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NOTICE OF INTENT
TO ADOPT A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION FOR THE
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. GPA16-001
AND ZONE CHANGE NO. ZC16-004 PROJECT
To:

Interested Persons

From:

County of Merced
Department of Community and Economic Development
2222 “M” Street
Merced, CA 95340
Phone: (209) 385-7654
bguerrero@co.merced.ca.us

Contact: Brian Guerrero, Planner III
Subject: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration
Merced County is the Lead Agency pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) for the proposed General Plan Amendment No. GPA16-001 and Zone Change
No. ZC16-004 project (Proposed Project). Merced County intends to adopt a Mitigated
Negative Declaration for the Proposed Project.
The project site is located in the community of Le Grand, approximately 12 miles
southeast of the City of Merced. The approximately 8.9-acre project site is located
between Le Grand Road to the south, McDowell Street to the north and east and vacant
land to the west. The Proposed Project would amend the General Plan designation from
Low Density Residential to High Density Residential. The parcel would be rezoned from
R-1, Single Family Residential, to R-4, Multi-Family. No other approvals (e.g.,
subdivision map, conditional use permit) are proposed at this time.
The proposed IS/MND is available for public review from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, at the offices of the Merced County Community and Economic
Development Department (address listed above) and online at the Merced County
website at:
www.co.merced.ca.us/index.aspx?nid=414
The public comment period on the IS/MND closes on at 5pm on Thursday, March 9.
Comments may be submitted to Brian Guerrero, Planner III at the above address.
Emailed comments should be submitted to “bguerrero@co.merced.ca.us” and should
include the phrase “Le Grand Rezone Project IS/MND” in the subject line.
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1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

1. BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION
Project Title:

General Plan Amendment No. GPA16-001
and Zone Change No. ZC16-004

Project Location:

Le Grand, California

Lead Agency Name and Address:

Merced County
Community and Economic Development
Department
2222 “M” Street
Merced, CA 95340

Contact Person and Phone Number:

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

General Plan Designation:

Low Density Residential

Zoning:

R-1, Single Family Residential

INTRODUCTION
This Initial Study was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 1500 et seq.) to evaluate the
environmental effects of the Le Grand General Plan Amendment GPA16-001 and Zone
change ZC16-004 project (Proposed Project), which would amend the General Plan
designation of approximately 8.9-acres from Low Density Residential to High Density
Residential. The parcels would be rezoned from R-1, Single Family Residential to R-4,
Multi-Family.
The R-4 zoning allows for 15 to 33 dwelling units per acre. Up to 296 residential units
would be allowed under the proposed zoning if the entire project site were developed at
the maximum density, compared to 72 units under the existing zoning. However, it is
anticipated that a maximum of 223 units would be developed on the project site, which
would be a density of 25 units per undeveloped acre. There are also two residences on
the project site, which are anticipated to remain.
No development proposal (e.g., tentative map, conditional use permit) has been
submitted to the County for this proposal. The only actions under consideration at this
time are the General Plan amendment and the rezone. Prior to any development of this
parcel, a Small Lot Tentative Map and/or Conditional Use Permit application must be
submitted to the County. Any application would be subject to County review and
approval, including an evaluation of whether the proposal would implement the
mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study, result in environmental effects that are
not evaluated, and/or cause an impact to be significant that had been determined to be
less than significant in this Initial Study.
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION
PROJECT LOCATION
The project site is located on 8.9 acres within the unincorporated community of Le
Grand, approximately 12 miles east of the City of Merced (see Figure 2-1).
The
project site is bounded by Le Grand Road on the south, residential parcels that front
McDowell Street to the northeast, agricultural land to the west and recreational uses to
the southeast. (see Figure 2-2).
The project site would be accessed from connections to Le Grand Road and McDowell
Street.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT
Le Grand is a small, agriculturally-based community surrounded by rural agricultural
operations typical of Merced County, including orchards, row crops and grazing land.
The project site is relatively flat, and composed primarily of vacant land that is not
currently cultivated. The fields are used for grazing cattle. There are also two
residences in the southwest corner of the project site. There are no residences or other
buildings on the site beyond these
Surrounding land uses include an orchard, field and residence to the west, single-family
homes to the south and east, a recreational area with a tennis court, basketball court,
ball field, and play structure to the southeast, and single-family homes to the northeast
(see Figure 2-3).
Le Grand Elementary School and Le Grand High School are located across Le Grand
Road to the south.
The project site is designated Low Density Residential in the Merced County General
Plan and zoned R-1, Single Family Residential.

PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS
The Proposed Project would amend the General Plan and rezone the project site to
increase the density from single-family residential to multifamily residential. As discussed
in more detail below, the Proposed Project is intended to implement the recently adopted
Housing Element, which calls for higher density residential development in several
Urban Communities.
Project Background
State Housing Element Law (Government Code Section 65580 (et seq.)) mandates that
local governments adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing needs of
all economic segments of the community. Merced County updated its Housing Element
in July 2016. One aspect of the Housing Element Update is increasing the potential
number of affordable housing units in the County in order to meet the Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA), as required by State law (Government Code Section 65584).
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Project Location
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2. Project Description

The Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG) is responsible for distributing
the regional housing needs among the cities and unincorporated areas of the County.
MCAG assigned 4,445 housing units to the County for the period of January 2014
through December 2023. The County also has an unaccommodated need of 974 lowerincome units from the 2007-2014 RHNA. The County conducted an inventory of vacant
sites within the unincorporated areas that could meet the criteria that would enable the
County to accommodate the 974 units, including parcels zoned to allow a minimum of 20
units per acre. In order to meet those requirements, the County must rezone 48.7 acres
to allow for at least 20 units per acre.
To that end, the County Housing Element
identifies “Candidate Rezone Sites” that could be rezoned to allow higher densities to
accommodate lower-income housing demand. The project site is one of the Candidate
Rezone Sites.
Project Components
The Proposed Project would redesignate and rezone the project site to allow for high
density, multifamily housing. The project site would be rezoned from R-1 to R-4, which
allows for up to 33 dwelling units per acre. There are no housing developments in the
unincorporated area with densities near the allowed maximum. As discussed above, in
order to meet unaccommodated affordable housing demand, the project site must
accommodate a minimum of 20 dwelling units per acre. For this analysis, it is assumed
that the project site will develop at 25 units per acre, which is higher than the required 20
units per acre, and is closer to the mid-point between the 15 units per acre minimum and
33 units per acre maximum density range of the R-4 Zone. The maximum number of
new units is therefore assumed to be 223 units.
The Proposed Project includes only the General Plan amendment and rezoning that
would allow the higher density units. There are no development proposals, permit
applications, Improvement Plans, site plans, building plans or other components
required for a development project. Therefore, this analysis is based on the type of
development that would be allowed under County standards for the R-4 zone. Any
development of the project site would be governed by the standards set forth in Chapter
18 of the County Code, which includes setback requirements, building height limitations,
site coverage standards, parking requirements, landscape standards and other
requirements. For parcels that are zoned R-4, building coverage is limited to 70 percent.
A minimum 12-foot setback for sideyards and 15 feet for rearyards must be provided for
buildings over two stories and the maximum depth:width ratio is 3:1. In addition, 200
feet per unit must be provided as open space, which would be approximately one acre
for the Proposed Project. These requirements create an “envelope” in which the project
buildings can be constructed. For example, because building coverage is limited to 70
percent, no more than 6.23 acres could be occupied by buildings. The remainder of the
project site could contain parking, internal roads, landscaping and open space.
Building heights are limited to 60 feet or 4 stories, whichever is greater.
Housing and Population
According to the 2010 Census, there were 3.36 persons per household in the community
of Le Grand. Assuming that future development would have a similar rate, the Proposed
Project could result in a population increase of up to approximately 750 people.
Infrastructure
Development of the project site is anticipated to provide access via connections to
McDowell Street and Le Grand Road.
GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND
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2. Project Description

Water and sewer service would be provided by the Le Grand Community Services
District (LGCSD). The LGCSD operates a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP)
approximately 1 mile south of the Le Grand community. The WWTP has an operational
capacity of 350,000 gallons per day (gpd) and a permitted capacity of 500,000 gpd.
The water source is groundwater. The LGCSD has two active wells with a combined
capacity of 1.7 million gallons per day.
Storm drainage facilities include existing roadside ditches and gutters.
maintains stormwater basins in the area as well.

The County

Public Services
Students living in housing developed on the project site would attend the Le Grand
Elementary School, which serves students in grades K through 8 and Le Grand High
School. The elementary school currently has an enrollment of approximately 307
students. The high school has an enrollment of approximately 470 students. The high
school serves the communities of Le Grand, Planada and Plainsburg.
The Merced County Fire Department provides fire, rescue and emergency services to Le
Grand. Fire Station 84 serves Le Grand; it is located at 3875 Santa Fe Drive.
PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL
Lead Agency
In conformance with Sections 15050 and 15367 of the CEQA Guidelines, Merced
County has been designated the ‘lead agency,’ which is defined as the “public agency
which has the principal responsibility for carrying out or disapproving a project.”
CEQA Actions
Prior to approving the Proposed Project, the County must undertake CEQA review
including:
•

Adoption of the Mitigated Negative Declaration - pursuant to CEQA and the
CEQA Guidelines; and

•

Mitigation Monitoring – Adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Plan to reflect the
measures required to mitigate significant impacts, if any, of the project.

The Mitigated Negative Declaration and Initial Study are intended to provide the CEQA
documentation for approval of the Proposed Project.
County Approvals
The following additional actions would be taken by Merced County in order to approve
the Proposed Project:
•
•
•

General Plan Amendment – The land use designation for the project site would
be amended from Low Density Residential to High Density Residential;
Zoning Change – The project site would be rezoned from R-1 (single-family
residential) to R-4 (multifamily residential); and
Water Supply Assessment – because the Proposed Project would increase the

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND
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2. Project Description

number of water connections in the LGCSD by more than 10 percent, a Water
Supply Assessment must be prepared. The LGCSD has fewer than 3,000
connections, so, pursuant to State law, the County must adopt the Water Supply
Assessment.
Subsequent Approvals
As discussed above, no development proposals have been submitted for the project site.
Prior to developing the project site, a Small Lot Tentative Map and/or Conditional Use
Permit must be approved by the County. These are discretionary actions subject to
CEQA. Additional subsequent actions could include Improvement Plans and building
permits.
Other Agency Actions
Because no individual projects or entitlements are included in the Proposed Project, no
action by other agencies is necessary. However, development of the project site after
the Proposed Project is approved may require one or more of the following actions by
regulatory agencies.
•

•
•

•
•
•

Section 7 or Section 10 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service if
any federally-listed plant or wildlife species could be adversely affected by the
proposed development.
404 permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers if any waters of the US would
be filled.
Section 401 certification if a federal 404 permit is issued, and/or National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination Permit (NPDES) from the Regional Water
Quality Control Board if discharge to surface waters would be necessary or if
discharges would increase over currently permitted levels.
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit, issued by the State
Water Quality Control Board.
Can and Will Serve Letter for water and wastewater service from the Le Grand
Community Services District.
Authority to Construct and Permit to Operate from San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control Board if certain equipment is used (e.g. boilers).
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
INTRODUCTION
The following Checklist contains the environmental checklist form presented in Appendix G of
the CEQA Guidelines. The checklist form is used to describe the impacts of the Proposed
Project. For this checklist, the following designations are used:
Potentially Significant Impact: An impact that could be significant, and for which no mitigation
has been identified. If any potentially significant impacts are identified and no mitigation is
available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) must be prepared.
Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated: Impacts that would be reduced
to a less-than-significant level by feasible mitigation measures identified in this Environmental
Checklist.
Less-than-Significant Impact: Any impact that would not be considered significant under
CEQA relative to existing standards.
No Impact: The project would not have any impact.

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND
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Issues

1.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

AESTHETICS.
Would the project:
a.

Have a substantial adverse effect
on a scenic vista?

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

£

¢

c.

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

£

¢

£

£

d.

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

£

£

¢

£

Discussion
a.

There are no roads or features within the project site that are specifically designated as
scenic resources in the County General Plan. However, the General Plan does state
that rural and agricultural landscapes provide the primary scenic resources in Merced
County.1 The project site is located near one of the main roads through Le Grand, Le
Grand Road. However, the project site is not part of a scenic vista, because views of the
site are blocked by existing development. The Proposed Project would not substantially
change views from Le Grand Road, because development on the project site would be
behind existing residences. Even if the taller buildings on the project site were visible
from Le Grand Road, they would appear to be part of the developed community, and
would not interfere with a scenic vista. Fore these reasons, the impact would be less
than significant.

b.

There are no State highways in or near the project site2. The project site is primarily
vacant land that is not easily viewed from surrounding areas because it is bounded on
three sides by existing development. It does not contain any rock outcroppings, or
visually notable trees. No buildings would be removed as part of the Proposed Project.

1
2

Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan, December 10, 2013, page NR-8.
Caltrans, California Scenic Highway Mapping System, Merced County,
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed July 20, 2016.
Merced County,
Caltrans,
California
Merced
Scenic
County
Highway
Code,
Mapping
Title 18,
System,
Zoning,Merced
Chapter
County,
18.41.060, Lighting.
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/LandArch/16_livability/scenic_highways/index.htm, accessed July 20, 2016.

3
2
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Therefore the Proposed Project would have no impact on scenic resources within a
State scenic highway.
c.

Le Grand is a small rural community with a variety of housing types, schools,
recreational facilities, smaller retail stores and low-profile industrial facilities. The
predominant land uses in Le Grand are single-family homes with one or two stories. The
project site is bordered by such homes on the east and southwest.
The Proposed Project would provide for residential development on an agricultural,
undeveloped site. The project site is not easily seen from surrounding areas, and the
site is largely surrounded by residential development. Therefore, the change in the
visual character of the site would not be considered a substantial degradation of the
visual quality from most vantage points. However, the Proposed Project would allow for
buildings that are taller and more massive in scale than surrounding development.
Under the proposed zoning, buildings could be up to four stories or 60 feet tall,
compared to the one- and two-story homes that are adjacent to the project site. The
Zoning Code requires that multifamily development provide opaque screening between
the development and adjacent one- and two-family residences (Section 18.38.040),
which would limit views of the project buildings, particularly lower floors.
Existing
backyards and the 12-foot sideyard setback and 15-foot rear setback required by the
Zoning Code would provide some separation between existing residences and new
buildings on the project site. Nonetheless, if four-story buildings were located only 12 to
15 feet from property lines, as allowed by the Zoning Code, they could be visually
overwhelming from adjacent backyards, and interfere with light reaching the yards and
homes. Therefore, the Proposed Project could result in development that degrades the
visual character of adjacent residences. The following mitigation measure would provide
for separation of project buildings and building profiles that would be less imposing, so
that they would not dominate views from adjacent backyards or result in substantial
shadowing. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure AES-1

d.

(a)

Buildings over two stories in height shall be separated from the property line
by driveways, parking, landscaping features and/or open space so that
project buildings do not dominate views from backyards or homes, and do
not create substantial shadowing.

(b)

Buildings located within 100 feet of existing residences shall use stepbacks
and other features on the side facing the residences to reduce the perceived
mass of the building.

Glare is caused by light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials, such
as reflective glass, polished surfaces, or metallic architectural features. During daylight
hours, the amount of glare depends on the intensity and direction of sunlight. Glare can
be created from reflective building materials, such as windows or metallic architectural
features. As a residential development, the Proposed Project would not include the type
of buildings that typically generates extensive glare. Further, the project site is not easily
seen from nearby roadways. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not substantially
increase the amount of glare in the project vicinity.

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND
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Construction of the Proposed Project would create additional light sources such as
building and street lighting. Artificial lighting from urbanized uses alters the rural
landscape and, in sufficient quantity, “lights up” the nighttime sky and reduces the
visibility of astronomical feature, such as stars and comets. Unshielded lighting from
project uses could be visible from surrounding areas.
The Merced County Code
includes the following lighting standards (Section 18.41.060):
Exterior lighting shall be designed and maintained in a manner so that glare and
reflections are contained within the boundaries of the parcel, and shall be hooded
and directed downward and away from adjoining properties and public rights-ofway. The use of blinking, flashing or unusually high intensity or bright lights shall
not be allowed. All lighting fixtures shall be appropriate to the use they are
serving, in scale, intensity and height.3
These standards must be implemented by new development within the project site, and
would ensure that project development does not include light that spills over onto
adjacent properties. Downward-directed light would also minimize the extent of “uplighting” and the effect on night skies. For these reasons, impacts from light and glare
would be less than significant.

3

Merced County, Merced County Code, Title 18, Zoning, Chapter 18.41.060, Lighting.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

2.

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES:
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies
may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and
farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range
Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 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 in the
California Resources Agency, to
non-agricultural use?

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

£

¢

c.

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

£

£

£

¢

d.

Result in the loss of forest land or
conversion of forest land to nonforest use?

£

£

£

¢

e.

