantially degrade water quality
and no impact is expected.
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8-1 - Floodplains
Degree of Suitability in 100-Year Floodplains.
Would the project::

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Change absorption rates or the rate and amount
of surface runoff?

b) Expose people or structures to a significant risk
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a
levee or dam (Dam Inundation Area)?
c)

Change the amount of surface water in any
water body?

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

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not increase
impermeable surfaces across the site; therefore, the absorption rates over the project site will
remain the same. This design feature will insure that this impact is less than significant.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. According to the Merced County General Plan, Safety
Section, “virtually no urban area in the County is free from flooding in the event of a dam
failure” and, according to the Potential Dam Failure Inundation Areas Map 12b in the plan,
the project site is within Los Banos Reservoir inundation area (Merced County General Plan
2003). However, because of the project site’s distance from the dam Los Banos Reservoir
(24.5 miles) and the low probability of failure, impacts are considered less than significant.
c) No Impact. The project would not discharge water into any nearby water bodies, including
Deadman Creek, and no impacts would result.
d) No Impact. No housing would be created as a result of the project; thus the project would
not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death due to flooding.
e) No Impact. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) provides information on
flood hazard and frequency for cities and counties on its Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).
FIRM No. 06047C0400G, Panel 400 of 1225, identifies the flood hazard potential for the
project area (FEMA 2008). The project site includes areas designated as Zone X, which are
located outside of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains. The project area is not within a
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100-year flood hazard and therefore, the project would not place structures within a 100-year
flood hazard area, which would impede or redirect flood flows.
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9 - Land Use and Planning
Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Physically divide an established community?

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local
coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
c)

Affect land use within a city sphere of
influence and/or within adjacent city or county
boundaries?

d) Result in a substantial alteration of the present
or planned land use of an area?
e)

Be consistent with the site’s existing or
proposed zoning or planned land use of an
area?

f)

Be compatible with existing surrounding
zoning?

g) Be compatible with existing and planned
surrounding land uses?

Merced County’s General Plan designates the land use of the project site and a majority of the
surrounding area as Agricultural. Zoning of the project site is, similarly, (A-1) General Agriculture.
Although the location of the project well site is situated in an agricultural field, the dairy and poultry
farming operations adjacent to the surrounding agricultural field are considered an intensive use by
the General Plan. The term ‘intensive’ is defined by the General Plan as land uses which involve
buildings and activities which may generate employment, traffic, noise, odors, smoke or other
impacts. The impacts from intensive use facilities varies tremendously depending on certain factors,
including the amount of building coverage, number of employees and vehicle trips generated, noise
and odor generation, drainage methods and other characteristics of intensity. While some of these
facilities are clustered along major roads and highways, other facilities do not approach a
concentration that creates an intense environment that could be defined as urban in character. The
project site is not located in a characteristically urban area and would not produce odors or smoke.
Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The project site consists of an existing exploratory gas well and agricultural and
farming operations. The site is located in a rural, unincorporated area of Merced County,
approximately 8.5 miles southwest of the City of Merced. Land uses in the immediate project
vicinity are characteristic of rural portions of the central San Joaquin Valley and
unincorporated sections of Merced County. Irrigated row crops, farming operations, grazing
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lands, various agriculture-related structures, and scattered rural residences dominate the areas
adjacent to the project.
Conversion of the existing exploratory gas well to a production gas well would not convert
undeveloped land and would be consistent with the land use and zoning designations for the
project site. Scattered rural residences exist near the project site; however, the proposed
development would not disrupt or divide an established community and no impact would
occur.
b) No Impact. Conversion of the existing exploratory gas well to a production gas well would
lend further support to the agricultural industry and is specifically identified as being
consistent with surrounding rural agricultural uses. The County’s Official Zoning Map
classifies the project site as A-1 (General Agriculture). Land uses in the immediate project
vicinity are characteristic of rural portions of the central San Joaquin Valley and
unincorporated sections of Merced County. Irrigated agricultural and farming operations,
various agriculture-related structures, and scattered rural residences dominate the land
surrounding the project site (Table 6).
Table 6: Land Uses and Designations of the Project Site and Surrounding Areas
Direction from
Project Site

Existing Land Use

General Plan
Designation

Zoning Designation

Project Site

Exploratory Natural Gas Well

Agriculture

A-1 (General Agriculture)

North

Deadman Creek, and Row
Crops

Agriculture

A-1 (General Agriculture)

South

Row Crops

Agriculture

A-1 (General Agriculture)

East

Dairy Farm

Agriculture

A-1 (General Agriculture)

West

Poultry Farm

Agriculture

A-1 (General Agriculture)

The Merced County General Plan governs land use activities in unincorporated portions of
Merced County (Merced County 2003). General Plan policies most relevant to the proposed
project are contained in the Land Use and Agriculture Elements. The Land Use Element
contains land use planning designations and describes the allowable uses for each
designation. The “Agricultural” land use designation recognizes the value and importance of
agriculture by acting to preclude incompatible urban development within agricultural areas.
This designation establishes agriculture as the primary use but allows dwelling units, limited
agriculture-related commercial services, agriculture-related light industrial uses, and other
uses that, by their unique nature, are not compatible with urban uses, provided they do not
conflict with the primary use.
According to the County’s Zoning Ordinance, the purpose of the General Agriculture (A-1)
Zone is to allow for areas with more intensive farming operations, dependent on higher
quality soils, water availability and relatively flat topography, and agricultural commercial
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and/or industrial uses, dependent on proximity to urban areas or location in sparsely
populated low traffic areas. As such, the conversion of the exploratory well to an extraction
well will not prevent or conflict with the primary use of the land and is consistent with the
county’s Zoning Ordinance.
Based on this finding, the project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for the purpose
of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect and no impact would occur.
c) No Impact. The project is located in an unincorporated area of Merced County and is not
located adjacent to a city or the County boundary. No impact would occur.
d) No Impact. The proposed project is consistent with the existing land use and zoning
designations as discussed under impact b). No change to the existing land use designation or
zoning is included in the project. As such, the project would not result in a substantial
alteration of the present or planned land use of the site or its surroundings. No impact would
occur.
e) No Impact. As described above, the proposed project is consistent with the County’s
General Plan and zoning ordinance. No land use or zone change is requested as part of the
project. No impact in this regard would occur.
f) No Impact. As described above, the project is consistent with the County’s General
Agricultural zoning designation and would not adversely affect adjacent agricultural
activities; therefore, no impact would occur.
g) No Impact. As described above, the proposed project is compatible with the adjacent
agricultural land uses. As such, the conversion of the exploratory well to an extraction well
will not prevent or conflict with the primary use of the land and is compatible with the
surrounding land use activities. No impacts in terms of compatibility with adjacent land uses
would occur.
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10 - Mineral Resources
Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan
or other land use plan?
c)

Be an incompatible land use located adjacent to
a State classified or designated area or existing
surface mine?

d) Expose people or property to hazards from
proposed, existing or abandoned quarries or
mines?

The California Geological Survey (CGS) classifies the regional significance of mineral resources in
accordance with the California Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA). Mineral
Resource Zones (MRZ) have been designated to indicate the significance of mineral deposits. The
MRZ categories are as follows:
• MRZ-1: Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are

present or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence.
• MRZ-2: Areas where adequate information indicates significant mineral deposits are present,

or where it is judged that a high likelihood exists for their presence.
• MRZ-3: Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated

from available data.
• MRZ-4: Areas where available information is inadequate for assignment to any other MRZ.

The general project area serves as an important regional source of natural gas. Natural gas facilities
and transmission pipelines are located throughout the general project area.
Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. Sand and gravel is the most valuable mineral resource mined in Merced County.
According to Map 21 of the Open Space and Conservation Chapter of the Merced County
General Plan the project site is not located within sand and gravel resource area. No impacts
in this regard would occur.
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b) No Impact. No mineral extraction activities exist on the project site and mineral extraction is
not included in project designs. The project site is not designated as a locally important
mineral resource recovery site. No impacts in this regard would occur.
c) No Impact. The proposed project would not be situated adjacent to a State classified or
designated area or existing surface mine. No impacts in this regard would occur.
d) No Impact. No proposed, existing, or abandoned mines exist on the project site or
immediate vicinity. No impacts in this regard would occur.

Michael Brandman Associates

57

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

11 - Noise
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a)

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

Railroad Noise?

d) Highway Noise?
e)

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

f)

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

g) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance, or
applicable standards of other agencies?
h) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive ground borne vibration or ground
borne noise levels?

A variety of noise sources exist throughout Merced County. Mobile noise sources that produce a
major effect on the ambient noise environment include automobile traffic, aircraft over flights, train
movements and industrial/agricultural activities. The primary noise source in the project area is
automotive traffic along the streets and highway network. A number of stationary sources also
generate noise on a regular basis, including gravel, agricultural activities and construction-related
activities.
Merced County has established noise compatibility standards for residential and non-residential land
uses in the Noise Element of the Merced County Year 2000 General Plan (Merced County 2000).
The General Plan establishes acceptable interior and exterior residential noise levels from roadway,
rail, and air traffic and acceptable daytime and nighttime noise levels from other sources. The County
has adopted a sound level limitation in Section 10.60.030 of Chapter 10 of the Merced County Code
that restricts the sound level when measured at or within the property line of the receiving property
(Merced County 2000) (Table 7). This ordinance does not apply to noise from construction activity,
provided that all construction in or adjacent to urban areas is limited to between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. and
all construction equipment is properly muffled and maintained.
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Table 7: Merced County Ordinance Sound Level Limitations
Residential Property

Non-Residential Property

Daytime (7 a.m. - 10 p.m.)
Not to exceed background sound level by 10 dBA
Nighttime (10 p.m. - 7 a.m.)
Not to exceed background sound level by 5 dBA
If the background sound level cannot be determined:

65 dBA DNL or 75 dBA Lmax

70 dBA DNL or 80 dBA Lmax

Source: Merced County 2004.
dBA- Noise levels that are from an A-weighted noise-monitoring equipment are indicated by (dBA).
DNL- The daily average noise metric in which noise occurring between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. is penalized by 10 db. DNL
is often expressed as annual average noise levels
Lmax- The highest A-weighted sound level occurring during a noise event.