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

£

£

¢

£

Discussion
Agricultural Resources
According to the 2030 Merced County General Plan, agriculture is the prominent economic
segment in the County and accounts for more than 90 percent of all land area. Merced County
GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-5

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

is ranked fifth among all counties in California and sixth in the nation in the annual market value
of farm products.4
According to the 2015 Report on Agriculture, Merced County agriculture commodities grossed
$3,589,903,000 in 2015. Milk was the top agricultural commodity (by dollar value), followed by
almonds, chickens, cattle and calves and sweet potatoes. Other top agricultural commodities
include tomatoes, corn (for silage), alfalfa, eggs, cotton, other poultry, and fruit and nut crops.5
Farmland Classification
The Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP)
identifies farmland that is lost and gained during two-year periods. Farmland monitoring is
dependent upon farmland classifications, which are largely based on soil surveys. Agricultural
land is quantified based upon acreage, and classified as Prime, Farmland of Statewide
Importance, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Local Importance. “Important Farmland” is
defined as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance and Unique Farmland. The
FMMP also quantifies the amount of urban land and grazing lands within the County. The
project site is classified Prime Farmland, which is defined below:
Prime Farmland
Farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term
agricultural production. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply
needed to produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for the irrigated agricultural
production at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date.

Merced County Farmland Inventory
As stated above, the FMMP inventories the amount of farmland lost and gained and the amount
of urban land gained every two years. The most recent report for Merced County covers the
years 2012 to 2014.
Merced County was reported to have 1,157,906 acres of Important Farmland and grazing land
in 2014 (see Table 3-1). In Merced County, there was a net gain of 2,395 acres of Important
Farmland between 2012 and 2014. This included a net increase of 97 acres of Prime Farmland,
1,398 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, and 1,602 acres of Unique Farmland, and a
net decrease of 702 acres of Farmland of Local Importance. During this same time period, there
was a net reduction of 3,144 acres of grazing land. Out of the total loss of farmland and grazing
land in 2012-2014, a total of 473 acres were converted to “Urban and Built-up Land” uses.6
a.

4
5
6
7

The undeveloped portion of the project site is designated Prime Farmland. 7 The
Proposed Project would therefore result in the conversion of approximately 8 acres of
Important Farmland to urban uses.

Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan, December 10, 2013, page AG-1.
Merced County Department of Agriculture, 2015 Report on Agriculture, 2014, pages 1 and 2).
California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2012-1014 Land Use Conversion
Table A-18 for Merced County, Part III Land Use Conversion from 2012 – 2014.
California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, Rural Land Mapping Edition,
Merced County Important Farmland 2014, Sheet 1 of 2, August 2015.
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TABLE 3-1
2014 Merced County Farmland Inventory
Farmland Type
Prime Farmland
Farmland of Statewide Importance
Unique Farmland
Farmland of Local Importance
Grazing Land
Total Agricultural Land (Farmland plus Grazing Land)
Urban and Built-Up land
Other
Water
Total Inventoried Land

Acres
271,912
154,502
112,301
62,225
556,966
1,157,906
39,183
51,871
16,674
1,265,634

% of Total
21.5
12.2
8.8
4.9
44.2
91.6
3.1
4.0
1.3
100

SOURCE: California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2012-1014
Land Use Conversion Table A-18 for Merced County (Part I County Summary and Change by Land
Use Category and Part III Land Use Conversion from 2012 – 2014).

Agricultural land represents more than 90 percent of the County’s land base. In 2014,
Merced County had approximately 1.16 million acres of farmland, of which approximately
272,000 acres were designated Prime Farmland8. The project site represents less than
0.0033 percent of the County’s Prime Farmland inventory. The site is not currently
cultivated. The project site is located within an Urban Community, and surrounded on
three sides by urban development.
The Proposed Project would further the
implementation of the 2030 General Plan, which directs growth to Urban Communities in
order to protect farmland outside of developed areas. For these reasons, the conversion
of the project site to urban uses and loss of less than 8 acres of Prime Farmland would
be a less-than-significant impact.
b.

There are no Williamson Act contracts or land zoned for agricultural use adjacent to or
near the project site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c., d.

The project site does not contain any forest, so there would be no impact on forest
lands.

e.

The project site is located toward the center of the Le Grand community, so it is
surrounded by land that is zoned for future urban development. There is active
agricultural land located to the west of the project site. Agricultural parcels located near
existing urban uses, specifically residential uses, can have limited long-term viability for
active agricultural activities due to urban edge conflicts, stemming largely from the
nuisance effects of routine agricultural operations to residential neighbors due to noise,
dust, odors, traffic, and the application of herbicides and pesticides. These conflicts
could increase costs to the agricultural operations, and, combined with rising land values
for residential development, encourage the conversion of farmland to urban or other non-

8

California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2012-1014 Land Use Conversion
Table A-18 for Merced County (Part I County Summary and Change by Land Use Category and Part III Land
Use Conversion from 2012 – 2014).
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agricultural uses. The agricultural land west of the project site includes a mature orchard
and an uncultivated field. While these uses could require occasional use of heavy
equipment or pesticides, such activities would be of limited duration. The County
General Plan anticipates that these areas, which are within an Urban Community, would
be developed with urban uses. Therefore, even if developed resulting from the
Proposed Project created some pressure to convert the adjacent agricultural land to
urban uses, it would be consistent with General Plan. By directing urban development
toward Urban Communities, even when it requires conversion of agricultural lands within
those communities, the General Plan protects the viability of agricultural practices in the
county as a whole. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

3.

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to
make the following determinations:
Would the project:
a.

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

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant
concentrations?

£

£

¢

£

e.

Create objectionable odors
affecting a substantial number of
people?

£

£

¢

£

Discussion
The analysis of air pollutant emissions from the Proposed Project was prepared by ESA, and is
documented in a February 2017 memorandum, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for
the Le Grand Rezone. Technical support for the analysis is provided in Appendix A.
The project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) The SJVAB is the
second largest air basin by area in California, representing 16 percent of California’s geographic
area. Fresno, Western and Central Kern, Kings, Madera, Merced, San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and
Tulare counties are all within the SJVAB. The SJVAB is approximately 250 miles long and 35
miles wide. It is bordered to the east by the Sierra Nevada Mountains, the Coast Ranges to the
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west, Tehachapi Mountains to the south and the Sacramento Valley to the north. The bowl
shaped topography inhibits pollutant movement out of the valley.9
The ambient concentrations of air pollutants are determined by the amount of emissions
released by sources and the atmosphere’s ability to transport and dilute such emissions. Natural
factors that affect transport and dilution include terrain, wind, atmospheric stability, and sunlight.
Therefore, existing air quality conditions in the project vicinity are determined by such natural
factors as topography, meteorology, and climate, in addition to the amount of emissions
released by existing air pollutant sources.10
The SJVAB is part of a Mediterranean Climate Zone characterized by sparse rainfall occurring
mainly in the winter. Maximum temperatures often exceed 100OF in the valley. Wind in the
SJVAB typically blows from the northwest especially during the summer. The winter results in
periods of stagnation where winds are very weak again trapping pollutants in the valley.11
Project Vicinity
The average annual temperatures in Le Grand range from a low of 48.3oF to a high of 76.3oF.
Summer (June through August) average high and low temperatures are 96°F and 57°F,
respectively. The average winter (December through February) high and low temperatures are
62°F and 37°F, respectively. Rainfall varies widely from year to year, with an annual average of
13.11 inches.12
Pollutants of Concern
To protect human health and the environment, the USEPA has set “primary” and “secondary”
maximum ambient limits for each of the criteria pollutants. Primary standards were set to protect
human health, particularly sensitive receptors such as children, the elderly, and individuals
suffering from chronic lung conditions such as asthma and emphysema. Secondary standards
were set to protect the natural environment and prevent damage to animals, crops, vegetation,
and buildings. Ozone (O3) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2) are considered regional pollutants
because they (and their precursors) affect air quality on a regional scale. Pollutants such as
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb) are considered local pollutants that
tend to accumulate in the air locally. Particulate matter (PM) is both a local and regional
pollutant.13
The pollutants of concern within the SJVAB, including within the Le Grand community, are O3
(including oxides of nitrogen [NOX] and reactive organic gases [ROG]), CO, and PM. Principal
characteristics surrounding these pollutants are discussed below. Toxic Air Contaminants
(TACs) also are discussed, although no air quality standards exist for these pollutants.

9
10
11
12
13

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Final Draft Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality
Impacts, March 19, 2015.
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Final Draft Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality
Impacts, March 19, 2015.
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, Final Draft Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality
Impacts, March 19, 2015.
The Weather Company, LLC, Le Grand, California. Accessed at
http://www.intellicast.com/local/history.aspx?location=USCA0877, January 10, 2017.
United States Environmental Protection Agency, Criteria Air Pollutants, accessed at https://www.epa.gov/criteriaair-pollutants, August 9, 2016.
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Ozone
Ozone, or smog, is photochemical oxidant that is formed when ROG and NOX (both by-products
of the internal combustion engine) react with sunlight. Ozone poses a health threat to those who
already suffer from respiratory diseases as well as to healthy people. Ozone is a respiratory
irritant that can cause severe ear, nose, and throat irritation and increased susceptibility to
respiratory infections. Additionally, ozone has been tied to crop damage, typically in the form of
stunted growth and premature death. Ozone also can act as a corrosive, resulting in property
damage such as the degradation of rubber products, and is also an oxidant that causes
extensive damage to plants through leaf discoloration and cell damage.14
Reactive Organic Gases
ROG are compounds made up primarily of hydrogen and carbon atoms. Internal combustion
associated with motor vehicle usage is the major source of hydrocarbons. Other sources of
ROG are emissions associated with the use of paints and solvents, the application of asphalt
paving, and the use of household consumer products such as aerosols. Adverse effects on
human health are not caused directly by ROG but rather by reactions of ROG that form
secondary pollutants such as ozone.15
Nitrogen Oxides
Nitrogen oxides are a family of highly reactive gases that are a primary precursor to the
formation of ground-level ozone, and react in the atmosphere to form acid rain. The two major
forms of NOX are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen oxide (NO2). NO is a colorless, odorless gas
formed from atmospheric nitrogen and oxygen when combustion takes place under high
temperature and/or high pressure. NO2 is a reddish-brown gas formed by the combination of NO
and oxygen. NOX acts as an acute respiratory irritant and increases susceptibility to respiratory
pathogens.16
Carbon Monoxide
Carbon monoxide is a colorless, odorless, toxic gas produced by incomplete combustion of
carbon substances, such as gasoline or diesel fuel. In Merced, high CO levels are of greatest
concern during the winter, when periods of light winds combine with the formation of groundlevel temperature inversions from evening through early morning. These conditions trap
pollutants near the ground, reducing the dispersion of vehicle emissions. Moreover, motor
vehicles exhibit increased CO emission rates at low air temperatures. The primary adverse
health effect associated with CO is interference with normal oxygen transfer to the blood, which
can result in tissue oxygen deprivation.17
Particulate Matter
Particulate matter consists of finely divided solids or liquids such as soot, dust, aerosols, fumes,
and mists. Two forms of fine particulates now are recognized: inhalable course particles of
10 microns or smaller (PM10), and inhalable fine particles of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5).
14 Center for Disease Control (CDC), Air Pollutants, November 24, 2014. Accessed at
http://www.cdc.gov/air/pollutants.htm, August 9, 2016.
15 Center for Disease Control (CDC), Air Pollutants, November 24, 2014. Accessed at
http://www.cdc.gov/air/pollutants.htm, August 9, 2016.
16 Center for Disease Control (CDC), Air Pollutants, November 24, 2014. Accessed at
http://www.cdc.gov/air/pollutants.htm, August 9, 2016.
17 Center for Disease Control (CDC), Air Pollutants, November 24, 2014. Accessed at
http://www.cdc.gov/air/pollutants.htm, August 9, 2016.
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Particulate discharge into the atmosphere results primarily from industrial, agricultural,
construction, and transportation activities. However, wind on arid landscapes also contributes
substantially to local particulate loading. Both PM10 and PM2.5 can adversely affect the human
respiratory system, especially in people who are naturally sensitive or susceptible to breathing
problems.18
Toxic Air Contaminants
In addition to the criteria air pollutants, another group of airborne substances, called toxic air
contaminants (TACs), are known to be highly hazardous to health, even in small quantities.
TACs are airborne substances capable of causing short-term (acute) and/or long-term (chronic
or carcinogenic) adverse human health effects (i.e., injury or illness). TACs can be emitted from
a variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, automobiles, dry cleaners, industrial
operations, and painting operations. There are almost 200 compounds that have been
designated as TACs in California. The ten TACs posing the greatest known health risk in
California, based primarily on ambient air quality data, are acetaldehyde, benzene, 1,3butadiene, carbon tetrachloride, hexavalent chromium, para-dichlorobenzene, formaldehyde,
methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, and diesel particulate matter.19,20
SJVAPCD
The SJVAPCD currently operates 36 monitoring stations throughout the SJVAB. The closest
monitoring stations to the project site are the Merced-M Street and Merced- Coffee Avenue
Stations. These are the only two stations in Merced County and they monitor for different
pollutants. The M Street station monitors for PM10 and PM2.5 while the Coffee Street Station
monitors for O3, NO2, and PM2.5. Neither station monitors for CO or SO2; therefore, these
criteria pollutants are not included in the data summary. The historical ambient air data for
monitored criteria pollutants from these two stations are shown in Table 3-2 for the three most
recent years (2013 through 2015). Pollutant concentrations vary from year to year based on
weather conditions and the changes to land use patterns.
Both CARB and USEPA use this type of monitoring data to designate areas according to their
attainment status for criteria air pollutants. The purpose of these designations is to identify the
areas with air quality problems and thereby initiate planning efforts for improvement. The three
basic designation categories are nonattainment, attainment, and unclassified. Unclassified is
used in an area that cannot be classified on the basis of available information as meeting or not
meeting the standards.
In addition, the California designations include a subcategory of nonattainment-transitional,
which is given to nonattainment areas that are progressing and nearing attainment. The SJVAB
is currently classified as a federal nonattainment area for Ozone and PM2.5 and is a
nonattainment area at the state level for Ozone, PM10 and PM2.5. The current attainment
status for the SJVAB is provided in Table 3-3.

18 Center for Disease Control (CDC), Air Pollutants, November 24, 2014. Accessed at
http://www.cdc.gov/air/pollutants.htm, August 9, 2016.
19 California Air Resources Board, ARB Almanac 2009, Chapter 5.
20 California Air Resources Board, California Air Toxics Program. September 2015.
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TABLE 3-2
SJVAPCD Air Quality Data Summary (2013–2015)
Monitoring Data by Year
a
2013
2014
Pollutant
Standard
Ozone – Merced-S Coffee Avenue Station
Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)
0.1
0.1
Days over State Standard
0.09 ppm
5
3
Highest 8 Hour Average (ppm)
0.092
0.088
Days over National Standard
0.070 ppm
15
22
Days over State Standard
0.070 ppm
31
44
Nitrogen Dioxide – Merced-S Coffee Avenue Station
Highest 1 Hour Average (ppm)
0.052
0.054
Days over National Standard
0.10 ppm
0
0
Days over State Standard
0.18 ppm
0
0
Annual Average (ppm)
*
*
Days over National Standard
0.053 ppm
*
*
Days over State Standard
0.03 ppm
*
*
Particulate Matter (PM10) – M Street Station
3 b
80.5
92.7
Highest 24 Hour Average (µg/m )
3
Days over National Standard
0
0
150 µg/m
(measured)
3
Days over State Standard
13
9
50 µg/m
(measured)
3
3
*
*
Annual Average (µg/m )
20 µg/m
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) - Merced-S Coffee Avenue Station
3
75.1
64.5
Highest 24 Hour Average (µg/m )c
3

Days over National Standard
35 µg/m
(measured)
3
3
Annual Average (µg/m )
12 µg/m
Particulate Matter (PM2.5) – M Street Station
3
Highest 24 Hour Average (µg/m )c
Days over National Standard
(measured)
3
Annual Average (µg/m )

2015
0.102
2
0.090
14
34
0.035
0
0
*
*
*
94
0
5
30.7
61.2

16

16

15

13.2

*

*

68.9

53.7

60.8

35 µg/m

3

11

5

5

12 µg/m

3

*

*

*

ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.
* = information not available
a Generally, state standards and national standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year.
b Concentrations and averages represent federal statistics. State and federal statistics may differ because of
different sampling methods.
c Concentrations and averages represent state statistics. State and federal statistics may differ because of
different sampling methods.
SOURCE: California Air Resources Board, Top 4 Measurements and Days Above Standard (2012, 2013,
2014, and 2015), accessed at http://www.arb.ca.gov/adam/topfour/topfour1.php, July 2016.
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TABLE 3-3
Air Basin Attainment Status
Attainment Status
California Standards
Federal Standards

Pollutant
SCCAB
Ozone

Nonattainment

CO
NO2
SO2
PM10
PM2.5
Lead

Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment
Attainment
Nonattainment
Nonattainment
Attainment

Extreme
Nonattainment
Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment/Unclassified
Attainment
Nonattainment
No Designation

SOURCE: SJVAPCD, Ambient Air Quality Standards & Valley Attainment
Status, http://www.valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm. Accessed
November 2016.

Sensitive Land Uses
Land uses such as schools, children’s daycare centers, hospitals, and convalescent homes are
considered to be more sensitive to poor air quality than the general public because the
population groups associated with these uses have increased susceptibility to respiratory
distress. In addition, residential uses are considered more sensitive to air quality conditions than
commercial and industrial uses because people generally spend longer periods of time at their
residences, resulting in greater exposure to ambient air quality conditions. Recreational land
uses are considered moderately sensitive to air pollution. Exercise places a high demand on
respiratory functions, which can be impaired by air pollution, even though exposure periods
during exercise are generally short. In addition, noticeable air pollution can detract from the
enjoyment of recreation.21
Currently, sensitive receptors in the project vicinity include the residential development in the Le
Grand community, parks and the elementary and high schools.
a.

The Proposed Project would increase air emissions during both construction and
operation (see Item b, below, for more detail). According to the SJVAPCD’s guidance, a
project would be considered to be consistent with the applicable air quality plans if does
not exceed the regulatory thresholds for any of the criteria pollutants.
As detailed in Item b, below (Tables 3-5 and 3-6), the Proposed Project would not
exceed emissions thresholds for any criteria pollutants during construction or operation.
Therefore the Proposed Project would not conflict with the implementation of the
applicable air quality plans, so the impact would be less than significant.

b.

The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15064.7) provide that, when available, the significance

21 California Air Resources Board, Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective, April
2005.
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criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution
control district may be relied upon to make determinations of significance. The potential
air quality impacts of the project are, therefore, evaluated according to thresholds
developed by SJVAPCD. 22 These thresholds generally incorporate the checklist
questions contained in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Table 3-4 identifies the Air
Quality Significance Thresholds.

TABLE 3-4
Regional Air Quality Significance Thresholds
a

Mass Daily Thresholds (tons/yr)
Pollutant

Construction

Operations

Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX)

10

10

Reactive Organic Gases (ROG)

10

10

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10)

15

15

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

15

15

Oxides of Sulfur (SOX)

27

27

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

100

100

TACs (including carcinogens and
non-carcinogens

Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million people
Chronic & Acute Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment)

Note: As the Proposed Project would not involve the development of any major lead emissions sources, lead
emissions are not analyzed further.
SOURCE: SJVAPCD. 2015. Final Draft Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. March 19.
Available: http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/ceqa_guidance_documents.htm.

Construction
Construction-related emissions arise from a variety of activities, including: (1) grading,
excavation, and other earth moving activities; (2) travel by construction equipment and
employee vehicles, especially on unpaved surfaces; (3) exhaust from construction
equipment, trucks, and worker vehicles; (4) architectural coatings; and (5) asphalt paving.
Construction emissions for the Proposed Project were estimated using the most recent
version of the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version 2016.3.1, as
applicable. Modeling was based on project-specific data, where available. Where
project-specific information was not available (for example, the age and fuel efficiencies
of the vehicle fleet) default model settings and/or reasonable assumptions based on
other similar projects were used to estimate criteria pollutant emissions. Modeling
assumptions, calculations, and output files are provided in Attachments A and B in
Appendix A.
It is anticipated that the Proposed Project would be built out over 7 years. However, to
provide a conservative emissions estimate, 20 percent of the Proposed Project (or 45
22 SJVAPCD. 2015. Final Draft Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts. March 19. Available:
http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/ceqa_guidance_documents.htm.
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units) was assumed to be built each year. The year 2017 was chosen for modeling
purposes as construction equipment becomes more efficient as the years progress and
therefore using the 2017 year provides flexibility in the construction schedule. The
construction schedule was adapted from the CalEEMod defaults to assume a full year
(260 days) of construction activity. The CalEEMod default equipment was used for the
analysis. It is assumed that soils would be balanced onsite and silt loading (for fugitive
dust determination) was set to the Merced County specific value. Estimated criteria
pollutant emissions were compared to the SJVAPCD’s construction thresholds.
Table 3-5 shows unmitigated criteria pollutant emissions from construction. The
estimates include the following basic construction phases: site preparation, grading,
building construction, paving, and application of architectural coatings. As shown in
Table 3-5, maximum annual regional emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s
significance threshold for any criteria pollutant. Therefore the Proposed Project would
result in a less-than-significant impact for construction emissions.

TABLE 3-5
Unmitigated Annual Construction-Related Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)
PM1
Scenario
ROG
NOx
CO
SOx
0
PM2.5
Annual Project Emissions
1
3
2
<1
<1
<1
SJVAPCD Construction
Threshold
10
10
100
27
15
15
Significant Impact?
No
No
No
No
No
No
SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachments A and B.

Operation
CalEEMod was also used to estimate operational emissions from the project build out
assumed to occur in 2024. For on-road vehicles, the trip generation rates as provided
were used. These correspond to the default ITE trip rates for the apartment land use type.
The entrained road dust was adjusted from the CalEEMod default to the County-specific
value. The fleet mix was adjusted to reflect that of the project area instead of the County
defaults which include a significant percentage of heavy duty trucks associated with the
agricultural nature of the County. The analysis also takes credit for the increase in density
of the Proposed Project, the increase in renewable energy at the state level, project
connection to an existing sewer system, and the solid waste diversion currently achieved
in California. Otherwise CalEEMod defaults were used to estimate criteria pollutant
emissions. Attachments A and C in Appendix A provide detailed assumptions and
CalEEMod modeling results for determining operational emissions. Estimated emissions
were compared to the SJVAPCD’s construction thresholds.
Table 3-6 summarizes the annual operational emissions of criteria pollutants and compares
them to the SJVAPCD significance thresholds. As shown, none of the criteria pollutants
would exceed SJVAPCD’s annual thresholds. Therefore, the Proposed Project operation
would result in a less-than-significant impact on air quality.
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TABLE 3-6
Annual Unmitigated Operational Emissions (tons/year)
ROG
NOx
CO
SOx
PM10
Area Source
1
<1
3
<1
<1
Energy
<1
<1
<1
<1
<1
Mobile Source
<1
2
6
<1
1
Project Total
2
2
9
<1
2
SJVAPCD Operational
Threshold
10
10
100
27
15
Significant Impact?
No
No
No
No
No

PM2.5
<1
<1
<1
1
15
No

SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachments A and C.

c.

The SJVAB is currently classified as a state nonattainment area for ozone PM10 and
PM2.5. Cumulative development would generate additional air emissions and could
therefore violate air quality standards, contribute to existing air quality violations and/or
interfere with achievement of air quality standards. This is a potentially significant
cumulative impact.
The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in air emissions. Based
on SJVAPCD’s cumulative air quality impact methodology, if a project is determined to
exceed regional thresholds the project would be determined to contribute considerably to
this cumulative air impact. If a project does not exceed regional thresholds it could still
be cumulatively considerable if it exceeds the AAQS.
As discussed in Item 3b., above, the Proposed Project would not exceed regional
thresholds during construction or operational activities and, therefore, the Proposed
Project would not have the potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts based
on its contribution to regional emissions.
In addition to regional emissions criteria, the SJVAPCD has criteria in place to determine
whether construction and operational activities would create significant adverse localized
air quality impacts on nearby sensitive receptors. These are their Ambient Air Quality
thresholds in which a project would be considered to have a significant impact if its
emissions are predicted to cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality
standard by exceeding any of the California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS),
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) or Significant Impact Level (SIL). The
SJVAPCD considers increase in emissions of more than 100 pounds per day to be
cumulatively significant. The SJVAPCD has an Ambient Air Quality Analysis Screening
Tool to determine if the emissions from onsite construction or operational activities,
would exceed this threshold. If emissions exceed the 100 pounds per day threshold then
an ambient air quality analysis should be performed.
The Ambient Air Quality analysis uses only onsite emissions to determine significance,
which excludes the majority mobile source emissions as those occur on local and
regional roadways and not on the individual project sites. However, as there is some
travel on the project site, the analysis conservatively assumes that five percent of the
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mobile source emissions occur onsite. Five percent of the mobile source emissions are
therefore included in the onsite operational ambient air quality analysis.
Construction and operational activities are considered separately and are each
compared to the AAQS 100 pounds per day threshold. As shown in Table 3-7, the
Proposed Project emissions would not exceed AAQS 100 pounds per day for any
construction or operational criteria pollutant, so an ambient air quality analysis would not
be warranted. Therefore with respect to AAQS the Proposed Project would be less than
cumulatively considerable, and the impact would be less than significant.

TABLE 3-7
Unmitigated AAQS Analysis (lbs/day)
ROG
NOx
CO
SOx
Unmitigated
Construction
7
22
18
<1
Operation
8
2
21
<1
SJVAPCD Operational
Threshold
100
100
100
100
Significant Impact?
No
No
No
No

PM10

PM2.5

2
2

1
2

100
No

100
No

SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachment A

d.

CO Hotspots
Localized areas where ambient concentrations of CO exceed state and/or federal
standards are termed CO hotspots. Emissions of CO are produced in greatest quantities
from motor vehicle combustion and are usually concentrated at or near ground level
because they do not readily disperse into the atmosphere, particularly under cool, stable
(i.e., low or no wind) atmospheric conditions. Carbon monoxide decreased dramatically
in the SJVAB with the introduction of the catalytic converter in 1975. No exceedances of
CO have been recorded at monitoring stations in the SJVAB for some time and the
SJVAB is currently designated as a CO attainment area for both the CAAQS and
NAAQS. The SJVAB has been in attainment for so long that CO monitoring at the
majority of sites has been discontinued.
For the purposes of analyzing CO hotspots, intersections are considered to have the
potential to result in a CO hotspot if the Level of Service (LOS) on one or more streets or
at one or more intersections in the project area will be reduced to LOS E or F, or, for
intersections or roadways already operating at LOS F, congestion would substantially
worsen. If either of these conditions is met a CO analysis must be conducted to
determine the Proposed Project’s significance with respect to CO.
The Proposed Project is anticipated to increase traffic by a total of 1,483 trips per day,
with 114 trips during the AM peak hour and 138 during the PM peak hour (see Item.16,
Transportation/Traffic). As, shown in Tables 3-18 through 3-21 in Item 16, the Proposed
Project would not result in a change of LOS for any of the intersections or roadways
within the project vicinity. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not create CO
hotspots.
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TACs
The analysis of toxic air contaminants (TACs) is qualitatively based on the type of
development anticipated to occur, and an assessment of future development’s
adherence to existing County General Plan policies and SJVAPCD regulations. With
respect to TACs, there are two types of scenarios that are considered--those new
projects that would place new toxic sources in the vicinity of existing receptors, and
development that would place new receptors within the vicinity of existing toxic sources.
The Proposed Project provides for development of 223 residential units. This land use
does not typically result in the emission of TACs with the exception of permitted sources
(such as emergency generators or boilers). While it is unknown if permitted uses will be
included in the Proposed Project, the fact that any of the sources would be permitted
means that the SJVAPCD would ensure that their emissions are mitigated to below
regulatory standards. Therefore, because the Proposed Project will not introduce
unpermitted sources to the project area, impacts would be less than significant.
CARB recommends a buffer distance of 1,000 feet for most commercial and industrial
sites that could have existing unpermitted TAC sources as well as 500-feet between
sensitive receptors and roadways carrying more than 100,000 vehicles per day (high
volume roadways).
The Proposed Project is not located within 1,000 feet of any
commercial or industrial sites that could have existing permitted or un-permitted TAC
sources. The project site does have some adjacent and nearby agricultural uses, which,
with the exception of the potential for permitted sources, are not TAC emitters.
Additionally, the project site is not within 1,000 feet of any high volume roadways. The
closest freeway is Highway 99, which is over six miles from the project site and is
outside the health risk zone of influence. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not
anticipated to be placed in the vicinity of existing TAC sources that would expose new
sensitive receptors to excessive health risk.
The Proposed Project would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
levels of CO or TACs, so these impacts would be less than significant.
e.

During construction, exhaust from equipment could produce discernible odors typical of
most construction sites. Such odors could be a temporary nuisance to adjacent uses, but
would be intermittent and would not affect a substantial number of people. Additionally,
odors dissipate with distance. Therefore these emissions would be minimal.
Land uses that are associated with odor complaints typically include agricultural uses
(animal husbandry), wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical
plants, composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. As a residential
development, the Proposed Project would not include those types of uses that have
been identified as being associated with odors.
The project site is surrounded by residential development, agricultural operations, and
open space. Schools, commercial uses, additional agricultural operations and additional
residential development are located within 1,500 feet of the project site. The surrounding
agricultural uses are for crop growth and orchards, and are not associated with animal
agriculture such as dairy or large cattle ranches. There are no dairies within two miles of
the project site. Therefore, odors associated with the surrounding agricultural land would
be consistent with that associated with construction, minor, temporary emissions from

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-19

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

equipment exhaust. While such odors could be a temporary nuisance to adjacent uses, it
would be intermittent and would not affect a substantial number of people.
Because the Proposed Project is not expected to result in substantial objectionable
odors or expose new residents to substantial sources of order, this would be a lessthan-significant impact.
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Issues

4.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

¢

£

£

c.

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

£

¢

£

£

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

£

£

£

¢
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Discussion
Merced County
Merced County extends from the foothills of the Sierra Nevada in the east to the grasslands and
agricultural lands throughout the central and western portions of the County. The County
contains a wide range of diverse biological habitats that support 141 rare, threatened and
endangered species, including over 20 percent of the wetlands remaining in California.23 The
Merced County General Plan Background Report identifies areas where various sensitive
communities and special-status species are located, including vernal pool grasslands, California
red-legged frog habitat, San Joaquin kit fox habitat, wetlands, national wildlife refuges, the Fish
and Wildlife Service Grasslands Ecological area, federally- and state-funded conservation
easements, State wildlife refuges/areas, major riparian woodland areas, known special-status
species occurrences, vernal pool critical habitat, and California tiger salamander critical
habitat24.
Project Site Habitat
A reconnaissance survey of the Le Grand community was prepared in May 2011 and updated
in May 2016.25 That survey characterized the habitats within the community, such as the
project site. A site-specific survey has not been conducted, so the presence or absence of
species that are known to occur within annual grasslands/weedy fields such as the project site
cannot be determined at this time. Therefore, this analysis assumes that the potential for those
species to occur onsite exists.
The project site is composed of non-native annual grassland/weedy field. Within Merced
County, similar to the Central Valley generally, native grassland species have been largely
replaced over time by non-native grasses. Non-native annual grassland is now one of the most
common plant communities in the county and is dominated by non-native annual grasses
and herbaceous species26. Where this community has a substantial herbaceous component it
is generally referred to as ruderal or weedy fields.
Grasslands can provide habitat for a wide range of wildlife, including pollinating insects,
amphibians, reptiles, and small birds and mammals that are prey for other wildlife, such as redtailed hawks, northern harriers, American kestrels, burrowing owls, coyotes, and gray foxes.
The greatest number of wildlife species use grasslands near open water and woodland habitats
because they provide places for resting, breeding, and escape.27
There are a small number of trees located on the project site, primarily associated with existing
residences.
Special-Status Species
The project site has been disturbed, and has limited habitat value. Though the potential is
considered low, there is potential for several special-status wildlife species that could use the
23 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report,
July 2013, page 8-10.
24 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, Figures 8-11, 8-12, 813, 8-14, 8-14, 8-15, 8-16, 8-17, and 8-18.
25 Bumgardner Biological Consulting, letter report to Adrienne Graham, January 31, 2017.
26 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 8-77.
27 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 8-77.
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project site. 28 A query of the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) identified species
that could occur in the Le Grand community (see Appendix B). The project site could provide
habitat for four of these species--Moestan blister beetle, Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and
San Joaquin kit fox.
Moestan blister beetle (Lytta moesta), a California Special Animal, is an elongated black
beetle that is found in the Central Valley. Very little is known about the species. The females
will excavate shallow burrows and deposit eggs there. The larvae are nest parasites of solitary,
grown-dwelling bees. The beetle larvae feed on the pollen stores that the female bee provides
for her own larvae.29
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), a C a l i f o r n i a threatened raptor, is found in riparian
areas with suitable nest trees adjacent to prime foraging habitat (large, open grasslands or
lo w croplands). Nesting trees are often oaks, cottonwoods, walnuts or willows. Suitable
foraging grounds include native and non-native grasslands, lightly grazed pastures, and certain
grain and row croplands. Croplands in which prey is scarce or difficult to get at because of
the density of vegetative cover are unsuitable hunting grounds for the Swainson’s hawk. The
species has been recorded nesting within a few miles west of Le Grand. Large trees would be
considered potential nesting sites for Swainson’s hawk and other urban tolerant raptors, such
as red-shouldered hawk.30
Burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), a California Species of Special Concern, feeds on
rodents, small reptiles, and large insects in annual grasslands, pastures, and ruderal vegetation.
They breed between March and August in burrows that they have taken over from ground
squirrels and other burrowing mammals. Suitable habitat for this species occurs throughout the
Le Grand area, particularly where there are colonies of California ground squirrels and low,
open habitat for foraging, roosting, and predator detection. Therefore, it is considered to have a
moderate potential to occur within the project site.
San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica), a federally endangered and California
threatened taxon, occurs as an occasional vagrant from portions of its historic range to the south
and west. It occurs in open, sparsely vegetated areas of low relief (typically in native or nonnative grassland or alkali sink scrub), but can also occasionally be found in areas adjacent to
active agriculture that are not subject to ground disturbance (e.g., dirt shoulders of unimproved
roads, canal embankments, and other similar areas with sparse, open vegetation). The taxon
uses dens and other subsurface refugia in these latter areas and forages in areas with long lineof-sight views (typically not in active agricultural lands). There are known occurrences from the
region in 1999 and 2001 with the multiple observations from 2001 potentially representing the
same individual.
Migratory Birds. Most bird species in California are protected by the federal Migratory Bird
Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 703-712) and California Fish and Game Code § 3503. The Migratory
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) states “Unless permitted by regulations, the act provides that it is
unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture or kill; attempt to take, capture or kill; possess, offer to or
28 Bumgardner Biological Consulting, letter report to Adrienne Graham, January 31, 2017, page 2.
29 California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Lytta moesta, accessed at
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=107593&inline=1, January 11, 2017.
30 Bumgardner Biological Consulting, letter report to Adrienne Graham, January 31, 2017, page 2.
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sell, barter, purchase, deliver or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried or
received any migratory bird, part, nest, egg or product, manufactured or not.” In addition,
California Fish and Game Code § 3503 states “It is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation
made pursuant thereto.” Migratory species such as loggerhead shrike and urban-tolerant
raptors could use trees and/or dense shrubs on the project site for nesting.
a.