The proposed project is not considered a noise sensitive land use. According to the Noise Element of
the Merced County Year 2000 General Plan, the project site is not located in a noise-impacted area
and is not identified as a Major Noise Source.
Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The project is not located within an airport area of influence boundary. The
nearest airport to the project site is the Merced Municipal Airport-Macready Field, which is
located approximately six miles 6.6 miles to the northeast. This distance places the project
outside of the boundaries of the airport land use plan and precludes exposure to excessive
aviation noise levels. No impact would occur.
b) No Impact. The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip. No impact
would occur. Flying M Ranch is 5.1 miles northeast of the project boundary.
c) No Impact. The nearest railroad is approximately 8.6 miles to the northeast. Distance from
the project site to the tracks precludes impacts occurring from railroad noise. No impact
would occur.
d) No Impact. The project site is located more than 8.7 miles southwest of State Route 99 and
well outside of both the 65 and 60 dBA noise contour. Therefore, no impact would occur
e) Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County General Plan identifies that the
production of noise is an inherent part of many industrial, commercial and agricultural
activities. Noise levels with such activities are controlled by Federal and State employee
health and safety regulations (OSHA and Cal-OSHA), but exterior noise levels have the
potential to exceed locally acceptable standards at noise sensitive land uses (Merced County
2000).
The project’s potential to substantially increase ambient noise levels at nearby properties is
evaluated in context of the term “substantial.” The term “substantial” is not defined in the
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CEQA Guidelines. However, research into the human perception of sound level increases
indicates the following:
• A 1 dBA or less increase is difficult to perceive.
• A 3 dBA increase is just perceptible.
• A 5 dBA increase is clearly perceptible.
• A 10 dBA increase is perceived a being twice as loud.

Therefore, under typical outdoor ambient conditions, where constantly varying noise levels
are occurring over time, people typically cannot clearly perceive increases in ambient noise
levels until they reach approximately +3 dBA. Therefore, a 3 dBA increase is generally
accepted as the threshold beyond which increases to local ambient noise levels resulting from
projects are considered “substantial.”
In light of the sound level perception thresholds and noise standards described above,
potentially significant increase in ambient noise levels would occur if:
• noise generated by the project would increase outdoor noise levels by 3 dBA or more,

and if outdoor noise levels at that location would exceed the County’s noise standards.
The project would add a 2 phase separator for extraction activities that would be the only
source of operational noise. The project proposes the use of a VPSS Grade II separator or
similar device. According to Armstrong Pump & Service Company, a supplier of such
equipment, the Grade II rating signifies a commercial noise attenuation (25 to 35 dB). The
incremental noise increase from operation of the proposed new equipment to be installed with
the project site is expected to be less than 2 dBA. Noise levels from operation of this
equipment are expected to be constant over a 24-hour time period as the equipment operates
continually in a steady state mode. There is no difference in the noise levels of the operating
equipment during the daytime or nighttime.
Objective 2.D of the General Plan protects authorized noise generating facilities in
Agricultural designated areas by inhibiting the encroachment of new incompatible noise
sensitive land uses. Nearby noise sensitive land uses include rural residential units located
0.62 miles south of the project site. Since perceptible ambient noise levels are not expected
to increase more than 2 dB, these residences would not be impacted. In summary, given the
existing noise environment created by current agricultural activities in the area, noise levels
are not anticipated to increase beyond a perceptible level. Furthermore, the additional noise
would not cause operations to exceed the County’s maximum permissible sound level of 70
dBA Ldn or 80 dBA Ldn max. Therefore, these perceptible increases in ambient noise are
considered less than significant.
f) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Construction of the project could
generate noise, depending on the particular phase of building construction and the noisegenerating equipment used during construction. The proposed project will result in short
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term noise impacts. Site preparation activities are expected to use the following types of
equipment: truck-mounted crane, pumps, pneumatic tools, loaders, and a variety of
miscellaneous equipment, including welding equipment. The number and type of equipment
used during the project activities will vary from day to day.
The U.S. EPA has found that the noisiest equipment types operating at construction sites
typically range from 88 dBA to 101 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Table 8 lists noise levels
typically generated by construction equipment.
Table 8: Noise Levels Generated By Construction Equipment
Type of Equipment

Typical Sound Level
(dBA at 50 feet)

Pump

76

Generator

76

Air Compressor

81

Concrete (Mixer)

85

Pneumatic tools

85

Backhoe

85

Excavator

86

Dozer

87

Front-end loader

88

Dump truck

88

Jack Hammer

88

Scraper

88

Pavers

89

Pile Driver

101

Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 1974; Noise Control for Building and Manufacturing Plants, BBN
Layman Miller Lecture Notes 1987.

The closest sensitive receptor(s) to the project site is a rural agricultural residence located
0.62 miles south of the project site. Given that certain pieces of construction equipment can
generate noise levels of 85 dBA or louder at a distance of 50 feet, project-related construction
activities would temporarily raise ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. Compliance
with the Merced County Noise Regulations and implementation of the following mitigation
measure would reduce this impact to a less than significant level.
Mitigation Measure
MM-Noise-1.
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• Construction activities shall be limited to between 7 a.m. and 6

p.m., Monday through Saturday, to avoid noise-sensitive hours of
the day. Construction activities shall be prohibited on Sundays
and holidays.
• Construction staging and heavy equipment maintenance activities
shall be performed a minimum distance of 300 feet from the
nearest residence, unless safety or technical feasibility takes
precedence, which will be determined by the Construction Site
Manager.
• Construction equipment noise shall be minimized by muffling and
shielding intakes and exhaust on construction equipment (in
accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications) and by
shrouding or shielding impact tools.
• Construction contractors shall locate fixed construction equipment
(such as compressors and generators) and construction staging
areas as far as possible from nearby residences. Stationary
combustion equipment such as pumps or generators operating
within 300 feet of the nearest residence shall be shielded with a
noise protection barrier.
g) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed under impact area e), noise levels associated
with the project would not exceed standards established in the Merced County General Plan
or Noise Ordinance. The project would not exceed applicable noise level standards and
impacts would be considered less than significant.
h) Less Than Significant Impact. The metric for measuring groundborne noise and vibration
is peak ground velocity (measured in inches per second). The commonly accepted perception
threshold for ground vibration is 0.01 inches per second. During the site preparation and
construction phase, which includes site excavation activities, groundborne vibration and
groundborne noise may occur. However, these excavation activities do not include activities
known to induce strong vibration effects, such as those produced by tunneling or blasting.
Furthermore, the site has already been graded in preparation for the exploratory well,
minimizing future excavation activities. Therefore, site preparation and construction-related
vibration levels are expected to be well below the 0.01 inches per second perception threshold
at nearby properties.
Once the site preparation and construction phase are complete, these activities would cease.
As such, less than significant impacts related to groundborne vibration and noise would result
during the short-term construction period and no impact would result during the long-term
operation of the project.
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12 - Population and Housing

Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

b) Create a demand for additional housing,
particularly housing affordable to households
earning 80% or less of the County’s median
income?
c)

Affect a County Redevelopment Project Area?

d) Cumulatively exceed official regional or local
population projections?
e)

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. No dwelling units are located on the project site; however there are residential
structures located 0.62 mile south of the site that will not be altered as a result of project
implementation. Therefore, no project-level impacts to existing housing would result from
project implementation.
b) No Impact. Construction of the proposed well would not create a demand for additional
housing. Therefore, no project-level impacts to existing housing would result from project
implementation.
c) No Impact. The proposed project is not in a County Redevelopment Project Area. No
impact would occur.
d) No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not induce substantial new
population growth in the area. No impact would occur.
e) No Impact. Construction of the proposed well would not result in population growth. In
addition, there are no offsite improvements associated with the project that would result in
population growth. Therefore, implementation of the project would not result in any projectlevel impacts related to substantial population growth during the short-term construction
phase or long-term project operation.

Michael Brandman Associates

63

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

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

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Fire Services?

b) Sheriff Services?
c)

Schools?

d) Libraries?
e)

Health Services?

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Fire Department provides fire
suppression and recovery and fire law and code enforcement services for the project area.
Merced Fire Station Number 61, located at 299 So. Gurr Road in Atwater (approximately 5.7
miles to the north) serves the project area. Response times to the project area range from 5 to
8 minutes. Onsite fire protection infrastructure includes a water storage tank that could be
used in the event of fire. As such, a increase in demand for fire services is not expected to
result; calls for service would cause only temporary effects, and impacts would not result in a
notable increase in fire risk and service demand for the area.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. Law enforcement services for the project area are provided
by the Merced County Sheriff’s Department. The nearest Sheriff’s Community Law
Enforcement Office is located at 6600 Winton Way in Winton, California, approximately
13.5 miles northwest of the project site. Although the type of use proposed does not
specifically create an environment generally associated with unlawful activities requiring law
enforcement services, the project could have an effect upon local sheriff protection services
in the event that such services would be required. This effect would be minor and temporary
in nature, and therefore impacts concerning law enforcement are considered less than
significant.
c) No Impact. The proposed project is located within the boundaries of the Merced Unified
School District; however, no housing units that have the potential to generate school-age
children are proposed. Therefore, the proposed project would not directly create an increased
number of school age children for the Merced Unified School District. Agricultural support
service projects that do not include the development of residential units (such as this one) are
not required to provide education development fees to the County. Likewise, the jobs that
will be provided as a result of the project will be filled with local residents. No impacts
would occur.
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d) No Impact. The nearest branch of the Merced County Library System is located 9.1 miles
northeast of the project site. No dwelling units are included in the proposed project; as a
result, no substantial physical impacts associated with the provision of new library services
would result.
e) Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Fire Department provides first
responder level Emergency Medical Services, including rescue and extrication, as well as
control and mitigation of hazardous materials emergency incidents for the project area. The
fire stations are staffed 24 hours a day by a full-time Fire Captain or Fire Apparatus Engineer
and emergency response is augmented with over 325 Paid Call Firefighters ( PCFs)
(volunteers). These PCFs are organized into engine companies by the station’s response area
within which they reside. Station response areas vary from 16 to 325 square miles and the
service area of the Department is over 2,000 square miles. The proposed project is located
approximately 5.7 miles from the nearest Fire Station (Station 61), at 299 So. Gurr Road in
Atwater. Mercy Hospital, located at 301 East 13th Street in the City of Merced is the closest
medical facility, approximately 12 miles east from the project site. Likewise, the jobs that
will be provided as a result of the project will be filled with local residents. The employees to
project work force do not represent a substantial increase in respect to the currently available
health services and this impact is therefore less than significant.
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14 - Recreation
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a)

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The project site is privately owned and used for gas production and
agriculture and does not currently provide recreational activities to the public.
The proposed project will not require the use of recreational resources and will not create the
need for new recreational facilities.
b) No Impact. The project does not include a recreational component. In addition, because the
project does not propose any residential development, parkland dedication or in-lieu fees in
conformance with the Quimby Act will not be required. Refer to Response a), above, for a
discussion on the need for expanded recreational facilities. Therefore, because the project
does not propose recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities, no project-level recreational facility-related impacts to the environment
would occur.
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15 - Transportation/Traffic
Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

b) Result in inadequate parking capacity?
c)

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

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

Alter waterborne, rail, or air traffic?

f)

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

g) Cause an effect upon, or a need for new or
altered maintenance of roads?
h) Cause an effect upon circulation during the
project’s construction?
i)

Result in inadequate emergency access or
access to nearby uses?

j)

Conflict with adopted policies supporting
alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts,
bicycle racks?)

Consideration of potential transportation and circulation impacts that may result from the project
primarily involves determining whether a net change would occur from service truck and employee
traffic trips related to the facility operations.
A network of interstate and state highways and local roads is present in the region. The ability of that
network to accommodate existing traffic demands depends on the specific location considered. The
roadways surrounding the project site include:
• Gurr Road - Rural two lane connector
• Sandy Mush Road - Rural two connector
• Los Banos Highway – Rural two lane highway
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Projected Trip Generation
Construction (Short-term)

Construction of the proposed natural gas production well would take approximately one month It is
expected that the workforce required would be drawn from local or regional labor pools. The average
construction workforce would be approximately 10 persons. The peak construction workforce is
expected to be approximately 15 persons. Assuming that there would be no ride sharing, the project
would generate approximately 15 round trips per day for worker vehicles during the peak
construction period. In addition to worker vehicles, there would be increased truck traffic for delivery
of construction material, facility equipment and pipeline materials. The following trips are expected:
• 1 Flat Bed Truck – 1 trip to and from the site
• 1 Welding Truck – 2 trips per day for 5 days
• 2 to 3 Field/Supervisor Pick-up Trucks – 2 trips per day for 5 days
• 1 Water Truck – 2 trips per week for the first 30 days, approximately 8 trips

Following the installation phase, traffic trips to the site would be reduced considerably. A field
technician in charge of observing the well operation and production facilities would visit the site once
a day in a pick-up truck. The previously discussed separated water would be removed by a water
truck that would make an average of two trips per week for the first 30 days. As mentioned, the
amount of extracted water will be significantly less after the first 30 days of well operation; therefore,
water truck trips would only be required once a month. The field technician and water truck trips
would occur throughout the operational life of the well. Given the limited amount of trips per day
estimated during the peak construction, there will not be a significant contribution to local traffic
operations. Construction would typically be scheduled between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through
Friday.
Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant Impact. The project itself will only generate one trip per day for
supervision of extraction activities and one truck trip a month for water removal; therefore,
the project will generate an insignificant amount of trips and direct project traffic impacts
would occur. Because possible traffic increases would be negligible in comparison to
existing traffic volumes and the capacity on the roadways providing access for the site, this
traffic impact would be less than significant.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The well site will have adequate parking for workers and
equipment required for well construction and operation; therefore, this is a less than
significant impact.
c) Less Than Significant Impact. The Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG)
is a Joint Powers Authority consisting of Merced County and the six incorporated cities of
Atwater, Dos Palos, Gustine, Livingston, Los Banos, and Merced. MCAG is Merced
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County’s designated Regional Transportation Planning Agency, responsible for preparing and
administering state and federal transportation plans for Merced County.
The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) specifies the policies, projects, and programs
necessary over a 25-year period to maintain, manage, and improve the region’s transportation
systems (Merced County Association of Governments 2004). The RTP is required to be
developed pursuant to California Government Code Section 65080 et seq., of Chapter 2.5 and
the U.S. Code, Title 23, Sections 134 and 135 et seq. The RTP provides a comprehensive
long-range view of transportation needs and opportunities for Merced County. It establishes
goals and objectives for the future system and identifies the actions necessary to achieve
these goals. Finally, it describes a funding strategy and options for implementing the actions.
The RTP is required to balance priorities with expected funding.
The 2004 RTP and associated EIR identified Scenario C-2 as the preferred scenario for
regional transportation development (MCAG 2004a and b). This scenario assumed that
development and growth would continue corresponding to existing general plans. Therefore,
given that the project is consistent with the site’s existing land use and zoning, the project is
not expected to result in cumulative traffic impacts and/or conflict with the RTP.
d) No Impact. Air traffic patterns would not be affected by development of the proposed
project.
e) No Impact. The project is not located near a navigable waterway, rail line or highway and
therefore would have no impact on waterborne or railway traffic.
f) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not propose to alter existing
roadway designs within the project area; as such, the existing roadway system has been
designed in accordance with Merced County roadway standards to avoid roadway hazards
and other traffic-related hazardous features. Impacts in this regard are considered to be less
than significant.
g) No Impact. As stated above, the project itself would only generate an incremental number of
trips to or from the project site, and therefore, no direct project traffic impacts would occur.
In this context, implementation of the project would not result in project-related impacts to
roadways.
h) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project does not propose to alter the existing
roadways and would not require lane closures. For this reason, project construction is not
expected to significantly affect roadway circulation.
i)

No Impact. Continued operation of the facility would not change access for emergency
vehicles or access to nearby uses. No facilities are proposed as part of the project that would
change emergency access to the project site or that would affect access to nearby uses.
Because no changes in emergency access or access to nearby uses would occur as a result of
the project, there would be no impacts associated with emergency vehicle access.
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j) No Impact. No new facilities are proposed that would increase hazards or create barriers for
pedestrians or bicyclists. Because the project would not affect pedestrian or bicycle facilities,
or the potential hazards of using such facilities, there would be no impacts associated with
pedestrian and bicycle hazards.
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16 - Utilities and Service Systems
Would the project:

a)

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

b) Require or result in the construction of new
wastewater treatment facilities, including septic
systems, or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which would cause significant
environmental effects?
c)

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

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

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

f)

Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid wastes
(including the CIWMP (County Integrated
Waste Management Plan)?

g) Electricity?
h) Natural gas?
i)

Communications systems?

j)

Storm water drainage?

k) Street lighting?
l)

Maintenance of public facilities, including
roads?

m) Conflict with adopted energy conservation
plans?

Checklist Evaluation

a) No Impact. The proposed project would not cause an increase in the amount of water used
by the parcel and would not require or result in the construction of new water treatment
facilities or expansions of existing facilities. No impact would occur.
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b) No Impact. As discussed under impact a), the proposed project would not cause an increase
in water usage. As such, the amount of wastewater produced by the facility would not
increase as a result of project implementation. Well construction would not increase
wastewater production and would therefore not require or result in the construction or
expansion of wastewater treatment facilities.
c) No Impact. The project does not propose connection to an existing sanitary sewer collection
and treatment system.
d) No Impact. The project would not require water. No new entitlements would be required.
Refer to the Hydrology and Water Quality Section for further discussion regarding water
supply. No impact is expected to occur.
e) No Impact. Implementation of the proposed project would not increase the amount of solid
waste produced from the parcel. Since no demolition is required prior to building the
proposed well, construction waste is expected to be minimal. Solid waste disposal would be
conducted according to an approved schedule to assure compliance with all federal, state and
local statues and to address any conditions of approval. No impact to solid waste disposal
systems or to regulatory compliance is expected.
f) Less Than Significant Impact. Solid waste disposal must follow the requirements of the
contracted waste hauler, which must adhere to federal, state, and local statutes and
regulations related to the collection of solid waste. The proposed project would comply with
all State and local waste diversion requirements including the Merced County Solid Waste
Management Plan and Merced County Code 18.44 regarding trash and recycling areas. As
reported by the CIWMB, Merced County’s 2006 diversion rate was 70 percent, which is well
above the state goal of 50 percent. For these reason, the impact is considered less than
significant.
g) No Impact. Electricity is provided to the project region by PG&E. However, the project
would not require electricity to operate. The project will not effect service capacities or
require new or expanded facilities. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant
impact related to the provision of energy services. No impacts in this regard would occur.
h) No Impact. The project is a natural gas extraction well and as such will be providing gas a
resource to the region. The project does not include consumption or production of natural
gas. No impacts in this regard would occur.
i)

No Impact. The project would not require communication facilities to operate.

j) No Impact. Construction of the well and gathering line will not change the project site’s
impervious surface; therefore, no impact would occur.
k) No Impact. As previously discussed under the Aesthetics Section, the well site will not have
any exterior lighting. No impact would occur.
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No Impact. As discussed in the Transportation Section, the project is not expected to
significantly contribute to traffic on public roads. Project implementation is not expected to
require construction or increased maintenance of any public facilities. As such, no impact to
public roads or other public facilities is expected.

m) No Impact. The project would not conflict with existing Merced County energy
conservation plans and regulations. As such, no conflicts with adopted energy plans are
expected to occur.

Michael Brandman Associates

73

County of Merced - Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project
Initial Study

Environmental Checklist and Discussion of
Environmental Evaluation

17 - Mandatory Findings of Significance
Potentially
Significant
Impact

a)

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

b) Does the project have the potential to achieve
short-term environmental goals, to the
disadvantage of long-term environmental
goals? (A short-term impact on the
environment is one, which occurs in a
relatively brief, definitive period of time while
long-term impacts will endure well into the
future.)
c)

Does the project have impacts, which are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects as
defined in California Code of Regulations,
Section 15130)?

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

Checklist Evaluation

a) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the preceding
sections, with the implementation of mitigation measures included in this IS, the project does
not have the potential to significantly degrade the quality of the environment, including
effects on animals or plants, or to eliminate historic or prehistoric resources.
b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would maximize both short-term and long-term
resource use goals by allowing for construction of a gas well, which is consistent with the
existing land use and zoning. Based on these project characteristics, this impact is considered
less than significant.
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c) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. As discussed in the previous
sections, impacts resulting from construction or implementation of the project would be
reduced to a less than significant level by project design characteristics or by implementing
mitigation measures included in this IS. The resource most likely to be cumulatively affected
by the project would be biological resources. The mitigation measures prescribed in each
respective section and imposed as provisions included in the project description (e.g.,
Preconstruction Surveys) would render the project’s contribution less than cumulatively
considerable.
d) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not directly or indirectly cause
substantial adverse effects on human beings. Air quality and/or noise would be the only
avenues through which the project could have a substantial effect on human beings.
However, all potential effects of the project related to air quality and noise are identified as
less than significant with incorporation of mitigation. Impacts related to dust and particulates
would be minimized through compliance with local air district regulations and would
therefore avoid causing substantial adverse effects on human beings. Noise impacts resulting
from project-related construction activities would be temporary and mitigated to the extent
feasible. The impact analysis included in this IS indicates that for all other resource areas, the
project would either have no impact, no significant impact, or for impacts that would not
affect human beings, less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.
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SECTION 4: APPLICANT’S AGREEMENT TO MITIGATION
The project applicant, Panther Energy, agrees to the following mitigation measures as required by
Section 15070(b)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines and project plans will be modified to avoid potential
adverse physical effects of the project as identified in this study:
MM-Biological-1.

If construction occurs during the nesting season (generally March 1
through September 1): Preconstruction surveys for nesting northern
harrier shall be conducted within 250 feet of the project site.
Preconstruction surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk shall be conducted
within 0.5 mile of the project site. Surveys shall be conducted no more
than 14 days prior to initiation of construction. If active nests are located,
construction shall be halted until a fledging has occurred as determined by
a qualified biologist. Alternatively, CDFG may be consulted to determine
if project construction is likely to impact nesting individuals and if
construction may proceed. If construction proceeds, CDFG may require
additional mitigation, including the presence of a biological monitor to
ensure that construction does not result in nest abandonment.