The project site has been largely disturbed due to agricultural activities. Nonetheless, the
project site could provide habitat for several special-status that occur within annual
grasslands and weedy fields, including Moestan blister beetle, Swainson’s hawk,
burrowing owl, other urban tolerant birds, and San Joaquin kit fox.
Moestan Blister Beetle
The project site is composed of annual grassland, which could provide habitat for the
Moestan blister beetle, particularly if native, ground-dwelling bee nests are present. The
ecology of this species is not well understood, but it has been reported in the region. If
the beetle is present within the project site, then grading activities could harm one or
more individuals, and convert its habitat to urban uses. The California Department of
Fish and Wildlife has indicated that the Moestan Blister Beetle is a Special Animal, so
the potential harm to the beetle is considered a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce the impact on the Moestan blister beetle by
ensuring that, if present, it is identified and protected from grading and construction
activities, and that information from the survey is forwarded to the CNDDB and CDFW in
a timely manner in order to facilitate better understanding of the species. The impact on
the Moestan blister beetle would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1
(a) A qualified biologist shall conduct a preconstruction survey for Moestan blister
beetle during the known active season (April to June) of this species prior to
the commencement of construction activities. If no individuals are identified
during the survey, no additional action is required.
(b) If individuals of Moestan blister beetle are found during the preconstruction
survey, pertinent data regarding the associated habitat (e.g., vegetation
communities, soils, associated invertebrate species, etc.) shall be collected to
better understand the ecology of the species. All pertinent data collected
during the preconstruction survey shall be included in the information submitted
to the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) along with the new
occurrence record. Results of surveys, including negative findings, shall be
submitted to CDFW within two weeks of their conclusion. All observations of
the Moestan blister beetle shall be reported to the CNDDB within ten (10) days
of sighting.
(c)

If individuals of Moestan blister beetle are found during the preconstruction
survey, an impact avoidance and minimization plan shall be developed by a
qualified biologist and implemented during grading and construction. The plan
shall focus on avoidance of occupied habitat where feasible through the use of
exclusionary fencing. Where avoidance is not feasible, impacts shall be
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minimized through onsite biological monitoring. The onsite biological monitor
shall have authority to temporarily halt any work that would directly affect
occupied habitat and determine if a smaller impact footprint is feasible. Work
shall then resume after concurrence on the necessary footprint.
Nesting Birds
Grassland and weedy fields can provide foraging habitat for raptors such as Swainson’s
hawk and burrowing owl, in large part due to the colonization of these areas by ground
squirrels, which are prey for these raptors. Burrowing owls use these areas for foraging,
burrows and nesting, but in closer proximity to their burrows. Swainson’s hawks forage
as much as ten miles from their nesting site, and are known to nest within 10 miles of the
project site. Swainson’s hawk could nest within trees located within or adjacent to the
project site. Other urban-tolerant raptors and species such as loggerhead shrike can
nest in trees or annual grassland/weedy fields. Because these birds are urban-tolerant,
they might choose to nest or forage in the project site even though it is bordered on
three sides by residential development.
If protected species are present on the project site, their nests, eggs, or young birds
could be destroyed during site clearing or development activities. This would be a
significant impact.
Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3 require that the project site be surveyed for nests
immediately prior to construction activities, and if any active raptor, loggerhead shrike or
migratory bird nests are found, the nests must be protected until the young have fledged.
If burrowing owls, which nest on the ground, are found, their burrows must be protected,
a buffer zone will be established, and the owls will only be relocated (if necessary)
outside of the breeding season. These measures would ensure that the owls are not
disturbed during the nesting season, that adult and young are protected from direct
harm, and that, if the burrows are to be destroyed, that they are relocated to appropriate
habitat. Therefore, impacts on nesting birds would be less than significant with
mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO 2: Raptor and Migratory Bird Nesting Habitat
(a)

Prior to construction, surveys for nesting special-status birds (loggerhead
shrike, Swainson’s hawk and other raptors except burrowing owl), raptors
protected under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, and
other migratory birds shall be conducted prior to any vegetation clearing or
other ground disturbance associated with the Proposed Project.
The
preconstruction surveys shall be conducted by a qualified consulting biologist
under a two-visit protocol with the first visit occurring no more than 14 days
prior to initiation of project construction. The second visit shall occur within the
three days prior to initiation of the project construction. If no nesting raptors,
migratory birds or special-status birds are identified, then no further action is
required.

(b)

If nesting Swainson’s hawks are found, project construction shall not be
initiated until it can be demonstrated by a qualified biologist that the young-ofthe-year are no longer dependent upon the nest site.
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If other nesting raptors are found, an exclusion zone around each nest shall be
established such that no project disturbance occurs within 300 feet of the nests
until the young-of-the-year are no longer dependent upon the nest site. Lastly,
if other nesting migratory or special-status birds are found, an exclusion zone
around each nest shall be established that precludes any project disturbance
within 100 feet of the nests until the young-of-the-year are no longer dependent
upon the nest site. Alternatively, project construction may be delayed until after
August 15, when all local nesting birds are assumed to have completed
nesting.
(c)

If project construction commences after August 15, when all local nesting birds
are assumed to have completed nesting, no surveys would be required.

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Burrowing Owls
(a)

Prior to construction or any ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall
conduct pre-construction surveys.
The survey shall be conducted in
accordance with Appendix D, Breeding and Non-breeding Season Surveys and
Reports, of the 2012 CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. If no
burrowing owls are present, no additional mitigation is required.

(b)

If burrowing owls are present, the project proponent shall notify the County and
CDFW. A qualified biologist shall implement a routine monitoring program and
establish a fenced exclusion zone around each occupied burrow.
No
construction activities shall be allowed within the exclusion zone until such time
that the burrows are determined to be unoccupied. The buffer zones shall be a
minimum of 150 feet from an occupied burrow during the non-breeding season
(September 1 through January 31), and a minimum of 250 feet from an
occupied burrow during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31).

(a)

The biologist shall prepare a mitigation plan that provides for onsite avoidance
and/or relocation to ensure that no burrowing owl is harmed. The mitigation
plan shall be reviewed and approved by CDFW. If occupied burrows must be
destroyed, no destruction of burrows shall occur during the breeding season.
Burrows may be destroyed during the non-breeding season, pursuant to the
mitigation plan.

Foraging Habitat for Swainson’s Hawk
Swainson’s hawk is known to forage up to 10 miles from nesting sites, and nests have
been recorded within 10 miles of the project site. The conversion of substantial swaths of
foraging habitat is a significant impact.
The project site contains approximately 9 acres of land that could be suitable habitat for
Swainson’s hawk. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 requires that lands suitable for Swainson’s
hawk foraging be placed into conservation easements at a ratio based on the distance to
the closest active next, consistent with CDFW protocols. While there would still be a net
loss of habitat, at present there is substantial amount of suitable foraging habitat
surrounding the project site in the form of pasturelands and grasslands. For example, in
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2014 there were over 500,000 acres of grazing land in Merced County31. By protecting
habitat a portion of this habitat from development, this measure would ensure that the
Proposed Project would not substantially reduce the amount of acreage available for
foraging under existing conditions. Therefore, this impact would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat
At the time that a project application is submitted, the applicant shall provide
documentation of the closest recorded Swainson’s hawk nest. Based on the
acreage to be disturbed and the distance to the nearest nest, the project applicant
shall preserve annual grasslands or other suitable raptor foraging habitat consistent
with the following guidelines: 1.5 acres of protected suitable habitat for each 1
acre impacted within 1 mile of an active nest site; 0.75 acre of protected suitable
habitat for each 1 acre impacted between 1 and 5 miles of an active nest site; and 0.5
acre of protected suitable habitat for each 1 acre impacted between 5 and 10 miles of
an active nest site (as approved by the County and CDFW). Preservation may
occur through either:
•

Payment of a mitigation fee to Merced County through a negotiated
agreement between the County, project proponent, and CDFW. The monies
would be paid to a qualified non-profit land trust and/or held in a trust fund or
similar mechanism, and used to preserve mitigation land through the
purchase, monitoring, maintenance, and remediation of lands that supports
suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk (consistent with CDFW
guidelines); or

•

Purchase of conservation easements or fee title to suitable Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat to protect the habitat from urban development.

San Joaquin Kit Fox
The only special-status mammal having the potential to occur within the project site is
San Joaquin kit fox. However, it should be noted that individuals recorded in these
areas are likely vagrants from portions of the historic range to the south and west. An
established population of the taxon has not been documented to occur in the region.
Nonetheless, vagrant individuals occasionally appear at locations in the northeastern
San Joaquin Valley. The project site could provide habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox;
although the likelihood of occurrence is considered low, due in part to the lack of
adjacent suitable habitat. The project site is surrounded on 3 sides by residential
development, and on most of one side by orchard. Nonetheless, potential dens are can
be found in relatively undisturbed areas with sparse, open vegetation, such as the
project site. Construction activities that result in ground disturbance in areas with
potential dens, could therefore result in the entombment of and subsequent injury to or
death of individuals, if any are present. The potential injury to or mortality of individuals
is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 would protect individuals, if
31 California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource Protection, 2012-1014 Land Use Conversion
Table A-18 for Merced County (Part I County Summary and Change by Land Use Category and Part III Land Use
Conversion from 2012 – 2014).
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present, from harm by identifying and closing den sites within the area to be disturbed.
Therefore, with mitigation this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: San Joaquin Kit Fox
(a) Prior to grading or construction, a preconstruction survey for potential dens
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist. If potential dens are located within
the project site, the following measure shall be implemented.
(b) All potential dens (including other subsurface refugia that could be occupied)
shall be monitored with a minimum of three consecutive nights in which a
suitable tracking medium is placed at the mouth of each potential den or other
subsurface feature. Each potential den or other feature where no evidence of
use by San Joaquin kit fox (e.g., tracks) is observed shall then be excavated
under the supervision of a biological monitor prequalified by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Upon
excavation to all endpoints of a potential den or other feature, it shall be
backfilled and brought back to grade. If a den cannot effectively be cleared
with additional nights of monitoring that result in three consecutive nights of
monitoring without evidence of the taxon, the applicant shall coordinate with the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife to
determine an appropriate follow-up action. The follow-up action may involve
careful excavation of the den under the supervision of a biological monitor
prequalified by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of
Fish and Wildlife that results in the eviction of any individuals.
b., c.

The project site does not contain creeks or riparian habitat. However, grasslands can
support wetlands, such as seasonal swales. If wetlands were present, their fill or
destruction would be a significant impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-6 requires that the
project site be surveyed and, if wetlands are present, that a mitigation plan be prepared
that provides for compensation at a minimum 1:1 ratio. If the wetlands are determined to
be waters of the U.S, the presence of wetlands would be determined through a USACEverified delineation, and the mitigation measure could be satisfied through the 404
permit process, which requires that wetlands that are filled or destroyed be compensated
for at a level that ensures no net loss of wetlands.
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Wetlands
Prior to construction or ground disturbance, a qualified biologist shall conduct a
wetland delineation. If wetlands are present, a wetland and/or riparian mitigation
plan shall be prepared and shall ensure no net loss of waters of the U.S. and
riparian vegetation. The wetland and/or riparian mitigation plan shall be based on
a wetland delineation verified by USACE. This measure may be implemented
through the 404 permit and/or Streambed Alteration Agreement processes, as
applicable. The mitigation plan shall include the following:
(a)

The project proponent shall compensate for the loss of wetland habitat
through a combination of restoration, enhancement, and/or the purchase of
mitigation credits at an approved mitigation bank. The ratio of compensation
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shall be determined in consultation with USACE and/or California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), as part of the 404 permit and/or
Streambed Alteration Agreement processes, but shall not be less than 1:1.
(b)

Prior to any construction activities on the site, a protective fence shall be
erected around the boundaries of wetland areas to be retained. This
fence shall remain in place until all construction activity in the immediate
area is completed. No activity shall be permitted within the protected
areas except for those expressly permitted by the USACE and/or CDFW.

(c)

For any construction activities in areas that could result in runoff entering
wetlands that are to be preserved onsite, water quality shall be protected
using best management practices (BMPs) and erosion control techniques
during construction including, but not necessarily limited to, preservation
of existing vegetation, mulches (e.g., hydraulic, straw, wood), and
geotextiles and mats, during construction.

d.

The project site is surrounded on three sides by residential and other development, and
does not contain any other drainages or features that would be used as wildlife corridors.
The project site does not contain habitat that would be used as a nursery site, except for
the nesting habitat described in Item a, above. Therefore, there would be no impact.

e.

The County General Plan contains policies intended to protect biological resources
within the county. The mitigation measures identified in Item (a) would ensure that the
Proposed Project would be consistent with these policies. The County does not have
any adopted ordinances or programs for protection of biological resources in the
unincorporated areas of the county. Therefore, with mitigation, the Proposed Project
would not result in conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, and the impact would be less than significant.

f.

No adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural Conservation Community Plans, or
other approved local, regional, or state Habitat Conservation Plans have been adopted
that cover the project site or immediate vicinity. Therefore, the Proposed Project would
not conflict with such plans and there would be no impact.
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Issues

5.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

CULTURAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

¢

£

£

b.

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

£

¢

£

£

c.

Directly or indirectly destroy a
unique paleontological resource or
unique geologic feature?

£

¢

£

£

d.

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

£

¢

£

£

Discussion
Northern Valley Yokuts
Merced County is in an area that was the territory of the Penutian-speaking Northern Valley
Yokuts. The Yokuts Indians originally inhabited all of the San Joaquin Valley, including the area
that became Merced County. Yokut villages were typically located near principal waterways.32
The Yokuts subsisted on the varied food sources available in the San Joaquin Valley. Acorns
were a central food source, along with gathered wild seeds and other vegetable foods.33 These
food sources were supplemented by game, wild fowl, small mammals, fish, shellfish and
turtles.34 With the arrival of the Spanish, the Yokuts were forcibly relocated to missions, and
their population began to decline. An outbreak of malaria in 1833 reduced the population by
75%. The 1849 gold rush and increasing European settlement of the Central Valley further
reduced the Yokuts population.
No prehistoric or historic archaeological resources located within the project vicinity have been
reported to the Central California Information Center,35 and there are no known Yokuts sites in
the Le Grand area.

32 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 9-29.
33 Peak and Associates, Inc., Cultural Resource Assessment of the Planada Self-Help Housing Project, October 7,
2016, page 6.
34 Peak and Associates, Inc., Cultural Resource Assessment of the Planada Self-Help Housing Project, October 7,
2016, page 6.
35 Central California Information Center, Update to previous record search #79451—Le Grand Community Plan,
February 29, 2016, page 1.
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Merced County
European settlement of the Merced County area began with four Mexican land grants in the
1840s. Settlement accelerated with the discovery of gold in California. As the gold rush
subsided, many turned to agriculture. Merced County was formed in 1855 from a portion of
Mariposa County.
The Central Pacific Railroad entered Merced County in 1872, providing connections to markets
in the north and south, and, farther afield, the east36. By 1874 much of the county was under
cultivation, with wheat being a major crop. Herds of cattle occupied the uncultivated grasslands.
Reservoirs were constructed to control flooding, and to provide water during the dry season
through an extensive irrigation system. The majority of land in the county, over 80 percent,
continues to be classified “farmland” to the present time.37
Le Grand Community
Le Grand began as a farming town, originally called Idlewild. Like many small, Central Valley
towns, the community was affected by the completion of the railroad (San Joaquin Valley
Railroad, later called Santa Fe) in 1896. Businesses relocated from Plainsburg in order to be
near the rail line. The first subdivision was recorded for Le Grand in 1895, and by 1908 most of
the surrounding farmland had been subdivided into 5-, 10- and 20-acre parcels. After 1913,
subdivision activity essentially ceased until the early 1970s.38
A number of cultural resource surveys have been conducted in and near Le Grand, but no
surveys for the project site have been submitted to the Central California Information Center
(CCIC)39, which is the repository of cultural resource surveys conducted in Merced County. No
sacred lands have been recorded in the project vicinity40, nor have any tribal cultural resources
been identified.
a., b.,
d.
No prehistoric resources have been recorded in the Le Grand community or surrounding
vicinity. However, the CCIC considers the Le Grand area to have moderate to high
sensitivity for both historic and prehistoric resources. The project site has not been
surveyed, so it is unknown whether it contains significant prehistoric or historic
archaeological resources. Excavation and grading activities could destroy or disturb
subsurface cultural resources, if present, which would be a significant impact.
No sacred lands have been recorded in the project site. The County notified local tribes
of the pending Proposed Project, and did not receive any requests for consultation. For
these reasons, no impacts on sacred lands or tribal cultural resources are anticipated.
No buildings would be removed as part of the Proposed Project, so there would be no
impact on historic buildings.