MM-Biological-2.

Prior to project construction, an Early Evaluation shall be prepared by a
qualified biologist in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
San Joaquin Kit Fox Survey Protocol for the Northern Range (Sacramento
Fish and Wildlife Office 1999). The Evaluation shall be submitted to the
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (SFWO) for review. SFWO will
evaluate the information to determine whether the project site represents
kit fox habitat, the quality of the habitat, and the value of the habitat. If it
is determined that the project will not result in take, the project may
proceed. If take may occur, discussion with SFWS shall be initiated to
determine appropriate project modifications to protect kit fox, including
avoidance, minimization, restoration, preservation, or compensation.

MM-Biological-3.

Prior to implementation of grading or trenching activities, silt fencing
shall be erected at the upland edges of all drainage features. Fencing shall
be maintained throughout project construction and shall be removed only
when construction activities are completed.

MM-Cultural-1.

If potentially significant archaeological resources are discovered during
ground-disturbing activities associated with construction of the proposed
project, all work within 100 feet of the resource shall stop until a qualified
archaeologist can assess the significance of the find, and, if necessary,
develop appropriate mitigation measures in consultation with Merced
County and other appropriate agencies and individuals. If significant
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resources are discovered, a formal evaluation using CEQA criteria
conducted to determine

iffurther study,

will

be

test excavations, or data recovery

procedures are necessary.

MM-Nolse-í.

The Applicant shall implement the following measures during projectrelated construction:

o

Construction activities shall be limited to between 7 a.m. and 6
p.m., Monday through Saturday, to avoid noise-sensitive hours
the

of

day. Construction activities shall be prohibited on Sundays

and holidays.

o

Construction staging and heavy equipment maintenance activities
shall be performed a minimum distance of 300 feet from the
nearest residence, unless safety or technical feasibility takes
precedence, which

will

be determined by the Construction Site

Manager.

o

Construction equipment noise shall be minimized by muffling and
shielding intakes and exhaust on construction equipment (in
accordance with the manufacturer's specifications) and by

shrouding or shielding impact tools.

o

Construction contractors shall locate fixed construction equipment
(such as compressors and generators) and construction staging
areas as far as possible

from nearby residences. Stationary

combustion equipment such as pumps or generators operating

within 300 feet of the nearest residence shall be shielded with
noise protection banier.

Date:

By:

Title:

elnl@

Project Applicant for Wil E. Coyote #l-33 Well Project (4407-094)
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February 9, 2009
Fresno
559.497.0310
Irvine
714.508.4100

Olivia McNamara
Panther Energy Company, LLC
15 East 5th Street, Ste. 2100
Tulsa, OK 74103

Palm Springs
760.322.8847
Sacramento
916.447.1100

Subject:

Biological Resources Assessment for the Wil E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project, City of Merced,
Merced County, California

Ms. McNamara:
A biological resources assessment has been conducted by Michael Brandman Associates (MBA) within the Wil
E. Coyote #1-33 Well Project (project) in the City of Merced, Merced County, California (Exhibit 1). The location
of the project corresponds to Section 33 of Township 8 South, Range 13 East, (Mount Diablo Baseline
Meridian [MDBM]) of the Sandy Mush, California U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute topographic
quadrangle (Exhibit 2).
Results of this assessment indicate that the project site and/or the immediate vicinity supports the following
sensitive resources:



Suitable nesting habitat for two special-status bird species
Potentially suitable habitat for San Joaquin kit fox

Introduction and Purpose
Panther Energy Company of Tulsa, Oklahoma, proposes to implement natural gas extraction at the Wil E.
Coyote #1-33 gas well. The existing exploratory well would be converted to a production well after the
installation of appropriate equipment. The proposed stand-alone gas well would connect via a 4-inch diameter
steel pipeline (“Gathering Line” described below) to an existing transmission line located to the west along Gurr
Road. The purpose of this biological resources assessment is to:


Generally characterize all habitat types within the project site.



Determine the presence or absence of habitat suitable for special-status plant and wildlife species.



Determine the presence or absence of waters of the U.S. and waters of the State, including wetlands,
within the project site.



Determine the presence or absence of other sensitive resources within the project site.

Location and Environmental Setting
Elevation of the project site is located from 115 to 125 feet above mean sea level (msl). Average
temperatures range from January lows of 55 degrees Fahrenheit (˚F) to July highs of 92.7˚F. Average annual

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES  PLANNING  NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
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San Bernardino
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San Ramon
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precipitation is approximately 12.25 inches; precipitation falls primarily as rain, with most precipitation
occurring between the months of November and April (Western Regional Climate Center 2009).
The project is located approximately 8.5 miles southwest of the City of Merced in Merced County, California.
The project site is situated within an agricultural field at the northeast corner of Gurr Road and Sandy Mush
Road, located approximately 0.15 mile south of Deadman Creek (Exhibit 3). The project site is developed and
encompasses an existing 250 x 250 square-foot graveled pad where the well is located, a compacted dirt
access road extending north from the pad to Deadman Creek, and a compacted dirt access road that extends
west to Gurr road. The project site is bounded on the north by Deadman Creek, and is otherwise surrounded
by fallow agricultural field.
Methodology
Prior to conducting the field survey of the project site, the following information sources were reviewed:


The Sandy Mush, California USGS 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle (1997)



Aerial photography of the project site (Google Earth 2009)



A Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) soils map of the project site (Soil Survey Staff
undated)



California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB)
records for the Sandy Mush, California 7.5-minute topographic quadrangle and the surrounding eight
quadrangles (CNDDB 2009) (Attachment A)



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



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) list of endangered and threatened species that may occur or be
affected by the project, in the Sandy Mush, California quadrangle (USFWS 2009) (Attachment B)



The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of
California (CNPS 2009) (Attachment C)



The Western Bat Working Group (WBWG) Regional Bat Species Priority Matrix (WBWG 2007)



Pertinent literature, including The Jepson Manual, Higher Plants of California (Hickman 1993);
Amphibian and Reptile Species of Special Concern in California (Jennings and Hayes 1994); California
Birds: Their Status and Distribution (Small 1994); Bird Species of Special Concern in California
(Remsen 1978); and Mammalian Species of Special Concern in California (Williams 1986)

For the purpose of this assessment, special-status species are those species that are:


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



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



Designated as endangered or rare pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 1901).



Designated as fully protected pursuant to California Fish and Game Code (Section 3511, Section
4700, Section 5050, Section 5515).



Designated as a species of special concern by CDFG.



Designated as Medium or High Priority species by WBWG.
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Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act or considered by CNPS as List 1A,
1B, or 2 species.

MBA biologist Deborah Stout conducted field assessment on February 3, 2009. The assessment included
describing the vegetation communities present (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988); identifying common plant and
wildlife species observed; determining the potential presence of any special habitat features, such as waters of
the U.S. or state, including wetlands; and identifying any linkages within the project site to important adjacent
wildlife habitats. Habitat types were assessed and evaluated for their potential to support special-status plant
and wildlife species and any other sensitive biological resources.
Results
TOPOGRAPHY AND SOILS

Topography is level. The NRCS Web Soil Survey (Soil Survey Staff undated) shows two soil types within the
project site. The majority of the site is underlain by Traver fine sandy loam, moderately saline-alkali, 0 to 1
percent slopes (ToA). Parent material is alluvium derived from granite, drainage class is moderately well
drained, and depth to restrictive feature is more than 80 inches. A small portion of the northern portion of the
site is underlain by Traver fine sandy loam, strongly saline-alkali, 0 to 1 percent slopes (TpA).
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

The project site is classified as barren. The site includes a graveled well pad and compacted dirt access roads
that are unvegetated.
SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Special-Status Plant Species
The special-status plant species considered for review in this document are included in a table provided in
Attachment D. This list was compiled from query results from CNDDB and the CNPS online inventory as well as
a list obtained from USFWS. CNDDB-recorded occurrences of special-status species within 5 miles of the
project site are shown in Exhibit 4.
Several regionally occurring species were determined not to have potential to occur with the project site, either
because the range of the species does not extend into the project site or vicinity, or because the habitat
and/or microsite conditions (e.g., serpentine soils, mesic sites) required by the species are not present.
Based upon results of the species review, there are no special-status plant species with potential to occur
within the project site.
Special-Status Wildlife Species
The special-status wildlife species considered for review in this document are included in a table provided in
Attachment D. This list was compiled from the USFWS list and query results from the CNDDB and the CWHR.
The CWHR is a predictive model that lists species likely to occur in a given location under certain habitat
conditions. It also predicts the suitability of those conditions for reproduction, cover, and feeding for each
modeled species. Information fed into the model for this project site includes location (Merced County) and
habitat type (barren, urban). The CWHR does not include any information on plants, fish, invertebrates, or rare
natural communities.
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Several regionally occurring species were determined not to have potential to occur within the project site,
either because the distribution range of the species does not extend into the project site or vicinity or because
the habitat or habitat elements (e.g., caves, tall snags) required by the species are not present.
Based upon results of the species review, there are three special-status wildlife species with potential to occur
within the project site. Table 1 lists these species, their regulatory status, general habitat requirements, and
the period during which they are most identifiable. Recorded occurrences of special-status wildlife species
within 5 miles of the project site are shown in Exhibit 4.
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Table 1: Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur Within the Project site
Scientific Name
Common name

Listing Status
USFWS/CDFG/
WBWG

General Habitat Description

Potential for Presence

Period of Identification*

BIRDS

Buteo swainsoni
Swainson’s hawk

—/ST/—

Uncommon breeding resident and migrant in
the Central Valley, Klamath Basin,
Northeastern Plateau, Lassen County, and
Mojave Desert. Breeds in open stands in
juniper-sage flats, riparian areas, and in oak
savannah in the Central Valley. Forages in
adjacent grasslands, grain or alfalfa fields, or
livestock pastures.

High.
The project site consists of a barren, graveled
pad and compacted dirt access roads. There is
no suitable nesting habitat within the project
site, although trees adjacent to Deadman
Creek are suitable for nesting and adjacent
fields are suitable for foraging. A raptor nest
was observed in a large walnut tree located on
Deadman Creek approximately 700 feet east
of the project site. There is a CNDDB-recorded
occurrence of this species approximately 4
miles west of the project site (CNDDB 2009).

March to October

Circus cyaneus
Northern harrier

—/CSC/—

Winter resident throughout most of the state;
year-round in the Central Valley and Coast
Range. Forages in marshes, grasslands, and
ruderal habitats; nests in extensive marshes
and wet fields or grasslands.

High.
The field surrounding the gas well pad is
suitable for nesting and for foraging. There are
no CNDDB-recorded occurrences of this
species within 5 miles of the project site
(CNDDB 2009).

April to September

Occur in annual grasslands or grassy open
stages of vegetation dominated by scattered
brush, shrubs, and scrub with loose-textured,
sandy, and loamy soils.

Moderate.

(breeding)

MAMMALS

Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

FE/ST/—

Year-round

Although no suitable burrows were observed
within the project site, there are burrows to the
east along Deadman Creek that may be
suitable for this species. Kit fox sized tracks
were observed along the east-west access
road. There are several CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species within 5 miles of
the project site (CNDDB 2009).

STATUS CODES
Federal
FE = Federally Endangered
FT = Federally Threatened
FD = Federally Delisted

State
SE = State Endangered
ST = State Threatened
CSC = California Species of Special Concern

WBWG
High = Species imperiled or at high risk of imperilment.
Medium = Lack of information prevents assessment of status
and should be considered a threat.
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WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS

Based on MBA’s assessment, there are no waters of the United States or waters of the state, including
wetlands or jurisdictional features, on the project site. However, the project is bordered by several drainage
features. There is a swale that surrounds the graveled well pad that captures runoff from the pad and the
adjacent field. The channel appears to connect to a shallow channel that runs east-west and borders the
northern access road on the south; this feature may connect to a larger irrigation channel that runs north-south
and borders Gurr Road on the east. These features may be federally jurisdictional.
PROTECTED TREES AND OAK WOODLANDS

The project site does not contain any trees.
Regulatory Setting
REGULATION OF SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act

The USFWS administers the federal ESA, which provides a process for listing species as either threatened or
endangered, and methods of protecting listed species. The ESA defines as “endangered” any plant or animal
species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its known geographic range. A
“threatened” species is a species that is likely to become endangered. A “proposed” species is one that has
been officially proposed by USFWS for addition to the federal threatened and endangered species list.
Under Section 9 of the ESA, “take” of threatened or endangered species is prohibited. The term “take” means
to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in such
conduct. Take can include disturbance to habitats used by a threatened or endangered species during any
portion of its life history. The presence of any federally threatened or endangered species in a project site
generally imposes severe constraints on development, particularly if development would result in “take” of the
species or its habitat. Under ESA regulations, USFWS may authorize “take” when it is incidental to, but not the
purpose of, an otherwise lawful act.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects all common wild birds found in the United States (U.S.) except
the house sparrow, starling, pigeon, and resident game birds such as pheasant, grouse, quail, and wild turkey.
Resident game birds are managed separately by each state. The MBTA makes it unlawful for anyone to kill,
capture, collect, possess, buy, sell, trade, ship, import, or export any migratory bird including feathers, parts,
nests, or eggs. In addition, disturbance to an occupied nest is considered “take” under this act.
State Regulations
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380

Threatened and endangered species are protected by specific federal and state statutes. In addition, CEQA
Guidelines Section 15380 provides that a species not listed on the federal or state lists of threatened or
endangered species may be considered rare or endangered under CEQA review if the species can be shown to
meet certain specified criteria. This section was included in the CEQA Guidelines primarily to deal with
situations in which a public agency is reviewing a project site that may have a significant impact on, for
example, a “candidate species” that has not yet been listed under FESA or CESA. Therefore, CEQA provides an
agency with the ability to protect a species from a project’s potential impacts until the respective government
agency has an opportunity to formally designate the species as protected, if warranted.
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Sensitive plant species are afforded protection under CEQA through the CNPS inventory of rare, threatened,
and endangered plants of California. The CNPS is a California resource conservation organization that has
developed an inventory of California’s sensitive plant species. This inventory summarizes information on the
distribution, rarity, and endangerment of California’s vascular plants. The inventory is divided into four lists
based on the rarity of the species. In addition, CNPS provides an inventory of plant communities that are
considered sensitive by state and federal resource agencies, academic institutions, and various conservation
groups. The level of sensitivity is determined by the number and size of remaining occurrences as well as
recognized threats.
California Department of Fish and Game Regulations

California Fish and Game Code - Section 3503 and Section 3511
CDFG administers the California Fish and Game Code (CFG Code). Under Section 3503 of the Code, it is
unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird that is protected under MBTA.
Section 3503.5 further protects all birds in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes— birds of prey such as
hawks and owls— and their eggs and nests from any form of take. Section 3511 lists fully protected bird
species for which CDFG is unable to authorize the issuance of permits or licenses to take these species.
RECOMMENDATIONS

Special-Status/Protected Wildlife Species
Swainson’s Hawk

If construction occurs during the nesting season (generally March 1 through September 1) preconstruction
surveys for nesting Swainson’s hawk shall be conducted within 0.5 mile of the project site. Surveys shall be
conducted no more than 14 days prior to initiation of construction. If active nests are located, construction
shall be halted until a fledging has occurred as determined by a qualified biologist. Alternatively, CDFG may be
consulted to determine if project construction is likely to impact nesting individuals and if construction may
proceed. If construction proceeds, CDFG may require additional mitigation, including the presence of a
biological monitor to ensure that construction does not result in nest abandonment.
Other Nesting Birds

Construction of the project may impact nesting northern harrier and other birds protected under the MBTA and
CFG Code. If construction occurs during the nesting season, which typically occurs from February 15 through
August 31, pre-construction nesting bird surveys are required. Pre-construction surveys for active nests shall
be conducted within 250 feet of the project site. If an active nest is located, CDFG shall be consulted to
determine if project site construction may proceed during the nesting season.
San Joaquin Kit Fox

Areas adjacent to the project site contains burrows that may be suitable as temporary shelter for San Joaquin
kit fox. It is recommended that an Early Evaluation be conducted in accordance with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Service) San Joaquin Kit Fox Survey Protocol for the Northern Range (Protocol) (Sacramento Fish and
Wildlife Office 1999) to avoid unnecessary expenditures and delays. The Evaluation must be conducted by a
qualified biologist and a report prepared in accordance with the Protocol and submitted to the Service. The
Service will evaluate the information and will determine whether or not the project site represents kit fox
habitat, the quality of the habitat, and the value of the habitat to recovery. The service will provide reasoning
for a determination in writing within 30 days of receiving the Early Evaluation. If it is determined that the
project will not result in take, the project may proceed. If take may occur, then consultation with the service is
required to discuss project modification including avoidance, minimization, restoration, preservation, or
compensation.
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If you have any questions or require additional information about this report, please contact me at (916) 4471100. Thank you for the opportunity to assist you with your project needs.

Sincerely,

Michael Brandman Associates
Deborah Stout
Ecologist/Botanist/ISA Certified Arborist
916.447.1100
dstout@brandman.com
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Attachment A
CNDDB Query Results

California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
WilECoyote Gas Well (1604.0015)
9-Quad Query Results (Sandy Mush)

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

1 Actinemys marmorata
western pond turtle

ARAAD02030

G3G4

S3

SC

2 Agelaius tricolor
tricolored blackbird

ABPBXB0020

G2G3

S2

SC

3 Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

AAAAA01180

G2G3

S2S3

SC

4 Astragalus tener var. tener
alkali milk-vetch

PDFAB0F8R1

G1T1

S1.1

5 Athene cunicularia
burrowing owl

ABNSB10010

G4

S2

6 Atriplex cordulata
heartscale

PDCHE040B0

G2?

S2.2?

1B.2

7 Atriplex joaquiniana
San Joaquin spearscale

PDCHE041F3

G2

S2.1

1B.2

8 Atriplex minuscula
lesser saltscale

PDCHE042M0

G1

S1.1

1B.1

9 Atriplex persistens
vernal pool smallscale

PDCHE042P0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

10 Atriplex subtilis
subtle orache

PDCHE042T0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

11 Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp

ICBRA03010

Endangered

G1

S1

12 Branchinecta lynchi
vernal pool fairy shrimp

ICBRA03030

Threatened

G3

S2S3

13 Branchinecta mesovallensis
midvalley fairy shrimp

ICBRA03150

G2

S2

14 Branta hutchinsii leucopareia
cackling (=Aleutian Canada) goose

ABNJB05035

G5T4

S2

15 Buteo regalis
ferruginous hawk

ABNKC19120

G4

S3S4

16 Buteo swainsoni
Swainson's hawk

ABNKC19070

Threatened

G5

S2

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

PDSCR0D3Z1

Threatened

Endangered

G4?T2

S2.2

1B.2

18 Chamaesyce hooveri
Hoover's spurge

PDEUP0D150

Threatened

G2

S2.1

1B.2

19 Charadrius montanus
mountain plover

ABNNB03100

G2

S2?

SC

20 Circus cyaneus
northern harrier

ABNKC11010

G5

S3

SC

21 Cismontane Alkali Marsh

CTT52310CA

G1

S1.1

22 Cordylanthus mollis ssp. hispidus
hispid bird's-beak

PDSCR0J0D1

G2T2

S2.1

1B.1

23 Cryptantha hooveri
Hoover's cryptantha

PDBOR0A190

GH

SH

1A

Threatened

Delisted
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California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
WilECoyote Gas Well (1604.0015)
9-Quad Query Results (Sandy Mush)

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

Federal Status

State Status

GRank

SRank

CDFG or
CNPS

24 Delphinium recurvatum
recurved larkspur

PDRAN0B1J0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

25 Downingia pusilla
dwarf downingia

PDCAM060C0

G3

S3.1

2.2

26 Eryngium racemosum
Delta button-celery

PDAPI0Z0S0

G2Q

S2.1

1B.1

27 Eryngium spinosepalum
spiny-sepaled button-celery

PDAPI0Z0Y0

G2

S2.2

1B.2

28 Eumops perotis californicus
western mastiff bat

AMACD02011

G5T4

S3?

29 Gambelia sila
blunt-nosed leopard lizard

ARACF07010

Endangered

Endangered

G1

S1

30 Haliaeetus leucocephalus
bald eagle

ABNKC10010

Delisted

Endangered

G5

S2

31 Lepidurus packardi
vernal pool tadpole shrimp

ICBRA10010

Endangered

G3

S2S3

32 Linderiella occidentalis
California linderiella

ICBRA06010

G3

S2S3

33 Mylopharodon conocephalus
hardhead

AFCJB25010

G3

S3

34 Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. radians
shining navarretia

PDPLM0C0J2

G4T2T3

S2S3.2

1B.2

35 Navarretia prostrata
prostrate vernal pool navarretia

PDPLM0C0Q0

G2?

S2.1?