36 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 9-29.
37 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 9-34.
38 Merced County Planning Department, Le Grand Community Specific Plan, 1983, page II-1.
39 Central California Information Center, Update to previous record search #79451—Le Grand Community Plan,
February 29, 2016.
40 Gayle Totton, M.A., PhD., Associate Governmental Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission,
written communication to Adrienne Graham, Environmental Consultant, December 12, 2016.
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Mitigation Measure CUL-1(a) would ensure that archaeological resources, if present,
would be identified prior to disturbance, and treated appropriately. State law requires
that, if human remains are discovered, the County Coroner must be notified, as indicated
in Mitigation Measure CUL-1(c). If the Coroner determines that the remains are Native
American, the most likely descendent must be consulted regarding appropriate reinterment. Mitigation Measure CUL-1(b) would ensure that archaeological resources, if
unexpectedly encountered during construction, are identified before they can be
damaged or disturbed by construction activities, and that they are treated appropriately
after discovery. Therefore, the impact on archaeological resources would be less than
significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure CUL-1: Archaeological Resources
(a)

Prior to approval of a Conditional Use Permit or tentative subdivision map on
the project site, an archaeological survey shall be conducted by a Countyapproved qualified archaeologist. Areas found to contain or be likely to contain
archaeological resources shall be fully surveyed, including excavation and
testing to the extent needed to characterize and record the archaeological
site. If a sensitive site cannot be fully surveyed prior to construction (due to the
presence of pavement or other reasons), a qualified archaeologist shall be
present to monitor all grading and excavation activity. Any artifacts and/or sites
that are discovered shall be recorded, preserved in situ and/or donated to an
appropriate organization or archive, according to the recommendations of the
archaeologist.

(b)

If a monitoring archaeologist or a member of the construction team believes
that an archaeological resource has inadvertently been uncovered, all work
within 50 feet of the discovery shall cease, and a qualified archaeologist shall
be notified immediately. Appropriate steps shall be taken, as directed by the
archaeologist, to protect the discovery site. The area of work stoppage shall be
adequate to provide for the security, protection, and integrity of the
archaeological resources in accordance with federal and State Law, and at a
minimum shall be 50 feet from the discovery. Vehicles, equipment, and
unauthorized personnel shall not be permitted to traverse the discovery site.
Any artifacts and/or sites that are uncovered shall be recorded, preserved in
situ and/or donated to an appropriate organization or archive, according to the
recommendations of the archaeologist.

(c)

If human remains are discovered or uncovered during any phase of
construction, all ground-disturbing activity within 50 feet of the remains shall
be halted and the County Coroner shall be notified immediately, according to
Section 5097.98 of the State Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of
California’s Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by the
County Coroner to be Native American, the Native American Heritage
Commission (NAHC) shall be notified within 24 hours, and the guidelines of
the NAHC shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.
The approved treatment and disposition of the remains shall be implemented
before the resumption of ground-disturbing activities within 50 feet of where
the remains were discovered.
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c.

Paleontological resources are any fossilized remains, traces, or imprints of organisms
preserved in or on the earth’s crust, that provide information about the history of life on
earth and its evolution, with the exception of archeological resources.41 The Society of
Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) has established guidelines for the identification,
42
assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on paleontological resources.
Paleontological specimens have been found in western Merced County and could be
present elsewhere in the county. According to the Merced County General Plan
Background Report, 12 localities in Merced County have yielded Late PleistoceneAge large mammals, including Bison, Camel, Columbian Mammoth, horse, American
Mastodon, and Elephas spp.43
The project site is underlain by the post-Modesto formation, which is considered to have
low potential for paleontological resources, in part because the formation is relatively
young.44 Nonetheless, if such resources were present on the project site, they could be
damaged or destroyed during excavation and grading. This would be a significant
impact.
The type of development that would be undertaken would not, for the most part, require
extensive excavation. Buildings would not be likely to have basements or require
extensive excavation. , Nonetheless, excavation would be required for pipelines and
other features. Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would ensure that if paleontological resources
are uncovered during construction, all work would cease until the resource could be
evaluated by a qualified paleontologist, and provisions made for the appropriate
disposition of the resource.
The measure would protect such resources from
destruction, so the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure CUL-2
If paleontological resources (e.g., fossils) are discovered during construction, the
contractor shall immediately cease all work activities in the vicinity (within
approximately 100 feet) of the discovery. After cessation of excavation the contractor
shall immediately contact the County. The potential paleontological resource(s) shall
be evaluated by a qualified paleontologist. If it is determined that the project
construction could damage a unique paleontological resource (as defined pursuant to
the CEQA Guidelines), mitigation shall be implemented in accordance with PRC
Section 21083.2 and Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines. If avoidance is not
feasible, the paleontologist shall develop a treatment plan in consultation with the
County. The contractor shall not resume work until authorization is received from the
County.

41 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 9-29., page 9-22.
42 Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision Committee, Standard Procedures for
the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontologic Resources, 2010, page 2.
43 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 9-29., page 9-35
44 California High-Speed Rail Authority, U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Railroad Administration,
Paleontological Resources Technical Report, Merced to Fresno Section, Project EIR/EIS, April 2012, page 4-9.
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Issues

6.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

GEOLOGY AND SOILS.
Would the project:
a.

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

i.

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

£

£

¢

£

ii.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

£

£

¢

£

iii.

Seismic-related ground failure,
including liquefaction?

£

£

¢

£

iv.

Landslides?

£

£

¢

b.

Result in substantial soil erosion, or
the loss of topsoil?

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

Be located on expansive soils, as
defined in Table 18-1-13 of the
Uniform Building Code (1994),
creating substantial risks to life or
property?

£

£

¢

£

e.

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

£

£

£

¢

£

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-34

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

Discussion
a.i-iii,
c.
Seismic Activity
Like much of California, Merced County is subject to seismic activity, although the risk
associated with seismic hazards is low, due to the distance between developed areas
and active earthquake faults. According to the Merced County General Plan, the only
fault known to be located within the county is the “Ortigalita” fault, which bisects the
Coast Range in a northwesterly direction. This fault has not been active in recorded
history, but it could become active again. This is the only fault identified in the county
that is on the Alquist - Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map.45
There are several faults outside of but near the county, including the San Andreas, 15
miles to the west of Merced County, the Hayward and Calaveras faults to the northwest,
the White Wolf, Garlock and Sierra Nevada faults to the south, and the Bear Mountain
Fault Zone, approximately 5 miles east of the county.46
The project site is in an area with a “maximum expectable earthquake intensity” of “II:
Moderate severity moderate probable damage”.47 Because of the distance from known,
active faults, in most earthquakes only weaker, masonry buildings would be damaged,
although shaking could be felt in very infrequent earthquakes.48
Liquefaction is a phenomenon whereby granular soil (i.e., silt and sand) is transformed
from a solid state into a liquid state (e.g., quicksand) as a result of an increase in porewater pressure due to an earthquake. Liquefaction would most likely occur in watersaturated silts, and in sands and gravels having low to medium density. Due to the
density of the soil and the relatively low potential for seismic shaking to occur in project
site, the potential for soil liquefaction is considered low.
Construction contractors are required to comply with the California Building Code (Title
24) to ensure that a project is designed and constructed to meet applicable seismic
safety standards. In compliance with these standards, the contractor would identify
appropriate features to be incorporated into project design to minimize risk of damage
from liquefaction. The Proposed Project would be required to comply with Title 24, which
contains seismic safety requirements and construction and design standards to reduce
risks associated with subsidence and liquefaction. Therefore, impacts associated with
seismic risk, including fault rupture, seismic ground shaking, seismic ground failure due
to the liquefaction of soils, would be considered less than significant.
a.iv.

The project site and surrounding areas are relatively flat, with a few slopes. The project
site does not contain any steep slopes or other features that could result in landslide or

45 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 10-5.
46 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 10-5.
47 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, Figure 10-5.
48 California Geologic Survey, Earthquake Shaking Potential for California, 2008.

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-35

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

mudflow hazards. Therefore, risks to people from landslides or mudflows would not
result due to implementation of the Proposed Project, and no impact would occur.
b.

Earth-disturbing activities could result in erosion during construction. However, as
discussed in Item 8(a)(c)(f), new development associated with the Proposed Project
would be required to obtain and comply with the State General Construction Activity
Stormwater Permit, which requires use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to
prevent eroded soils and other contaminants from entering surface waters. Because the
Proposed Project would be required to comply with erosion reduction and sediment
control measures, it would not result in substantial erosion. Therefore, this is a lessthan-significant impact.

d.

Soil characteristics, such as expansive soils, which increase and decrease in volume in
response to changes in water content, could create a geologic hazard. Geologic and
soil conditions can vary from site to site.
The Merced County Code (Section 16.16, Building Code) incorporates the International
Building Code, as amended by the State government. The IBC contains provisions to
ensure that buildings are designed and sited properly to protect against geologic and
unstable soils condition. Compliance with the County Code would require that
appropriate features are incorporated into building design to minimize risk of damage
due to geological hazards, including expansive soils. In order to determine which
measures are necessary for a particular site, a geotechnical evaluation would be
conducted. Compliance with the County Building code would ensure that risks
associated with geologic and soils hazards would be minimized, so this is considered a
less-than-significant impact.

e.

Any development on the project site would connect to the Le Grand Community Services
District, which would provide wastewater service to the project site.
All new
development would connect to the LGCSD sewer system, so there would be no septic
systems associated with the Proposed Project. Therefore, no impact would occur.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

7.
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

¢

£

£

b.

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

£

¢

£

£

Discussion
The analysis of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from the Proposed Project was prepared by
ESA, and is documented in a February 2017 memorandum, Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas
Analysis for the Le Grand Rezone. Technical support for the analysis is provided in Appendix
A.
Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are called GHGs. The main concern with GHGs is that
increases in GHG concentrations in the Earth’s atmosphere is causing global climate change.
Global climate change is a change in the average weather on Earth that can be measured by
wind patterns, storms, precipitation, and temperature.
The principal GHGs are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), sulfur
hexafluoride (SF6), perfluorocarbons (PFCs), and hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs). Because different
GHGs have different Global Warming Potentials (GWPs) and CO2 is the most common
reference gas for climate change, GHG emissions are often quantified and reported as CO2
equivalents (CO2e). For example, SF6 is a GHG commonly used in the utility industry as an
insulating gas in circuit breakers and other electronic equipment. SF6, while comprising a small
fraction of the total GHGs emitted annually world-wide, is a very potent GHG with 22,800 times
the GWP as CO2. Therefore, an emission of one metric ton (MT) of SF6 could be reported as an
emission of 22,800 MT of CO2e (MT CO2e.49 Large emission sources are reported in million
metric tons (MMT) of CO2e.50
Global warming can affect California by reducing snow pack, and increasing sea level rise, the
number of extreme heat days per year, high ozone days, wildfires, and drought years. Globally,
climate change has the potential to affect numerous environmental resources through changes
related to future air and ocean temperatures and precipitation patterns. The anticipated effects

49 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis.
Contribution of Working Group I to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change [Solomon, S., D. Qin, M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Averyt, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)],
2007.
50 A metric ton is 1,000 kilograms; it is equal to approximately 1.1 U.S. tons and approximately 2,204.6 pounds.
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of global warming on weather and climate are likely to vary regionally, but are expected to
include the following direct effects51:
•

Higher maximum temperatures and more hot days over nearly all land areas;

•

Higher minimum temperatures, fewer cold days and frost days over nearly all land areas;

•

Reduced diurnal temperature range over most land areas;

•

Increase of heat index over land areas; and

•

More intense precipitation events.

Also, there are many secondary effects that are projected to result from global warming,
including global rise in sea level, ocean acidification, impacts on agriculture, changes in disease
vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity. While the possible outcomes and the feedback
mechanisms involved are not fully understood and much research remains to be done, the
potential for substantial environmental, social, and economic consequences over the long term
could be great.
California produced 459 gross MMTCO2e in 2012.52 This is an increase from levels between
2009 and 2011 (458.44, 453.06, and 450.94 MMTCO2e respectively) but a decrease from levels
between 2000 and 2008 where emissions ranged from a low of 466.32 in 2000 to a high of
492.86 in 2004.53 Combustion of fossil fuel in the transportation sector was the single largest
source of California’s GHG emissions in 2012, accounting for 36 percent of total GHG
emissions in the state.54 This sector was followed by the electric power sector (including both instate and out-of-state sources) (21 percent) and the industrial sector (19 percent).55
Threshold Determination
No formal significance threshold for GHG emissions associated with development-type land
uses has been adopted by the County at this juncture. SJVAPCD has an adopted threshold of
29 percent below BAU; however, the 29 percent below BAU threshold was overturned by the
California Supreme Court in Center for Biological Diversity v. California Department of Fish and
Wildlife and Newhall Land and Farming. Therefore the use of this threshold was not used for
this analysis. Section 15064.7(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states “when adopting
thresholds of significance, a lead agency may consider thresholds of significance previously
adopted or recommended by other public agencies…” Both the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (BAAQMD) and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
have proposed efficiency thresholds per service population for projects. The BAAQMD
published a threshold of 4.6 MTCO2e per year per service population for projects.56 In 2009 the

51 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), Climate Change 2001: Working Group I: The Scientific
Basis, 2001.
52 California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012 — by Category as Defined
in the 2008 Scoping Plan, March 24, 2014.
53 California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012 — by Category as Defined
in the 2008 Scoping Plan, March 24, 2014.
54 California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012 — by Category as Defined
in the 2008 Scoping Plan, March 24, 2014.
55 California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2012 — by Category as Defined
in the 2008 Scoping Plan, March 24, 2014.
56 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Revised Draft Options and Draft Justification Report,
2009.
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SCAQMD proposed the same 4.6 MTCO2e threshold57 and in 2010 they proposed a revised
threshold of 4.8 MTCO2e.58
The 4.6 MTCO2e threshold was derived by the BAAQMD and SCAQMD by dividing the 2020
statewide GHG reduction target for land use of 295,530,000 MTCO2e/year and dividing it by the
total estimated statewide population plus employment (64,331,584). In 2010 the SCAQMD
suggested that instead of the using the statewide employment values that the employment
values for land use only should be used in determining GHG emissions. This would change the
service population (population plus employment) to 61,201,421. Dividing the GHG reduction
target by the revised service population results in a per service population threshold of 4.8 MT
CO2e/year.
In addition, in 2010 the SCAQMD proposed a 2035 threshold of 3.0 MTCO2e per year per
service population to be consistent with the reduction target of reducing GHG emissions to 40
percent below 1990 levels by 2035.
Because these thresholds are based on the statewide GHG emissions reduction targets, they
would be valid throughout the state and not restricted to either the SCAQMD or BAAQMD’s
jurisdiction, because they represent a statewide efficiency measure and not one based on local
GHG emissions.
Applying similar methodology to unincorporated Merced County the threshold for 2020 would be
14.2 MT CO2e annually (2,260,000 MTCO2e/year divided by 127,844 population plus 37,300
jobs).59,60,61 While there is not enough information to identify a 2035 threshold, a 2030 threshold
of 6.7 MTCO2e can be used as an interim threshold (1,657,333 MTCO2e/year divided by
152,500 population and 95,600 jobs). 62 , 63 , 64 This threshold determination is provided in
Attachment E of Appendix A.
Additionally, the difference in efficiency thresholds between the SCAQMD/BAAQMD thresholds
and the Merced County specific threshold is a result of the heavy agricultural uses within
Merced County. Agriculture results in a significant amount of GHG emissions (64.9 percent of
2005 emissions within Merced County).
The new growth in the County is trending away from agriculture uses, which emit a large
amount of GHG emissions but have a relatively low employment base. As the percentage of
57 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Greenhouse Gas CEQA Significance Threshold Stakeholder
Working Group #1. November 19, 2009.
58 South Coast Air Quality Management District, Minutes for the GHG CEQA Significance Threshold Working
Group # 15. September 28, 2010.
59 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 12, Climate Change,
November 30, 2012.
60 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 16, Population and
Housing, November 30, 2012.
61 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 2, Demographics and
Economics, November 30, 2012.
62 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 12, Climate Change,
November 30, 2012.
63 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 16, Population and
Housing, November 30, 2012.
64 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Revised Draft Background Report, Chapter 2, Demographics and
Economics, November 30, 2012.
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GHG emissions is reduced at a greater rate than the percentage of labor, the per service
population emissions would decrease. Therefore, an efficiency threshold that is not dominated
by agriculture emissions would be more applicable to the new growth within the County.
Because Merced County does not have a qualified greenhouse gas reduction plan, there are
inconsistencies with the background information used to determine County specific thresholds,
the County is heavily agricultural compared to the non-agricultural uses within the Proposed
Project and additional proposed growth, and because the SCAQMD/BAAQMD thresholds are
65
more conservative, this analysis uses the 4.6 MT CO2e 2020 and 3.0 MT CO2e 2030
efficiency thresholds be applied to the Proposed Project.
a.

The Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from the construction and
operation of the proposed residences. Direct sources of GHGs associated with the
Proposed Project would consist of mobile sources from onsite construction equipment,
haul trucks, and delivery and worker vehicle trips, as well as trips generated by the new
development after operation begins. Indirect GHG emissions would be associated with
electrical and water consumption, solid waste generation, and area sources associated
with the proposed land uses.
Construction
Annual emissions from construction that is anticipated to occur are provided in Table 38. Assumptions and modeling output are included in Attachments A and B of Appendix
A. As shown, the Proposed Project’s estimated GHG emissions during construction
would result in a total of 2,345 MT CO2e over the entire construction timeframe. This is
estimated based on a 7-year buildout scenario and conservative construction
assumptions as identified in Item 2(a), Air Quality, and detailed in Attachment A of
Appendix A. This results in 78 MT CO2e annual amortized emissions. Amortized
emissions divide the total construction emissions for a project by an anticipated 30-year
project lifetime (the time the project would be operational). Because GHG impacts are
cumulative in nature, the amortized construction emissions are added to the annual
operational emissions to provide a total annual emissions estimate. The total emissions
estimate is then compared to the 2020 and 2030 thresholds, shown in Table 3-8 below.
Operation
Annual emissions from the operations anticipated to occur at project buildout are
provided in Table 3-9. Assumptions and modeling output are included in Attachments A,
C and D of Appendix A. As shown, the Proposed Project’s total estimated GHG
emissions, including amortized construction emissions, results in per service population
emissions of 3.2 MTCO2e/year for 2020 and 3.15 for 2030. This would not exceed the
2020 threshold (4.6 MTCO2e/year); however, it would exceed the 2030 threshold (3.0
MTCO2e/year). Because the majority of the Proposed Project would be built subsequent
to 2020, the 2030 threshold is the most appropriate for which to determine significance.
Therefore, without mitigation, GHG emissions from the Proposed Project have the
potential to be significant.

65 While the 3.0 MTCO2e SCAQMD threshold was proposed for 2030, the threshold is based on a reduction of
emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels. This is the same reduction requirement identified by EO-S-3-05 and
EO-B-30-15. Therefore, the 3.0 MTCO2e per service population threshold is applicable for use as the 2030
threshold for the project.
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TABLE 3-8
Construction GHG Emissions MT/yr
2017
Total Project Emissions
Amortized Emissions

CO2
335

CH4
<1

N 2O
<1

CO2e
335
2,345
78

SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachments A and B

Implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1 would reduce impacts to below regulatory
thresholds. While the exact measures to be chosen by future development are unknown
at this time, an analysis of measures GHG-1(di) and GHG-1(g)(ii) was prepared to
demonstrate that the proposed measures have the ability to reduce emissions to below
regulatory levels, as shown in Table 3-10. With the implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact with
respect to GHG emissions.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1
Prior to subsequent project approval (e.g., Small Lot Tentative Map or Conditional
Use Permit), the applicant shall provide a detailed demonstrating a reduction in GHG
emissions attributable to the project by a minimum of 4.8 percent. Measures to
reduce project GHG emissions may include, but are not limited to the following:
(a)

Climate Action Plan Compliance: The project may comply with a locally
adopted qualified Climate Action Plan if one has been adopted prior to the
initiation of plan approval and building activities.66

(b)

Implement Appendix J of the Final Staff Report – Climate Action Plan:
Addressing GHG Emission Impacts under CEQA67, or a newer version as
applicable, to the reduce emissions to below the regional thresholds.

(c)

Energy Conservation. Build homes to be more efficient than 2016 Title 24
requirements or the current Title 24 requirement, whichever is more stringent.

(d)

Area Source Emissions Reductions: Implement the following to reduce GHG
Area source emissions:
i.

No residential development shall include a fireplace.

ii.

Electrical outlets shall be provided on the exterior of all buildings.

66 While the SJVAPCD has adopted a Climate Action Plan, it is based on the 29 percent reduction from BAU which
was contested by recent court cases and invalidated for project compliance. Therefore, unless SJVAPCD
updates or revises the Climate Action Plan with respect to the new court decisions, it is not recommended that
the current SJVAPCD Climate Action Plan be used for compliance determination.
67 SJVAPCD, Final Staff Report- Climate Action Plan: Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts Under CEQA.
December 17, 2009. Available: http://www.valleyair.org/Programs/CCAP/CCAP_idx.htm
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TABLE 3-9
Unmitigated Project GHG Emissions MT/yr
CO2

CH4

N 2O

CO2e

2020 Threshold Comparison
Amortized Construction

78

Operational Emissions
Area

135

4

1

140

Energy

322

<1

2

324

Mobile

1,866

2

0

1,868

Waste

8

11

0

19

Water

24

4

3

41

Total Operational

2,392

Maximum Project Emissions
Service Population

2,470

1

772

Emissions per service population

3.2

Threshold (2020)

4.6

Exceeds Threshold

No
2030 Threshold Comparison

Amortized Construction

78

Operational Emissions
Area

135

4

1

140

Energy

294

<1

2

296

Mobile

1,866

2

0

1,868

Waste

5

8

0

13

Water

21

5

3

38

Total Operational

2,355

Maximum Project Emissions
Service Population

2,433

1

772

Emissions per service population

3.15

Threshold (2030)

3.0

Exceeds Threshold
1 Service population is the total number of residents plus employees.
SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachments A, B and C.
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TABLE 3-10
Mitigated Project GHG Emissions MT/yr
CO2
CH4
2030 Emissions Comparison

N 2O

CO2e

Amortized Construction
Operational Emissions

78

Area
Energy
Mobile
Waste
Water
Total Operational
Maximum Project Emissions
Service Population1
Emissions per service
population
Threshold (2030)
Exceeds Threshold

3
294
1,848
5
21

0
<1
2
8
5

0
2
0
0
3

3
296
1,848
13
38
2,199
2,278
772
2.95
3.0
No

1 Service population is the total number of residents plus employees.
SOURCE: Appendix A, Attachments A, B and C.

(e)

Water Conservation: Incorporate one or more of the following measures.
i.

Install low-flow bathroom faucets

ii. Install low-flow kitchen faucets.
iii. Install low-flow toilets and showers.
iv. Use water-efficient irrigation systems.
(f)

Recycling Requirement. To the maximum practical extent, recyclable
materials, from operation and construction activities, will be reused or
recycled.

(g)

Land Use and Site Enhancements. Incorporate one or more of the
following measures:
i.

Provide pedestrian access to Le Grand Road and the existing Le
Grand Sports Park.

ii.

Provide internal pedestrian access from parking to onsite buildings
and offsite sidewalks and pedestrian accesses.

iii.

Extend sidewalk along McDowell Street from where it ends past the
eastern border to the western property line.
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b.

Scoping Plan
The CARB Scoping Plan lays out numerous reduction strategies that will be achieved at
the State level, such as the Low Carbon Fuel Standard that would change the make-up
of the fuel used to reduce GHG emissions. These types of policies are beyond the ability
of the project to implement. The Scoping Plan identified renewable energy and energy
efficiency reduction strategies designed for projects that have a significant amount of
long-term energy consumption and structure development. The Proposed Project would
be designed to meet current Title 24 energy requirements for residential developments.
Therefore the Proposed Project would not hinder the implementation of the CARB
Scoping Plan.
AB 32, EO S-3-05, and EO B-30-15
The adopted AB 32 Scoping Plan includes proposed GHG reductions from direct
regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and nonmonetary incentives,
voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as cap-and-trade systems. EO
S-3-05 and EO B-30-15 establish the following GHG emission reduction targets:
• By 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 emission levels,
• By 2020, reduce GHG emissions to 1990 emission levels,
• By 2030, reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels, and
• By 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels.
As discussed in the analysis of Item a., the Proposed Project would not exceed the perservice population threshold of 4.6 MT CO2e/ year, demonstrating the Proposed Project
would be consistent with the AB-32 goal of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by
the year 2020.
As discussed in the Significance Thresholds section above, and demonstrated in the
analysis of Item a., the Proposed Project cannot demonstrate consistency with the 2030
reduction goal of 40 percent below 1990 levels without the implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1. With implementation of MM GHG-1 the Proposed Project would
demonstrate that it can mitigate to below the 2030 threshold.
This analysis does not include the project’s consistency with the EO S-3-05 or EO B-3015 targets of reducing GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.
Because the project will be built out prior to 2030 and demonstrates consistency with the
2030 goals, the Proposed Project is not required to demonstrate consistency with the
2050 goals. Further, current technology is not necessarily available for projects to
reduce emissions to the 2050 level. Reductions past 2030 will require a significant
reduction in GHG emissions from mobile sources, which will require implementation of
strategies at a State and local government level.
Merced County General Plan
The Merced County General Plan has several policies that specifically identify measures
to reduce GHG emissions. The Proposed Project would comply with the policies outlined
in the regulatory section to the extent applicable to the Proposed Project and as outlined
in Mitigation Measure GHG-1. Therefore, the Proposed Project would be consistent with
the Merced County General Plan policies.
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Because the Proposed Project would be consistent with the Scoping Plan, applicable
Executive Orders and the County General Plan, the impact on plans, policies and
regulations would be less-than-significant impact with mitigation.
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Issues

8.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

£

£

¢

£

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS.
Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

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

£

£

¢

£

e.

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

£

£

£

¢

f.

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

£

£

£

¢

g.

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

£

£

£

¢
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Issues

h.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact 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?

Discussion
a.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would involve construction of a variety of
buildings and facilities. Construction would require site preparation activities, such as
excavation and grading at the project site. During construction, oil, diesel fuel, gasoline,
hydraulic fluid, and other liquid hazardous materials would be used. If spilled, these
substances could pose a risk to the environment or human health.
Residential development would involve the use of some hazardous materials, primarily
for cleaning and landscaping. However, the amounts used would be relatively small and
would be unlikely to be harmful.
The design and construction of the Proposed Project would comply with the County’s
Building Code, which incorporates the International Building Code as amended by the
State Building Code and the California Fire Code (CFC). Laws and regulations that
govern the use and storage of hazardous materials include, but are not limited to,
Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code (inventory and emergency
response), Title 8 of the Code of California Regulations (CCR) (workplace safety), and
Titles 22 and 26 of the CCR (hazardous waste). Delivery of hazardous materials to the
site and along public roadways would be required to comply with Title 49 of the Federal
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), as monitored and enforced by the California
Highway Patrol (CHP) and California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). In
addition, storage of all flammable materials at construction sites would be subject to the
regulations of Title 19 of the CCR and the Uniform Fire Code. In addition, as discussed
in Item 9(a)(c)(f), contractors would have to prepare Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plans that ensure that soil and contaminants do not enter surface waters. Assuming
compliance with these regulations, potential exposure of people to hazardous materials
associated with the Proposed Project would be a less-than-significant impact.

b.,d.

No properties in the vicinity of Le Grand are on the Cortese List.68 There are several
sites in Le Grand that are on the list of Leaking Underground Storage Tanks, which is
kept by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. All of these cases are

68 State of California, Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances List (Cortese
List), Merced County, www.dtsc.ca.gov/database/Calsites/Cortese_List.cfm?county=24, accessed December 8,
2016.
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closed. There are no active cases of leaking underground storage tanks.69 There are no
past and current landfills or other waste facilities located in proximity to the project site.70
No contaminated or potentially contaminated sites have been identified in the records
search, there could be contamination present in areas that were occupied by facilities
that used hazardous materials in the past, prior to current regulatory levels. The
undeveloped portion of the project site appears to have been used for grazing since at
least the 1980s.71 Grazing activities do not involve the use of hazardous materials, so it
is likely that there is contaminated soils within the project site. Further, General Plan
Policy HS-5.4 requires that new development proposals protect soils, surface water, and
groundwater from hazardous materials contamination. According to the General Plan,
this policy would protect residents in new development from soil, surface or groundwater
contamination by avoiding site development in locations with pre-existing contamination
issues or that have not been remediated.72 Furthermore, it is County practice to review
site plans for all development proposals on a case-by-case basis, which would further
minimize the potential for siting sensitive land uses near potential hazards. State law,
General Plan policy and County site plan review procedures would ensure that sensitive
uses are not sited in or near sources of hazardous materials contamination. Therefore,
this impact would be less than significant.
c.

The project site is located near the Le Grand Elementary School and the Le Grand High
School. However, as discussed in Item 8.a., residential development would not use or
transport hazardous materials in substantial quantities. Furthermore, as stated above,
hazardous materials use would be limited and would be subject to federal, State, and
County regulations. Therefore, this would be a less-than-significant impact.

e.,f.

The project site is not within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public
airport or private airport. The Proposed Project would not result in an air safety hazard
for people residing or working in the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

g.

The Proposed Project would not close or reduce existing roadways and would expand
the circulation network within the project site. Therefore, it would not result in any
adverse changes to existing emergency access, nor would it prevent the implementation
of future emergency plans. Therefore, no impact would occur.

h.

Wildland fire hazards exist in varying degrees throughout Merced County. The foothills
and large rangelands in the eastern and western portions of the County are located
within State Responsibility Areas, and served by the California Department of Forestry
and Fire Protection (CalFire).73 The project site is in a local response area, not a very
high danger area.74 The project site contains grasses, which are flammable, but it is

69 State of California Water Resources Quality Control Board, GeoTracker,
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?global_id=T0604700017, accessed December 8, 2016.
70 State of California Water Resources Quality Control Board, GeoTracker,
https://geotracker.waterboards.ca.gov/map/?global_id=T0604700017, accessed December 8, 2016.
71 Merced County Planning Department, Le Grand Community Specific Plan, December 1983, Map 9.
72 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 12-17.
73 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 12-2 and Figure 12-1.
74 California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Resource Assessment Program, Fire Hazard Severity
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surrounded on three sides by residential development. Therefore, it is unlikely that it
would be subject to wildland fire. Factors contributing to rapid spread of urban fires are
poor building construction, lack of built-in fire protection, such as sprinklers, highly
flammable contents, delay in detection and alarm, inadequate fire protection equipment
and lack of sufficient water supply. All new construction under the Proposed Project
must comply with current California Fire Code and County standards, which would
minimize potential risks by requiring smoke alarms and sprinkler systems in all
residential buildings. As discussed in Item 14a, below, the Merced County Fire
Department, which maintains a station within one-half mile of the project site, will be able
to serve new development. Compliance with State and county requirements will ensure
that fire risks are reduced to a less-than-significant level.

Zones in SRA, November 7, 2007; California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, Fire Resource
Assessment Program, Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in LRA, September 21, 2007.
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Issues

9.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
a.

Violate any water quality standards
or waste discharge requirements?

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

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

£

£

¢

£

e.

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

£

£

¢

£

f.

Otherwise substantially degrade
water quality?

£

£

¢

£

g.

Place housing within a 100-year
flood hazard area, as mapped on a
federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other

£

£

£

¢
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Issues

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

flood hazard delineation map?
h.

Place within a 100-year floodplain
structures which would impede or
redirect flood flows?

£

£

£

¢

i.

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

£

£

¢

£

j.

Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?

£

£

£

¢

Discussion

a,c,f.

Construction
Grading and excavation activities within the project site could expose soil to increased
rates of erosion during construction periods. If this results in increased turbidity in local
waterways and rivers, it could have adverse effects on fish and wildlife habitat and other
established beneficial uses.
Because the Proposed Project would disturb more than one acre of land, the
construction contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the State General
Construction Activity Stormwater Permit. Performance standards for obtaining and
complying with the General Permit are described in NPDES General Permit No.
CAS000002, Waste Discharge Requirements, Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. The general
permit is intended to ensure compliance with State water quality objectives and water
protection laws and regulations, including those related to waste discharges.
General Permit applicants are required to prepare a stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP), and retain it at the construction site. The stormwater quality management
program addresses project construction, and specifies control measures and BMPs
designed to minimize sedimentation and release of products used during construction
into surface waters. The General Permit requires permittees to implement specific
sampling and analytical procedures to determine whether the BMPs used at the
construction site are effective. With implementation of these State requirements,
construction impacts would be less than significant, because water quality would be
protected through the permitting process.
Operation
The Proposed Project would convert approximately 8 acres of uncultivated farmland to
urban uses. While no site designs have been prepared at this time, it is anticipated that
most of the project site would be covered with impervious surface areas, such as parking
lots and roads, which could increase runoff that could contain oil and grease, heavy
metals and chemicals. These constituents could reach the local drainage system, and,
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ultimately, the San Joaquin River. In addition, there would be open space and
landscaped areas, which could contribute chemicals from fertilizers, pesticides and
herbicides.
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system was
established in the California Water Act (CWA) to regulate municipal and industrial
discharges to surface waters. The purpose of the NPDES program is to establish a
comprehensive storm water quality program to manage urban storm water that
minimizes pollution of the environment. As a member of the Merced Storm Water Group
(MSWG), Merced County has prepared a Storm Water Management Program (SWMP)
under the NPDES Phase II General Permit for small municipal separate sewer systems
(MS4). SWMP programs include public education and outreach, illicit discharge
detection and elimination, construction site stormwater runoff controls and development
of post-construction stormwater management goals for new and redeveloped area.
Specific actions to control certain regulated pollutants (per Section 303(d)) are also
required. In 2013, the Phase II permit was updated to include more specific Best
Management Practices (BMPs), water quality protection measures, and inspection
requirements.
All new development must comply with the MS4 water quality
requirements, which would protect water quality in local streams and drainages and
downstream receiving waters. Therefore, the impact on water quality of project
operations would be less than significant.
b.