1B.1

36 Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass

PMPOA4C010

G3

S3.1

1B.1

37 Northern Claypan Vernal Pool

CTT44120CA

G1

S1.1

38 Orcuttia inaequalis
San Joaquin Valley orcutt grass

PMPOA4G060

Threatened

Endangered

G2

S2.1

1B.1

39 Orcuttia pilosa
hairy orcutt grass

PMPOA4G040

Endangered

Endangered

G2

S2.1

1B.1

40 Phacelia ciliata var. opaca
Merced phacelia

PDHYD0C0S2

G5T1

S1.2

1B.3

41 Phrynosoma coronatum (frontale population)
coast (California) horned lizard

ARACF12022

G4G5

S3S4

42 Sagittaria sanfordii
Sanford's arrowhead

PMALI040Q0

G3

S3.2

43 Spea hammondii
western spadefoot

AAABF02020

G3

S3

SC

44 Taxidea taxus
American badger

AMAJF04010

G5

S4

SC

45 Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake

ARADB36150

G2G3

S2S3

46 Trichocoronis wrightii var. wrightii
Wright's trichocoronis

PDAST9F031

G4T3

S1.1

Endangered

Threatened

Threatened

Commercial Version -- Dated January 04, 2009 -- Biogeographic Data Branch
Report Printed on Monday, February 02, 2009

Endangered

Threatened

SC

SC

SC
1B.2

2.1
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California Department of Fish and Game
Natural Diversity Database
Selected Elements by Scientific Name - Portrait
WilECoyote Gas Well (1604.0015)
9-Quad Query Results (Sandy Mush)

Scientific Name/Common Name

Element Code

47 Valley Sink Scrub

CTT36210CA

48 Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

AMAJA03041

Federal Status

Endangered

Commercial Version -- Dated January 04, 2009 -- Biogeographic Data Branch
Report Printed on Monday, February 02, 2009

State Status

Threatened

GRank

SRank

G1

S1.1

G4T2T3

S2S3

CDFG or
CNPS
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Sacramento Fish & Wildlife Office
Federal Endangered and Threatened Species that Occur in
or may be Affected by Projects in the Counties and/or
U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 Minute Quads you requested

Document Number: 090204103214
Database Last Updated: January 29, 2009

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

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

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander, central population (T)
Rana aurora draytonii
California red-legged frog (T)

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

Mammals
Dipodomys nitratoides exilis
Fresno kangaroo rat (E)
Vulpes macrotis mutica

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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San Joaquin kit fox (E)

Plants
Chamaesyce hooveri
Critical habitat, Hoover's spurge (X)
Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass (T)
Critical habitat, Colusa grass (X)

Quads Containing Listed, Proposed or Candidate Species:
SANDY MUSH (402A)

County Lists
No county species lists requested.

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

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

z

z

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

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

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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Surveying
Some of the species on your list may not be affected by your project. A trained biologist
and/or botanist, familiar with the habitat requirements of the species on your list, should
determine whether they or habitats suitable for them may be affected by your project. We
recommend that your surveys include any proposed and candidate species on your list.
See our Protocol and Recovery Permits pages.
For plant surveys, we recommend using the Guidelines for Conducting and Reporting
Botanical Inventories. The results of your surveys should be published in any environmental
documents prepared for your project.

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

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two
procedures:
z

If a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of a project that may
result in take, then that agency must engage in a formal consultation with the Service.
During formal consultation, the Federal agency, the applicant and the Service work together to
avoid or minimize the impact on listed species and their habitat. Such consultation would result
in a biological opinion by the Service addressing the anticipated effect of the project on listed and
proposed species. The opinion may authorize a limited level of incidental take.

z

If no Federal agency is involved with the project, and federally listed species may be taken as
part of the project, then you, the applicant, should apply for an incidental take permit. The
Service may issue such a permit if you submit a satisfactory conservation plan for the species
that would be affected by your project.
Should your survey determine that federally listed or proposed species occur in the area and are
likely to be affected by the project, we recommend that you work with this office and the
California Department of Fish and Game to develop a plan that minimizes the project's direct and
indirect impacts to listed species and compensates for project-related loss of habitat. You should
include the plan in any environmental documents you file.

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

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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found in the Federal Register. The information is also reprinted in the Code of Federal
Regulations (50 CFR 17.95). See our Map Room page.

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

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

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

Updates
Our database is constantly updated as species are proposed, listed and delisted. If you
address proposed and candidate species in your planning, this should not be a problem.
However, we recommend that you get an updated list every 90 days. That would be May 05,
2009.

http://www.fws.gov/sacramento/es/spp_lists/auto_list.cfm
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CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
Status: Plant Press Manager window with 25 items - Wed, Feb. 4, 2009, 09:25 b
Reformat list as:

Standard List - with Plant Press controls

ECOLOGICAL REPORT
scientific
family

life form

blooming

Astragalus tener
var. tener

Fabaceae

annual herb

Mar-Jun

Atriplex cordulata

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Apr-Oct

Atriplex depressa

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Apr-Oct

Atriplex
joaquiniana

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Apr-Oct

Atriplex minuscula

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

May-Oct

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

http://www.northcoastcnps.org/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi/BasketShowx?format=1&editable=1

elevation

CNPS

1 - 60
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 375
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 320
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 835
meters

List
1B.2

15 - 200
meters

List
1B.1

10 - 115

List

2/4/2009
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Atriplex persistens

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Atriplex subtilis

Chenopodiaceae

annual herb

Castilleja
campestris ssp.
succulenta

Scrophulariaceae

annual herb
hemiparasitic

Chamaesyce
hooveri

Euphorbiaceae

Cordylanthus
mollis ssp.
hispidus

Scrophulariaceae

Cryptantha hooveri

Boraginaceae

Delphinium
recurvatum

annual herb

Page 2 of 3

Jun-Oct
Jun-Aug(Oct)
Months in parentheses
are uncommon.

Apr-May
Jul-Sep(Oct)
Months in parentheses
are uncommon.

annual herb
hemiparasitic

Jun-Sep

annual herb

Apr-May

Ranunculaceae

perennial herb

Mar-Jun

Downingia pusilla

Campanulaceae

annual herb

Mar-May

Eryngium
racemosum

Apiaceae

annual/perennial
herb

Jun-Sep

Eryngium
spinosepalum

Apiaceae

annual/perennial
herb

Apr-May

Lasthenia glabrata
ssp. coulteri

Asteraceae

annual herb

Feb-Jun

Myosurus minimus
ssp. apus

Ranunculaceae

annual herb

Mar-Jun

Navarretia

(alkaline)

meters

1B.2

•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)

40 - 100
meters

List
1B.2

•Vernal pools (VnPls)(often
acidic)

50 - 750
meters

List
1B.2

•Vernal pools (VnPls)

25 - 250
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 155
meters

List
1B.1

9 - 150
meters

List
1A

3 - 750
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 445
meters

List
2.2

3 - 30
meters

List
1B.1

80 - 255
meters

List
1B.2

1 - 1220
meters

List
1B.1

20 - 640
meters

List
3.1

76 - 1000

List

•Meadows and seeps
(Medws)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)/alkaline
•Inland dunes (InDns)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)(sandy)
•Chenopod scrub (ChScr)
•Cismontane woodland
(CmWld)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)/alkaline
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)(mesic)
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
•Riparian scrub (RpScr)
(vernally mesic clay
depressions)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
•Marshes and swamps
(MshSw)(coastal salt)
•Playas (Plyas)
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
(alkaline)
•Cismontane woodland
(CmWld)

http://www.northcoastcnps.org/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi/BasketShowx?format=1&editable=1
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nigelliformis ssp.
radians
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•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
•Coastal scrub (CoScr)
•Meadows and seeps
(Medws)
•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)(alkaline)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/mesic
•Vernal pools (VnPls)
(adobe, large)

Polemoniaceae

annual herb

May-Jul

Navarretia
prostrata

Polemoniaceae

annual herb

Apr-Jul

Neostapfia
colusana

Poaceae

annual herb

May-Aug

Orcuttia inaequalis

Poaceae

annual herb

Apr-Sep

•Vernal pools (VnPls)

Orcuttia pilosa

Poaceae

annual herb

May-Sep

•Vernal pools (VnPls)

Phacelia ciliata var.
opaca

Hydrophyllaceae

annual herb

Feb-May

Sagittaria sanfordii

Alismataceae

perennial
rhizomatous herb
emergent

May-Oct

Trichocoronis
wrightii var.
wrightii

Asteraceae

annual herb

May-Sep

•Valley and foothill
grassland (VFGrs)
(clay)/sometimes alkaline
•Marshes and swamps
(MshSw)(assorted shallow
freshwater)
•Meadows and seeps
(Medws)
•Marshes and swamps
(MshSw)
•Riparian forest (RpFrs)
•Vernal pools
(VnPls)/alkaline

http://www.northcoastcnps.org/cgi-bin/inv/inventory.cgi/BasketShowx?format=1&editable=1

meters

1B.2

15 - 700
meters

List
1B.1

5 - 200
meters
10 - 755
meters
46 - 200
meters

List
1B.1
List
1B.1
List
1B.1

60 - 150
meters

List
1B.2

0 - 650
meters

List
1B.2

5 - 435
meters

List
2.1
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SUMMARY OF SPECIAL-STATUS PLANT SPECIES REVIEW

Scientific Name
Common name
PLANTS
Astragalus tener var. tener
Alkali milk-vetch

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS
--/--/1B.2

Atriplex cordulata
Heartscale

--/--/1B.2

Atriplex depressa
Brittlescale

--/--/1B.2

Atriplex joaquiniana
San Joaquin spearscale

--/--/1B.2

Atriplex minuscule
Lesser saltscale

--/--/1B.1

Atriplex persistens
Vernal pool smallscale

--/--/1B.2

General Habitat Description

Potential for Occurrence

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
Chenopod scrub, meadows
The project site consists of
and seeps, and valley and
a barren, graveled pad and
foothill grassland in sandy
compacted dirt access
soils. Restricted to saline or
alkaline substrates. 1 to 375 roads. There are two
CNDDB-recorded
meters in elevation.
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
Chenopod scrub, meadows
and seeps, playas, valley and The project site consists of
foothill grassland, and vernal a barren, graveled pad and
pools. Restricted to alkaline, compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
clay substrates. 1 to 320
CNDDB-recorded
meters in elevation.
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
Chenopod scrub, meadows
and seeps, playas, and valley The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
and foothill grassland.
Restricted to alkaline soils. 1 compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
to 835 meters in elevation.
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Chenopod scrub, playas, and None.
The project site consists of
valley and foothill grassland.
a barren, graveled pad and
Restricted to alkaline, sandy
compacted dirt access
soils. 15 to 200 meters in
roads. There are two
elevation.
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Vernal pools in alkaline
None.
substrates. 10 to 115 meters The project site consists of
feet in elevation.
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are several
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Playas, valley and foothill
grassland in adobe clay, and
vernal pools. Restricted to
alkaline substrates. 1 to 60
meters in elevation.

Period of
Identification
March - June

April – October

April - October

April - October

May - October

June - October

Scientific Name
Common name
Atriplex subtilis
Subtle orache

Castilleja campestris ssp.
succulenta
Succulent owl’s-clover

Chamaesyce hooveri
Hoover’s spurge

Cordylanthus mollis ssp.
hispidus
Hispid bird’s-beak

Cryptantha hooveri
Hoover’s cryptantha

Delphinium recurvatum
Recurved larkspur

Downingia pusilla
Dwarf downingia

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS
--/--/1B.2

FE/CE/1B.2

FT/--/1B.2

—/—/1B.1

--/--/1A

--/--/1B.2

--/--/2.2

General Habitat Description
Valley and foothill
grasslands. 40 to 100
meters in elevation.

Potential for Occurrence

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are two
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Vernal pools, often acidic. 50 None.
to 750 meters in elevation.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Vernal pools. 25 to 250
None.
meters in elevation.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
Meadows and seeps,
The project site consists of
playas, and valley and
a barren, graveled pad and
foothill grassland.
Restricted to alkaline soils. compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
1 to 155 meters in
CNDDB-recorded
elevation.
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Inland dunes and valley and
None.
foothill grasslands in sandy
The project site consists of
soils.
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
Chenopod scrub, cismontane None.
The project site consists of
woodland, valley and foothill
a barren, graveled pad and
grassland. Restricted to
alkaline substrates. 3 to 750 compacted dirt access
roads. The project site is
meters in elevation.
located within an
occurrence of this species
recorded in 1998 (CNDDB
2009).
Vernal pools and mesic sites None.
in valley and foothill
The project site consists of
grassland. 1 to 445 meters
a barren, graveled pad and
in elevation.
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification
June - August

April - May

July - September

June to September

April - May

April - May

March - May

Scientific Name
Common name
Eryngium racemosum
Delta button-celery

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS
--/CE/1B.1

General Habitat Description

Potential for Occurrence

Riparian scrub in vernally
mesic clay depressions. 3 to
30 meters in elevation.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There is a CNDDBrecorded occurrence of this
species approximately 4
miles southwest of the
project site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are two
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Eryngium spinosepalum
Spiny-sepaled button-celery

--/--/1B.2

Vernal pools and valley and
foothill grassland. 80 to 255
meters in elevation.

Lasthenia glabrata ssp.
coulteri
Coulter’s goldfields

--/--/1B.1

Coastal salt marshes and
swamps, playas, and vernal
pools. 1 to 1,220 meters in
elevation.

Monardella leucocephala
Merced monadella

--/--/1A

Valley and foothill grassland
in sandy, mesic soils. 35 to
100 meters in elevation.

Navarretia nigelliformis ssp.
radians
Shining navarretia

--/--/1B.2

Cismontane woodland, valley
and foothill grassland, and
vernal pools. 76 to 1,000
meters in elevation.

Navarretia prostrata
Prostrate navarretia

--/--/1B.1

Mesic sites in coastal scrub,
meadows and seeps, and
vernal pools. Mesic, alkaline
sites in valley and foothill
grassland.

Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass

FT/CE/1B.1

Restricted to large vernal
pools with adobe substrates.
16 to 656 feet in elevation.

Period of
Identification
June - September

April - May

February - June

May - August

May - July

April - July

May - August

Scientific Name
Common name
Orcuttia inaequalis
San Joaquin Valley orcutt
grass

Orcuttia pilosa
Hairy orcutt grass

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/CNPS
FT/CE/1B.1

FE/CE/1B.1

General Habitat Description
Vernal pools. 10 to 755
meters in elevation.

Vernal pools. 46 to 200
meters in elevation.

Phacelia ciliata var. opaca
Merced phacelia

--/--/1B.2

Valley and foothill grassland
in clay, sometimes alkaline,
soils. 60 to 150 meters in
elevation.

Sagittaria sanfordii
Sanford’s arrowhead

--/--/1B.2

Assorted shallow freshwater
marshes and swamps. 0 to
2,132 feet in elevation.

--/--/2.1

Meadows and seeps,
marshes and swamps,
riparian forest, and vernal
pools. Restricted to alkaline
substrates. 5 to 435 meters
in elevation.

Trichocoronis wrightii var.
wrightii
Wright’s trichocoronis

Potential for Occurrence
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification
April - September

May - September

February - May

May - October

May - September

SUMMARY OF SPECIAL-STATUS WILDLIFE SPECIES REVIEW

Scientific Name
Common name
Invertebrates
Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG

General Habitat Description

FE/--/--

Vernal pools, swales, and
ephemeral freshwater
habitats.

Branchinecta longiantenna
Longhorn fairy shrimp

FE/--/--

Vernal pools, swales, and
ephemeral freshwater
habitats.

Branchinecta lynchi
Vernal pool fairy shrimp

FT/--/--

Vernal pools, swales, and
ephemeral freshwater
habitats.

Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus

FT/--/--

Elderberry shrubs
(Sambucus mexicana).

FE/--/--

Vernal pools, swales, and
ephemeral freshwater
habitats.

FT/CT/--

Sacramento-San Joaquin
Delta.

Valley elderberry longhorn
beetle

Lepidurus packardi
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp

Fishes
Hypomesus transpacificus
Delta smelt

Potential for Impacts

Period of
Identification

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are several
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. No elderberry
shrubs were observed
within 100 feet of the
project site. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are several
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Consult agency

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; no aquatic habitat is
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Consult agency

Consult agency

Consult agency

All year

Consult agency

Scientific Name
Common name
Mylopharadon conocephalus
Hardhead

Oncorhynchus mykiss
Central Valley steelhead

Amphibians
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander

Rana aurora draytonii
California red-legged frog

Spea hammondii
Western spadefoot toad

Reptiles

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/--

Period of
Identification

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Widely distributed in low- to
mid-elevation streams in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin
drainage. Range extends
from the Kern River to the Pit
River and the Russian River.
In the San Joaquin drainage,
hardhead is scattered in
tributary streams and absent
from valley reaches. In the
Sacramento drainage,
hardhead are present mostly
in the Sacramento River and
larger tributary streams

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; no aquatic habitat is
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

FT/--/--

Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; no aquatic habitat is
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Consult agency

FT/--/--

Annual grassland habitat and
grassy understory of valleyfoothill hardwood habitats.
Uncommon along
streamcourses in valley-foothill
riparian habitats. Adults spend
most of the year in
subterranean refugia,
especially burrows of California
ground squirrels. Migrate to
vernal pools and other
temporary rainwater ponds to
breed and lay eggs.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; adjacent areas are
all cultivated. There is a
CNDDB-recorded
occurrence of this species
approximately 2.5 miles
west of the project site
(CNDDB 2009).

March - May
(aquatic larval
sampling)

FT/--/--

Lowlands and foothills in or
near permanent or lateseason sources of deep
water with dense, shrubby, or
emergent vegetation.

--/CSC/--

Grasslands
pools.

with

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; no suitable aquatic
habitat is present. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
temporary None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; adjacent areas are
all cultivated. There are
several CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

January - February
(adult visual survey)

December – February
(adult visual survey)

Scientific Name
Common name
Actinemys marmorata
Western pond turtle

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/--

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Ponds, marshes, rivers,
streams, and irrigation
ditches with aquatic
vegetation. Requires basking
sites and suitable upland
habitat for egg-laying. My
move overland up to 325 feet
for egg laying.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads; no aquatic habitat is
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There is a CNDDBrecorded occurrence of this
species approximately 3
miles south of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Gambelia sila
Blunt-nosed leopard lizard

FE/CE/--

Masticophis flagellum ruddocki
San Joaquin whipsnake

--/CSC/--

Phrynosoma coronatum
California horned lizard

--/SSC/--

Thamnophis gigas
Giant garter snake

FT/CT/--

Marshes, sloughs, irrigation
channels, and occasionally in
slow-moving streams.
Requires emergent
vegetation for cover.

--/CSC/--

Winter resident throughout
much of the state; permanent
at higher elevations. Breeds
in ponderosa pine, black oak,
riparian deciduous, mixed
conifer, and Jeffrey pine
habitats. Prefers but is not
restricted to riparian habitats.

Birds
Accipiter striatus
Sharp-shinned hawk

Currently occurs at scattered
sites in the San Joaquin
Valley and adjacent foothills.
Found at elevations of 30 to
730 m on alkali flats, large
washes, arroyos, canyons,
and low foothills. On the San
Joaquin Valley floor,
associated with annual
grassland, perennial
grassland, alkali playas, and
valley sink scrub habitats.
The San Joaquin whipsnake
occurs from the Delta region
southward in the San
Joaquin Valley, and the
Coast Ranges to Kern and
Santa Barbara counties.
Known from a variety of
habitats, including grassland,
savanna, chaparral, and
woodland.
Common in lowlands along
sandy washes with scattered
low shrubs to provide cover
and open areas for basking
and loose soils in which they
can bury themselves.

Period of
Identification
Year-round
(for adults in aquatic
environs)

March - July

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. The stretch of
Deadman Creek adjacent
to the project site does not
support emergent
vegetation. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting or
foraging habitat is not
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Mid-March - October

Year-round

Scientific Name
Common name
Agelaius tricolor
Tricolored blackbird

Aquila chrysaetos
Golden eagle

Athene cunicularia
Western burrowing owl

Branta hutchinsii leucopareia
Cackling goose

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/--

--/CSC,CFP/--

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Largely endemic to
California, most numerous in
the Central Valley and
nearby vicinity. Breeds near
fresh water, preferably in
emergent wetland with tall,
dense cattails or tules, but
also in thickets of willow,
blackberry, wild rose, tall
herbs. Feeds in grassland
and cropland habitats.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. The stretch of
Deadman Creek in
proximity to the project site
does not support emergent
vegetation. There are three
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting
habitat is not present,
although adjacent fields
may be used for foraging.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. No suitable burrows
were observed in proximity
to the project site. There is
a CNDDB-recorded
occurrence of this species
approximately 2 miles east
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. This species may
forage in adjacent fields.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).

Breeds on cliffs or in large
trees or electrical towers,
forages in open habitats.

--/CSC/--

Open, dry annual or
perennial grasslands
characterized by low-growing
vegetation. Subterranean
nester, dependent upon
burrowing mammals.

FD/--/--

Winter resident in the Central
Valley. Preferred habitats
include lacustrine, fresh
emergent wetlands, and
moist grasslands, croplands,
pastures, and meadows.

Period of
Identification
April – July

Year-round

Dec. 1 - Jan. 31
and
April 15 - July 15

Scientific Name
Common name
Buteo swainsoni

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CT/--

Swainson’s hawk

Buteo regalis

Northern harrier

Uncommon breeding resident
and migrant in the Central
Valley, Klamath Basin,
Northeastern Plateau,
Lassen Co., and Mojave
Desert. Breeds in open
stands in juniper-sage flats,
riparian areas, and in oak
savannah in the Central
Valley. Forages in adjacent
grasslands, grain or alfalfa
fields, or livestock pastures.

High.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There is no suitable
nesting habitat within the
project site, although trees
adjacent to Deadman
Creek are suitable for
nesting and adjacent fields
are suitable for foraging. A
raptor nest was observed in
a large walnut tree located
on Deadman Creek
approximately 700 feet east
of the project site. There is
a CNDDB-recorded
occurrence of this species
approximately 4 miles west
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Adjacent fields are
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Forages in grasslands and
occasionally in other open
habitats during migration and
winter.