The following description of groundwater character in the Le Grand Community Services
District (LGCSD) service area and project impacts on groundwater are drawn primarily
from the Water Supply Assessment, which can be found in Appendix D.
Merced Groundwater Basin
The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) has divided the state into 10
hydrologic regions that have been further divided into basins and subbasins. The project
site and LGCSD’s service area are located within DWR’s San Joaquin River Hydrologic
Region. The District draws its groundwater supply from the Merced Groundwater Basin
(MGWB), which is a subbasin within the San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Basin.75
The boundaries of the MGWB are characterized and mapped by DWR. The MGWB is
located on the eastern side of the San Joaquin Valley, entirely within Merced County,
and is generally described as the eastern half of Merced County. The northern border of
MGWB includes lands south of the Merced River between the San Joaquin River on the
west and the crystalline basement rock of the Sierra Nevada foothills on the east. The
MGWB boundary on the south is the Chowchilla River and the Madera-Merced County
line, or the boundary of the Chowchilla Water District, and the western boundary is the
San Joaquin River.76
There are three groundwater aquifers in the Merced Region subbasin: an unconfined
aquifer, a confined aquifer, and an aquifer in consolidated rocks. An unconfined aquifer
is an aquifer in which groundwater is not under pressure. The unconfined aquifer occurs
in unconsolidated deposits above and east of the Corcoran Clay, which underlies the

75 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 13.
76 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 13.
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western half of the subbasin at depths ranging from about 50 to 200 feet, except in the
western and southern parts of the area where clay lenses occur and semi-confined
conditions exist. A confined aquifer is an aquifer in which groundwater is contained
under pressure. The confined aquifer occurs in unconsolidated deposits below the
Corcoran Clay and extends downward to the base of fresh water. The aquifer system in
consolidated rocks occurs under both unconfined and confined conditions.77
The community of Le Grand is located near the southeastern border of the subbasin.
Groundwater depths are approximately 170 to 200 feet below ground surface.
Basin Overdraft
Portions of the San Joaquin River Hydrologic Region have been in a state of overdraft
for many years. The Merced subbasin groundwater levels have declined on average
approximately 14 feet since 1980, with most of the decline occurring between 1980 and
1996, so the subbasin is classified as in a state of mild long-term groundwater level
decline. The 2013 Integrated Regional Water Master Plan (IRWMP) characterized the
Merced subbasin as being generally in overdraft, and in 2015, DWR classified the
Merced subbasin as being in a state of critical overdraft.
Water levels in the Le Grand area remained essentially the same during the period of
2000 through 2010.78
Water levels dropped approximately 60 to 80 feet during the
past four years, but have since recovered.79
Subsidence
Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over saturation or extensive
withdrawal of ground water, oil, or natural gas. Land subsidence caused by groundwater
extraction is exacerbated by additional pressure on groundwater resources during
periods of drought. Merced County is characterized as an area with high potential for
subsidence by DWR.80 However, this characterization is basin-wide, and could over- or
under-state the potential for future subsidence on a more localized or site-specific scale.
The analysis prepared by DWR did not incorporate local knowledge and/or localized
data.81 The project site is not mapped as within a Large Areas of Subsidence, nor is it
listed as a “Reported Subsidence Location” for recent and/or historical subsidence.82
Similarly, according to the Merced County General Plan Background Report, the project
site is not located in or near a mapped subsidence area.83
Groundwater Supply and Demand
In 1995, DWR estimated the annual yield of the Merced subbasin. The estimated
storage capacity was 21,100,000 acre feet (AF) to a depth of 300 feet and 47,600,000
77
78
79
80

QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 16.
QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 18.
QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 16.
According to DWR’s “Figure ES-1: Summary of Recent, Historical, and Estimated Potential for Future Land
Subsidence in California” (DWR, 2014).
81 California Department of Water Resources, Summary of Recent, Historical, and Estimated Potential for Future
Land Subsidence in California, https://www.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=7228a1e2bf524eb598f22f34ff719127,
accessed October 19, 2016.
82 California Department of Water Resources, Groundwater Information Center Interactive Map Application,
https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/gicima/, accessed October 19, 2016.
83 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, Figure 10-3.

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-53

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

AF to the base of fresh groundwater. The estimated specific yield for the subbasin was
9.0 percent. These same calculations gave an estimate of 15,700,000 AF of
groundwater to a depth of 300 feet as of 1995.84
Agriculture is the dominant land use in Merced County, representing more than 90
percent of all acreage within the County.85 As a result, the majority of water used within
the Merced subbasin has historically been and continues to be used for agricultural
purposes. 86 Pumping amounts can change year to year due to increases in urban
development, or, in the case of agricultural use, the availability of surface water. During
periods when there are no or few restrictions on surface water allocations, agricultural
use of groundwater declines. In periods when there are restrictions on surface water,
such as during drought periods, groundwater use increases. For example, DWR
reported in 2004 that 492,000 AF of groundwater were pumped from the MGWB for
agricultural uses, compared to 54,000 AF to meet urban demand.87 This was a year in
which surface supplies for agricultural use were restricted. In contrast, the Merced
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan, which covers a number of municipalities
and urban water districts including the LGCSD, estimated that in 2015, approximately
107,400 AF of groundwater would be pumped for urban use and agricultural districts
would pump approximately 40,000 AF per year.88 These estimates assumed normal
precipitation years in which surface water would be used for agricultural irrigation. The
estimate for urban use also predated the reductions in per capita water use in urban
areas that resulted from more recent drought-related regulations.89
The LGCSD has no surface water entitlements. Therefore, the Proposed Project’s water
demand must be supplied from the MGWB. The subbasin has been determined by the
State Department of Water Resources to be in critical overdraft and groundwater levels
in the subbasin have been decreasing. As development throughout the eastern County
proceeds, including buildout of the City and County of Merced General Plans, additional
demands will be placed on groundwater supplies. Eastern Merced County, which relies
primarily on groundwater for potable supply, is projected to require an additional 49,355
AFY to meet urban and rural demand (exclusive of agriculture).90 The Proposed Project
would contribute to this increase in urban demand (by less than one percent). There are
measures available to offset increased groundwater use, such as conjunctive use
programs, groundwater banking and recharge, and Merced County General Plan
policies that call for additional studies of programs that could increase water
conservation, and alternative sources of water such as water banking and using
reclaimed water. Merced Irrigation District (MID) has implemented measures to stabilize
groundwater levels, such as conjunctive use and conversion of agricultural supply from
groundwater to surface water. One result has been an increase in annual recharge of

84 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 16.
85 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Recirculated Draft Program Environmental Impact Report,
July 2013, page 6-6.
86 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 18.
87 California Department of Water Resources, California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118, San Joaquin Valley
Groundwater Basin, Merced Subbasin, February 27, 2004, page 3.
88 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 16.
89 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 16.
90 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, Table 20-6.
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60,000 AFY, or about 10 to 20 percent of MID’s annual deliveries.91 Until such programs
successfully offset increased groundwater withdrawals, groundwater levels and storage
are likely to continue to decline.
The proposed Community Plan is estimated to require an additional 74 AFY at buildout.
This represents a very small fraction of existing groundwater storage (1.5x10-6). While
the WSA concludes that groundwater will be available to serve this additional demand, it
would contribute to cumulative increases in groundwater withdrawals, and the
concomitant decreases in groundwater levels and storage. The LGCSD has taken
measures to reduce water use, such as installation of meters and adoption of water
conservation regulations. The District’s continued participation in the MIRWMP and that
program’s effort to support regional water demand management and groundwater
replenishment programs and projects would serve to improve groundwater supply
recovery within the MGWB. Because the project water demand is such a small portion
of overall demand, it would not contribute considerably to cumulative increases in
groundwater pumping. Therefore, this would be a less than significant impact under
both existing and cumulative conditions.
d, e.

The Proposed Project would increase impervious surface area over existing conditions,
due to the construction of buildings, streets and parking lots. Approximately 8 acres of
fallow agricultural land, which is mostly permeable surface, would be converted to urban
uses, which are composed primarily of impervious surfaces, with the exception of open
space and landscaped areas. If runoff from new urban areas is not controlled, then the
existing drainage system could be overwhelmed, resulting in localized flooding.
The storm water drainage system for any proposed development within the County of
Merced must be designed in accordance with the Merced County Department of Public
Works Storm Drainage Design Manual. The Storm Drainage Design Manual requires
that drainage collection and transmission infrastructure be designed to pass the 5-year,
24-hour storm. In addition, County standards require that increased run-off due to new
development be metered to discharge at a rate not to exceed that occurring prior to
development from a 2-year storm, unless the flow is first constrained in a basin. When
the latter occurs, the maximum rate of discharge is limited to that necessary to empty the
basin within 48 hours. These requirements would ensure that the Proposed Project
does not result in or exacerbate on- or offsite flooding. Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.

g., h.

The project site is in Zone X, which is defined as an area determined to be outside 500year floodplain.92 Therefore, no residences would be located in the 100-year floodplain
or in a flood hazard area, and no impact would occur.

i.

The community of Le Grand is in the dam inundation zone for the Mariposa Reservoir93,
which is located approximately 7 miles east of the project site and is operated by the US

91 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 20-25.
92 National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Insurance Rate Map, Merced County, California and Incorporated
Areas, Panel 700 of 1225, Map Number 06047C0700G, December 8, 2008.
93 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, 13-3Figure 12-1.
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Army Corps of Engineers. However, due to the relatively low risk of major seismic
activity in Merced County, the potential for seismically-induced dam failure is considered
remote. 94
Furthermore, flood-related legislation mandates continued and
comprehensive assessment, repair and reconfiguration of levee and flood control
systems in order to improve flood protection and public safety, and General Plan Policy
HS-2.2 requires that the County develop a Countywide Flood Emergency Plan, which
would enhance emergency response and evacuation if a dam were to fail95. For these
reasons, the risks associated with dam inundation are considered a less-thansignificant impact.
j.

Due to the flat topography in the project site, there is no possibility of a mudslide. A
seiche is a periodic oscillation of a body of water typically brought about by an
earthquake) that results in flooding. There are no water bodies near the project site that
could be subject to a seiche. The project site is not located in an area in which a tsunami
or mudflow could directly or indirectly affect project site development. For these reasons,
no impact would occur.

94 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 13-46.
95 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 13-46.
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Issues

10.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

LAND USE AND PLANNING.
Would the project:
a.

Physically divide an established
community?

£

£

£

¢

b.

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

£

£

£

¢

c.

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

£

£

£

¢

Discussion
a.

The project site is located adjacent to existing residential development, and could be
considered infill that provides connections within the community, rather than dividing it.
Therefore, no impact would occur under the Proposed Project.

b.

The Proposed Project is intended to implement General Plan Housing Element
Implementation Program 1-2, which calls for the rezone of sites for higher density
development with a minimum of 20 units per acre.96 The project site is listed as a
candidate rezone site in Table 5-38 of the Housing Element. With the mitigation
measures identified in this Initial Study, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any
County General Plan policies intended to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect.
Therefore, no impact would occur.

c.

There are no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans within
or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact.

96 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Housing Element, Public Hearing Draft, May 2016, page HE-12.
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Issues

11.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

MINERAL RESOURCES.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

£

¢

Discussion
a.

The primary mineral resources in Merced County are sand and gravel mining.
Approximately 24,320 acres of aggregate resources have been mapped within the
county.97 The project site is designated MRZ-3a SG6, which represents fine-to coarsegrained deposits of the post-Modesto Formation. This material is probably too fine or
contains too much clay to be used for concrete aggregate, but there could be concretegrade sand resources within the deposits.98 While there could be aggregate resources in
the project site, it has not been a subject to mining in the past. Conversion of
approximately 9 acres of land that might have aggregate resources would not
substantially reduce the amount of the resource available in the County. Therefore, the
Proposed Project would not affect the availability of a known mineral resource, and the
impact would be less than significant.

b.

The project site is not delineated on as a locally-important mineral resource recovery site
in the County’s General Plan.99 Therefore, no impact would occur.

97 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 10-5.
98 California Department of Conservation, Department of Mines and Geology, Mineral Land Classification of
Merced County, California, 1999, page 22 and plates
99 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, Figure 10-3.
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Issues

12.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

NOISE.
Would the project result in:
a.

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

£

£

£

¢

b.

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

£

¢

£

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

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

£

¢

£

£

e.

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

£

£

£

¢

f.

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

£

£

£

¢

Discussion
a, c.

The primary source of noise in the project vicinity comes from traffic on local streets.
The Health and Safety Element of the 2030 Merced County General Plan provides
acceptable noise environment guidelines for a variety of land use types. Table 3-11 (GP
Table HS-1) shows the noise level standards for noise-sensitive areas affected by traffic,
railroad, or airport noise sources in the County.
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TABLE 3-11
Noise Standards for New Uses Affected by Traffic, Railroad, and Airport Noise
(General Plan Table HS-1)
1

2

Sensitive
Outdoor Area - Ldn

Sensitive Interior
Area - Ldn

All Residential

65

45

3

Transient Lodging

65

45

3,4

Hospitals & Nursing Homes

65

45

3,4,5

Theaters & Auditoriums

----

35

4

Churches, Meeting Halls, Schools,
Libraries, etc.

65

40

4

65

40

4

Office Buildings

65

45

4

Commercial Buildings

----

50

4

Playgrounds, Parks, etc.

70

----

Industry

65

50

New Land Use

Notes

4

1.

Sensitive Outdoor Areas include primary outdoor activity areas associated with any given land use at which noisesensitivity exists and the location at which the County’s exterior noise level standards are applied.

2.

Sensitive Interior Areas includes any interior area associated with any given land use at which noise-sensitivity exists and
the location at which the County’s interior noise level standards are applied. Examples of sensitive interior spaces include,
but are not limited to, all habitable rooms of residential and transient lodging facilities, hospital rooms, classrooms, library
interiors, offices, worship spaces, theaters. Interior noise level standards are applied within noise-sensitive areas of the
various land uses with windows and doors in the closed positions.

3.

Railroad warning horn usage shall not be included in the computation of Ldn.

4.

Only the interior noise level standard shall apply if there are no sensitive exterior spaces proposed for these uses.

5. Since hospitals are often noise-generating uses, the exterior noise level standards are applicable only to clearly identified
areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients.

As indicated, the County standard for transportation noise levels in residential areas is
65 decibels (dB). The project site is buffered from major roadways, such as Le Grand
Road and Santa Fe Avenue, by distance and residential development. Daily traffic
volumes on Le Grand Road near the project site are predicted to be 1,585 vehicles
under existing plus project conditions and 2,630 under cumulative conditions with project
development (see Item 16a., b., below). These volumes are relatively low, so traffic
noise levels on the project site would meet County standards. Therefore, noise levels
within the project site would not exceed County standards.
The primary source of noise from the Proposed Project would result from increases in
traffic. As shown in Tables 3-19 and 3-21 in Item 16a., b., the Proposed Project would
increase traffic levels on local roadways, but in most cases by less than 20 percent.
Such increases would not be great enough to cause County noise standards to be
violated, particularly given the relatively low volume of traffic on Le Grand roadways. In
one case, Fresno Road north of Le Grand Road, traffic would increase by approximately
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65 percent, but volumes on this road are so low (215 daily vehicles with the Proposed
Project traffic) that noise levels would fall below County standards.
Typically, a
doubling of traffic is necessary to result in a noticeable increase in noise (approximately
3 decibels), so project-related increases in traffic noise would not be noticeable. For
these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.
b, d.

Activities associated with project construction elevate noise levels in the area
surrounding the project site. Activities involved in construction will typically generate
maximum noise levels ranging from 55 to 95 dB Lmax at a distance of 50 feet, as shown
in Table 3-12. Construction activities are temporary in nature and typically occur during
normal daytime working hours. However, when construction occurs in areas proximate
to sensitive uses, such residences, the noise can be disruptive to daily activities. As
shown in Figure 2-3 in Chapter 2, Project Description, there are a number of residences
on the perimeter of the project site. These residences would be most affected by project
construction noise.
The County Zoning Ordinance limits construction hours to 7 a.m. to 6 p.m., and requires
that all construction equipment be properly muffled and maintained (Zoning Ordinance
Section 18.41.070). People are less likely to be disturbed by construction noise during
the day, and mufflers would reduce equipment noise. Mitigation Measure NOI-1
requires additional methods for minimizing construction noise, which would reduce the
construction noise impact to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure NOI-1
The following noise control measures shall be implemented as appropriate during
construction within the project site:
• All noise-producing project equipment and vehicles using internal-combustion
engines shall be equipped with mufflers, air-inlet silencers where appropriate,
and any other shrouds, shields, or other noise-reducing features in good
operating condition that meet or exceed original factory specifications. Mobile or
fixed “package” equipment (e.g., arc welders, air compressors) shall be equipped
with shrouds and noise-control features that are readily available for that type of
equipment.
• All mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project site that are
regulated for noise output by a federal, state, or local agency shall comply with
such regulations while in the course of project activity.
• Electrically-powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internalcombustion-powered equipment, where feasible.
• Material stockpiles and mobile equipment staging, parking, and maintenance
areas shall be located as far as practicable from noise-sensitive receptors.
• The use of noise-producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells,
shall be for safety warning purposes only.
• No project-related public address or music system shall be audible at any
adjacent receptor.
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TABLE 3-12
Typical Construction Equipment Noise
Equipment Description
Auger drill rig
Backhoe
Bar bender
Chain saw
Compactor (ground)
Compressor (air)
Concrete batch plant
Concrete mixer truck
Concrete pump truck
Concrete saw
Crane (mobile or stationary)
Dozer
Dump truck
Excavator
Flat bed truck
Front end loader
Generator (25 kilovolt-amperes [kVA] or less)
Generator (more than 25 kVA)
Grader
Hydra break ram
Impact pile driver (diesel or drop)
Jackhammer
Mounted impact hammer (hoe ram)
Paver
Pickup truck
Pneumatic tools
Pumps
Rock drill
Scraper
Soil mix drill rig
Tractor
Vacuum street sweeper
Vibratory concrete mixer
Vibratory pile driver

Maximum Noise Level at 50 feet, dBA
85
80
80
85
80
80
83
85
82
90
85
85
84
85
84
80
70
82
85
90
95
85
90
85
55
85
77
85
85
80
84
80
80
95

SOURCE: Federal Highway Administration, 2006.

e., f.