--/CSC/--

Winter resident. Found on
short grasslands and plowed
fields of the Central and
Imperial valleys, in foothill
valleys west of San Joaquin
Valley, and in plowed fields
of Los Angeles and western
San Bernardino counties.
Uses open grasslands,
plowed fields with little
vegetation, and open
sagebrush areas.
Winter resident throughout
most of the state; year-round
in the Central Valley and
Coast Range. Forages in
marshes, grasslands, and
ruderal habitats; nests in
extensive marshes and wet
fields or grasslands.

Mountain plover

Circus cyaneus

Potential for Impacts

--/CSC/--

Ferruginous hawk

Charadrius montanus

General Habitat Description

--/CSC/--

High.
The field surrounding the
gas well pad is suitable for
nesting and for foraging.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).

Period of
Identification
Year-round

September - April

September - March

April - September
(breeding)

Scientific Name
Common name
Elanus leucurus
White-tailed kite

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CFP/--

General Habitat Description
Year-round resident. Nests
or roosts in dense, broadleafed deciduous trees.
Forages in herbaceous
lowlands with variable tree
growth and dense
populations of voles.

Eremophila alpestris actia
California horned lark

--/CSC/--

A resident species. Nests in
level or gently sloping
shortgrass prairie, montane
meadows, “bald” hills, opens
coastal plains, fallow grain
fields, and alkali flats.
Grasses, shrubs, forbs,
rocks, litter, clods of soil, and
other surface irregularities
provide cover.

Falco columbarius
Merlin

--/CSC/--

Falco mexicanus
Prairie falcon

--/CSC/--

Uncommon winter migrant.
Seldom found in heavily
wooded areas or open
deserts. Frequents open
habitats at low elevations
near water and tree stands.
Favors coastlines,
lakeshores, and wetlands.
Ranges from annual
grasslands to ponderosa pine
and montane hardwoodconifer habitats.
Year-round resident
throughout much of the state;
winters in the Central Valley
and along the coast. Occurs
in open habitats such as
grasslands, desert scrub,
rangelands and croplands.
Nests in a scrape on a
sheltered ledge of a cliff
overlooking a large, open
area.

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

FT/CFP/--

Bald eagle

Year-round at ocean
shorelines, lake margins, and
river courses. Nests in large,
old-growth, or dominant live
tree with open branchwork,
especially ponderosa pine.

Potential for Impacts
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting
habitat is not present within
250 feet of the project site,
although adjacent fields are
suitable for foraging. This
species was observed over
the project site during the
field assessment. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting
habitat is not present.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting
habitat is not present,
although adjacent fields
may be used for foraging.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting or
foraging habitat is not
present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification
January - August
(breeding)

Year-round

September - May

Year-round

Consult agency

Scientific Name
Common name
Lanius ludovicianus
Loggerhead shrike

Larus californicus

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/--

--/CSC/--

California gull

Numenius americanus

--/CSC/--

Long-billed curlew

Pelecanus erythrorhynchos
American white pelican

--/CSC/--

Phalacrocorax auritus
Double-crested cormorant

--/CSC/--

Plegadis chihi

--/CSC/--

White-faced ibis

Mammals

General Habitat Description
Found in a variety of habitats
with open areas, available
perches, and dense shrubs
for nesting.

Potential for Impacts

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable nesting
habitat is not present,
although adjacent fields
may be used for foraging.
There are no CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).
Nests in alkali and freshwater None.
lacustrine habitats east of the The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
Sierra Nevada and
compacted dirt access
Cascades. Winter visitor to
coastal and interior lowlands roads. Adjacent fields are
suitable for foraging. There
Feeds on garbage, carrion,
are no CNDDB-recorded
earthworms, adult insects,
occurrences of this species
and larvae. Adults roost in
within 5 miles of the project
large concentrations along
shorelines, landfills, pastures, site (CNDDB 2009).
and on islands.
None.
Breeds in upland shortgrass
The project site consists of
prairies and wet meadows in
northeastern California; coastal a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
estuaries, open grasslands,
roads. Adjacent fields are
and croplands are used in
suitable for foraging. There
winter
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
In California, now nests only at None.
The project site consists of
large lakes in Klamath Basin.
Locally uncommon to common a barren, graveled pad and
on large lakes and estuaries in compacted dirt access
roads. There are no
Central Valley. Rests in day
and roosts at night along edge CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
of water, on beaches,
within 5 miles of the project
sandbars, or old driftwood, but
site (CNDDB 2009).
never in trees.
A yearlong resident along the None.
The project site consists of
entire coast of California on
a barren, graveled pad and
inland lakes, and in fresh,
compacted dirt access
salt and estuarine waters.
roads; suitable aquatic is
Requires undisturbed nestsites beside water; uses wide not present. There are no
CNDDB-recorded
rock ledges on cliffs; rugged
occurrences of this species
slopes; and live or dead
within 5 miles of the project
trees. Suitable nest-site
site (CNDDB 2009).
must be within 5-10 miles of
a dependable food supply.
A rare visitor to the Central None.
Valley, this species nests and The project site consists of
forages in freshwater marshes. a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Adjacent fields are
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification
March - August

Year-round

April - September

March – September
(breeding)

April - September

Consult agency

Scientific Name
Common name
Antrozous pallidus
Pallid bat

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/High

General Habitat Description
Broadly distributed in
California from sea level to
over 6,000 feet. Roosts in
caves, buildings, rock
crevices, and tree hollows.
Overwinters in summer
habitats at lower elevations.

Corynorhinus townsendii
Townsend’s big-eared bat

--/CSC/High

Roosts in colonies in caves,
mines, tunnels, or buildings
in mesic habitats. The
species forages along habitat
edges, gleaning insects from
bushes and trees. Habitat
must include appropriate
roosting or hibernacula sites
free from disturbance by
humans.

Dipodomys nitratoides exilis
Fresno kangaroo rat

FE/CE/--

Historically, ranged from
north-central Merced County
south through southwestern
Madera and central Fresno
counties. Known range now
restricted to the Alkali Sink
Ecological Reserve and the
Kerman Ecological Reserve
in Fresno County.
Distribution is extremely
patchy and is correlated
closely with prominent rock
features. Non-migratory,
although there may be local
migration along altitudinal
gradients. Depends upon
rock-faced cliff roosting
habitat. Thought to roost
singly during the day.
Forages throughout the night,
so it does not utilize night
roosts.
Roosts in rock crevices of
vertical cliffs and less
commonly in buildings. Does
not migrate or hibernate.

Euderma maculata
Spotted bat

--/CSC/High

Eumops perotis californicus
Greater western mastiff bat

--/CSC/High

Potential for Impacts
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project is outside of the
current range of this
species There are no
CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification
April - October

Consult agency

Scientific Name
Common name
Lasiurus blossevillii
Western red bat

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/CSC/High

Lasiurus cinereus
Hoary bat

--/--/Medium

Myotis ciliolabrum
Western small-footed myotis

--/--/Medium

Myotis evotis
Long-eared myotis

--/--/Medium

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Western red bat is a solitary,
foliage-roosting species. Day
roosts in edge habitats
adjacent to streams or open
fields, in orchards, and
sometimes in urban areas.
Closely associated with
riparian habitats; cottonwood
stands are preferred roost
sites. Roosts behind foliage
and hidden from sight,
Females do not form
maternity colonies, but give
birth singly in trees. Migrates
south in the winter, and
returns north for breeding.
Solitary foliage-roosting
species. Winters along the
coast and in southern
California; breeds inland and
north of wintering range.
Breeding habitats include all
woodlands and forests with
medium to large-size trees
and dense foliage.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Occurs throughout California
except in northwest portions
of the state. Found in desert,
chaparral, riparian, and
western coniferous forest
habitats. Roosts along or in
small groups in rock faces
and clay banks where
suitable crevices available.
Also roosts in barns,
boulders, concrete
overpasses, caves, mines,
and under exfoliating bark.
Hibernates in caves and
mines.
Occurs throughout California.
Associated with coniferous
forests, but also found in
semiarid shrublands, sage,
chaparral, and agricultural
habitats. Roost singly under
exfoliating tree bark, tree
hollows, caves, mines, cliffs,
sink-holes, and rocky
outcrops on the ground;
occasionally in buildings or
under bridges. Presumed to
hibernate.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Period of
Identification

Scientific Name
Common name
Myotis lucifigus
Little brown bat

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
--/--/Medium

Myotis thysanodes
Fringed myotis

--/--/High

Myotis volans
Long-legged myotis

--/--/High

Taxidea taxus
American badger

--/CSC/--

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Occurs throughout California
except extreme south.
Found in woodland and
forest habitats. Roost sites
include tree cavities, caves,
and human-occupied
structures. Hibernates in
caves and abandoned mines.

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).
None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

Wdely distributed throughout
California in all habitat types.
Known to migrate, but very
little information available
regarding migration patterns.
Most abundant in xeric
woodlands, such as oak and
pinyon-juniper forests.
Roosts in caves, buildings,
underground mines, rock
crevices in cliff faces, and
bridges in groups ranging
from 10 to 2,000. Hibernates
in buildings or underground
mines
Found primarily in forested
areas, especially blue oakfoothill pine, montane
hardwood-conifer, ponderosa
pine, and Sierran mixed
conifer. Migrates short
distances to hibernation
sites. Roosts in abandoned
buildings, cracks in the
ground, bridges, cliff
crevices, exfoliating tree
bark, and hollows within
snags. Females form large
maternity colonies of
hundreds of individuals.
Hibernates in winter in caves
and mines.
Herbaceous, shrub, and
open stages of most habitats
with dry, friable soils.

Period of
Identification

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. Suitable roosting
habitat is not present,
although the area is
suitable for foraging. There
are no CNDDB-recorded
occurrences of this species
within 5 miles of the project
site (CNDDB 2009).

None.
The project site consists of
a barren, graveled pad and
compacted dirt access
roads. There is a CNDDBrecorded occurrence of this
species approximately 4
miles southeast of the
project site (CNDDB 2009).

Year-round

Scientific Name
Common name
Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

Listing Status
USFWS/
CDFG/WBWG
FE/CT/--

General Habitat Description

Potential for Impacts

Occur in annual grasslands
or grassy open stages of
vegetation dominated by
scattered brush, shrubs, and
scrub with loose-textured,
sandy and loamy soils.
.

Moderate.
Although no suitable
burrows were observed
within the project site, there
are burrows to the east
along Deadman Creek that
may be suitable for this
species. Kit fox sized
tracks were observed along
the east-west access road.
There are several CNDDBrecorded occurrences of
this species within 5 miles
of the project site (CNDDB
2009).

Period of
Identification
Year-round
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