The project site is not located in the vicinity of an airport, nor is it included within an
airport land use plan. It is not located in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore,
development of residential uses would not expose people living in this area to excessive
noise levels due to proximity to an airport, and no impact would occur.
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Issues

13.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

POPULATION AND HOUSING.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

Discussion

a.

The Proposed Project would be served by roads and water and sewer lines that are
already in place, so it would not extend infrastructure to new areas. The Proposed
Project would increase the number of residential units in Le Grand, consistent with the
County’s recently updated Housing Element. The approximately 223 units would
increase Le Grand’s population by approximately 750 residents (assuming 3.36 persons
per household). While this additional population could increase economic activity in Le
Grand, such activity would be in keeping with both the Le Grand Community Plan and
the County’s General Plan. The environmental effects of this population growth are
evaluated throughout this Checklist, and all impacts can be reduced to a less-thansignificant level. For these reasons, the increase in population would be a less-thansignificant impact.

b, c.

The Proposed Project would rezone 8.9 acres of land that does includes two homes.
However, it is not expected that the Proposed Project would result in the removal of
those homes.. The County’s Housing Element obligation to provide higher density
housing can be met within the undeveloped area. Because no housing would be
removed, there would be no displacement and additional housing would not need to be
developed elsewhere. Therefore, there would be no impact.
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Potentially
Significant Impact

Issues

14.

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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

a.

Fire protection?

£

£

¢

£

b.

Police protection?

£

£

¢

£

c.

Schools?

£

£

¢

£

d.

Parks?

£

£

¢

£

e.

Other public facilities?

£

£

¢

£

Discussion
a.

The Merced County Fire Department (MCFD) provides fire, rescue, emergency services
management, and emergency medical services to all unincorporated areas of Merced
County, including the Le Grand Community. The MCFD manages 22 fire stations in
Merced County, including Station 84 in Le Grand. The MCFD responds to calls by using
all components of its network. For example, if a fire engine from the closest station is
unavailable, then an engine from the next closest station will be dispatched.100 The
MCFD also has mutual aid agreements with the fire departments of Atwater, City of
Merced and Los Banos.
Ambulance services are provided by Riggs Ambulance, which has a staff of
approximately 60 to 65 employees who are certified Emergency Medical Technicians
and paramedics.101
The Proposed Project would be served by Fire Station 84, which is the only fire station
located within the Le Grand. Fire Station 84 is located at 3875 South Santa Fe Avenue.
The fire station is staffed by two full-time CalFire employees, augmented by seven Paid
Call Firefighters assigned to the Le Grand area. In 2015, there were 362 calls for fire
protection services, averaging 30.2 calls per month. The most common calls are for
medical, vehicle and vegetation fire issues.
The Insurance Services Office (ISO), which rates fire departments and assigns

100 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-58.
101 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-58.
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classifications for the establishment of fire insurance rates, has stated that within the
built-up areas of a city, the first responding fire station should be within 1.5 miles. 102
Station #84 is within one-half mile of the project site.
The MCFD is funded through a percentage of Merced County’s property tax revenues
allocated specifically for fire protection, and which is separate from property taxes
available to the general fund. Capital improvement costs are supplemented by
development fees. As these revenues fluctuate, so does the budget of the MCFD. In
2009 the County amended its Fire Facilities Impact fees to $672.75 per single family
unit, $606.51 per multi-family unit, and $0.309 per square foot to $0.722 per square foot
for commercial uses, depending on density and type.103
The 1999 Merced County Fire Master Plan defines fire level of service in terms of five
land use categories within Merced County. These categories are Heavy Urban, Urban,
Rural, Outlying, and Basic level of service. Each land use category has its own response
requirements. According to the Merced County Fire Master Plan, the project site has a
fire level of service is characterized as Heavy Urban.104 The MCFD aims to achieve the
following performance objectives for these fire level of service categories, as follows:
•

Heavy Urban: Apply extinguishing agent to all fires within seven minutes of dispatch;
have full first alarm assignment in operation within 10 minutes; and control 90
percent of all fires with first alarm assignment.

The anticipated average response time for the Le Grand Fire Station is 7 minutes from
initial dispatch.105
The County Fire Department is preparing a new facility plan for County fire stations.
Many of the fire stations in the county are older and require updating and upgrading,
including improvements to achieve or maintain compliance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) and the provision of facilities for female staff.106
Le Grand, including the project site, is generally considered a low risk area with regard
to wildfire hazard.107
The Proposed Project would increase the population of Le Grand, as well as the number
of residential units. This growth would increase the number of emergency calls for
Station 84. Because the project site is less than one-half mile from the existing station, a
new station would not be required. The Proposed Project would increase the number of
residential units within Le Grand, so additional staffing and/or fire equipment could be
102 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-59.
103 Merced County, 2013/2014 Annual Report, Merced County Impact Fee Funds, Exhibit A, Countywide Fire Fees
(excludes Santa Nella), Fee Schedule (Resolution 2009-59).
104 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, Figure 7-4.
105 Merced County, SB 244 Analysis: Disadvantaged Unincorporated Communities (Administrative Review Draft),
May 19, 2016, page 7.
106 Mark Lawson, Division Fire Chief, Merced County Fire Department, personal communication with Nisha
Chauhan, October 17, 2016.
107 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, Figure 10-17, and Figure
10-18.
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needed to address the additional demand created by the Proposed Project. Funds to
acquire and/or upgrade new capital facilities (such as fire trucks or fire station
improvements) would be collected through the Countywide fire impact fee. Staffing
would be addressed through the County’s General Fund, which would be augmented by
development fees.
The Proposed Project would be constructed to California Fire Code standards, which are
based on the 2013 California Fire Code, and include requirements for automatic
sprinkler systems, fire alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards, fire hydrants,
hazardous materials use and storage, and other fire-safety requirements.
While equipment and staffing at the existing station could increase (funded by property
taxes and development impact fees), any expansion and/or upgrade to fire station
facilities would occur at the existing station site.
The existing station is located in an
area that is primarily non-residential. While the growth of the project site would increase
the number of times that vehicles leaving the station with their sirens on, activity levels
would still be low enough that this would not be a substantial change in the noise levels
near the station.
Fire protection services would be adequate to serve the Proposed Project, and impacts
associated with fire protection would be less than significant.
b.

Law enforcement for the Le Grand community, including the project site, is provided by
the Merced County Sheriff’s Department (MCSD). The MCSD service area
encompasses the entire unincorporated area of the County. There are 3 Sherriff stations
in Merced County (Merced, Santa Nella, and Livingston) with 7 to 8 patrols on duty at
any given time. Law enforcement duties for the Le Grand area are based out of the
Sheriff ’s Department main office located in the City of Merced. The MCSD employs
approximately 101 total sworn officers and maintains 22 patrol vehicles and 4 unmarked
non-patrol vehicles108. In addition to the 3 sheriff facilities, there are 6 Community Law
Enforcement Offices (CLEOs), which serve as hubs for community volunteer patrols.
The CLEO station closest to the project site is located in Planada on Highway 140.
In addition to police patrols, the MCSD provides a narcotics task force, an investigation
unit, a major crimes unit, a federal drug trafficking task force, and a Special Weapons
and Tactics Unit team.109
MCSD response time is less than 10 minutes for emergency calls and approximately 30
minutes for non-emergency calls. MCSD maintains a service ratio of approximately one
officer per 1,000 residents in unincorporated areas. 110
The California Highway Patrol (CHP) office handles all traffic enforcement and
automobile accident investigations for the unincorporated parts of Merced County. The
office employs 37 patrol officers, four sergeants, one lieutenant, one captain, three

108 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-49.
109 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-49.
110 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-49.

GPA 16-001 and ZC 16-004 DIS/MND

February 2017

3-66

3. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 	
  

clerks, one clerical supervisor, 22 dispatchers, and two dispatch supervisors. The
Merced CHP coverage area is patrolled by six to 10 officers throughout the day.111
The Proposed Project would increase the number of units in Le Grand and the
community’s population by approximately 750 persons (based on the existing number of
persons per household of 3.36). These residents would increase demand for law
enforcement, but would not expand the MCSD service area. Based on the existing law
enforcement service ratio of approximately one officer per 1,000 residents in
unincorporated areas, it is anticipated that the Proposed Project could result in the need
for approximately 0.75 additional law enforcement staff. Typically, the County increases
General Fund monies for the MCSD as demand for services (and tax revenue from new
development) increases. For these reasons, the MCSD will be able to continue to serve
the project site and other areas within the County. Therefore, the impact on law
enforcement would be less than significant.
c.

The project site is located within the Le Grand Elementary School District for elementary
and middle school students and the Le Grand Union High School District for high school
students. Both schools are located on Le Grand Road, south of the project site.
Le Grand Elementary School has a current enrollment of 397 students, the majority of
whom live in Le Grand. Enrollment levels fluctuate year-to-year and by grade level. The
current capacity of the school is approximately 550 students. In addition, the
infrastructure (e.g., wiring) is in place for another five or six portable buildings, so the
onsite capacity could be expanded to approximately 700 students with just the addition
of portable buildings.112
Le Grand High School serves three elementary school districts—Le Grand, Planada and
Plainsburg. The majority of students live in Planada. In 2014-15, 468 students attended
Le Grand High School. 113 Enrollment has dropped in the last dozen years; in 2004
enrollment levels were approximately 615 students.114 In 2008, the Le Grand Union
High School District has prepared a Master Plan that would accommodate enrollment of
approximately 1,000 students. With enrollment declining, the District does not have
immediate plans to implement the Master Plan.115 However, voters in the Le Grand
district approved a $4.2 million school facilities bond in June 2014.
The Merced Community College District provides continuing education at facilities
located in the cities of Merced and Los Banos. Off-campus classes are held at Delhi
High School, Dos Palos High School, Livingston High School, and Mariposa High
School.
The Proposed Project would increase the number of students in at the elementary and

111 Merced County, Merced County General Plan Background Report, December 2013, page 7-49.
112 Rosina Hurtado, Superintendent, Le Grand Elementary School District, personal communication, December 13,
2016.
113 Le Grand Unified High School District, School Accountability Report Card 2014-15, Le Grand High School,
published during 2015-16, page 2.
114 Donna Alley, Superintendent, Le Grand Unified High School District, personal communication, November 3,
2016.
115 Donna Alley, Superintendent, Le Grand Union High School District, personal communication, November 3, 2016.
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high schools. In order to project the number of students that would result from the
Proposed Project, the number of residential units is multiplied by the number of students
per unit. The school districts do not have standard generation rates, so these rates were
prepared specifically for this analysis. As noted above, school enrollment has been
declining. It is not unusual for school enrollments to ebb and flow as the demographics
change within an area, particularly as children living in the same location age. In the
case of Le Grand, the decrease in student enrollment is also tied to reductions in the Le
Grand population in general, likely due to the recent recession. Using existing
enrollment data to project the future number of students per household could
underestimate the number of students. Therefore, for this analysis, the number of
students per household is based on an average of the 2000 and 2010 census data that
report the number of individuals by age in each household by age. The resulting student
generation rates are shown in Table 3-13, which also includes estimates of the number
of students that would result from buildout of the Proposed Project.

TABLE 3-13
Proposed Project Student Projections 	
  
Existing
K-8
High School
Total

Student/
Household
Rate

397
468
860

0.72
0.32
1.05

Project
Students

161
72
234

Total

558
540
1,094

Notes: Rates represent average of 2000 and 2010 census data for number of
people per household by age.	
  
	
  

As shown in Table 3-13, at buildout of the Proposed Project, grade K-8 enrollment would
be 558 students, which is only slightly over the existing capacity of the school. However,
in order to serve all of this enrollment, the Elementary School would likely add portable
classrooms to house the services, such as after school programs, that are currently
using classrooms.116 The campus has the infrastructure to accommodate additional
portables. Because they would be located within an area that is already developed,
there would be minimal environmental effects from installing and using the additional
portable classrooms.
The Proposed Project would increase enrollment at the High School by approximately 72
students, which could be accommodated within the existing campus facilities.
Therefore, no expansion of the High School would be needed to serve the Proposed
Project.
Over time, the elementary and high schools could experience enrollment increases from
other growth in their service areas and/or changing demographics, which, in combination
116 Rosina Hurtado, Superintendent, Le Grand Elementary School District, personal communication, December 13,
2016.
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with the Proposed Project, could result the need for expanded school facilities. School
funding typically has a number of sources, such as property tax, State General Funds,
special taxes, school bonds (such as the recent bond passed for Le Grand) and
developer fees. The assessment of developer fees is regulated through the State
Government Code.
Proposition 1A/Senate Bill 50 (Chapter 407, Statutes of 1998)
establishes the base amount that developers can be assessed per square foot of
residential and non-residential development. If a district meets certain standards, the
base adjustment can be adjusted upward a certain amount. Under SB 50, payment of
the identified fees by a developer is deemed to be “full and complete mitigation” of
impacts on schools resulting from new development. Both Le Grand schools have
adequate acreage to support expansion of their facilities within their existing sites.
Because the Proposed Project would not result in the need for new school sites, and
would pay school mitigation fees, potential impacts due to increased school enrollment
would be less than significant.
d.

Le Grand Community Park is the only County park located within Le Grand. There is
also a sports park associated with the local elementary school. Both parks are located
on Le Grand Road. The sports park is located adjacent to the eastern boundary of the
project site. The sports park includes sport fields, a playground, and a community
center, as well as open space. Le Grand Community Park is smaller and triangular
shaped, with picnic benches, additional seating and cooking spaces.
The County General Plan calls for a minimum of three acres of neighborhood,
community or regional parkland per 1,000 persons (Policy RCR-1.3). County Code
Section 17.44 requires that residential subdivisions with more than five parcels dedicate
a minimum of three acres of improved parkland per 1,000 persons residing in the
subdivision or pay an in lieu fee. For purposes of calculating the park requirement, the
Code specifies that there will be 3.2 persons per single-family dwelling unit and 2.0
persons per multi-family unit. Using this formula, at buildout, the Proposed Project
would have an estimated population of 446, which would require approximately 1.3
acres to meet the County General Plan and County Code standard. The County Code
(Section 18.08.030) also requires that multi-family development provide 200 square feet
of open space per unit. For the Proposed Project, approximately 1.0 acres of open
space would be required. If this acreage were designed to provide park and recreational
facilities, it could partially offset the Proposed Project’s park requirement. As allowed by
County Code, if the Proposed Project does not meet its parks requirements within the
project site, it will be required to pay in lieu fees that are to be used to develop County
parks and recreation facilities. Provision of onsite park facilities and/or payment of in
lieu fees would ensure that the Proposed Project’s park demand would be satisfied.
Therefore, the effect on parks and recreational facilities would be less than significant.

e.

Development of the Proposed Project would require increases in other public services as
well to accommodate the buildout service population. Administrative and other services
would need to be expanded. Typically, such services are funded through a combination
of general fund revenue and fees. New development would pay required taxes and
fees, which would increase funding for public services. Therefore, this impact would be
less than significant.
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Issues

15.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

RECREATION.
a.

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

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

Discussion
a,b.

As stated in Item 13d, the Proposed Project would provide adequate parkland for new
residents by providing onsite facilities and/or paying in lieu fees that the County would
then use to provide new park and recreation facilities. Therefore, the impact on
recreational facilities would be less than significant.
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Issues

16.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

£

£

¢

£

£

£

¢

£

TRANSPORTATION/
TRAFFIC
Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

c.

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

£

£

£

¢

d.

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

£

£

¢

£

e.

Result in inadequate emergency
access?

£

£

¢

£

f.

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

£

¢

£

£
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Issues

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

facilities?

Discussion
The analysis of impacts on various forms of transportation, including roads, intersections,
transit, bicycle facilities and pedestrian facilities, is based on the February 2017 Traffic Impact
Analysis provided in Appendix C.
a., b.

The quality of traffic flow in the community of Le Grand and the impact of Proposed
Project has been quantitatively evaluated based on intersection and roadway segment
Level of Service. Level of Service is a qualitative measure of traffic operating conditions
using letter grades “A” through “F”, corresponding to progressively worsening operating
conditions.
Intersection Analysis Methodology
Levels of Service were calculated for the traffic impact analysis using the methodology
contained in the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (HCM
2010). At signalized intersections and intersections controlled by stop signs on all
approaches, the overall LOS for intersections is based on the average length of delays
for all motorists at the intersections. Table 3-14 presents the ranges of average vehicle
delay associated with each Level of Service for signalized intersections.
Different methodology is employed for assessing Level of Service at un-signalized
intersections where some approaches are not controlled. At stop-sign-controlled, unsignalized intersections (side-street stop or one-way stop T intersections), the average
delay and LOS can be determined for each individual movement that must yield the right
of way. Impact analysis is based on the length of the average delay for the movements
where motorists experience the longest delay, which is typically a left turn made from the
stop-sign-controlled approach to the intersection. It should be noted that overall
intersection average LOS at un-signalized intersections is better, often much better, than
LOS on the worst single movement.
Roadway Segment Analysis Methodology
The Level of Service on study area roadway segments can be determined based on
daily traffic volume using applicable thresholds adopted by local agencies. The Merced
County General Plan Update EIR provides information for County Roads and state
highways.
The Suburban Arterial standard is applicable to Major Collectors and Minor Collectors in
the Le Grand community. Table 3-15 identifies the applicable standards for the roads
evaluated in this analysis.
Study Area Streets
The Merced County General Plan differentiates between streets based on their physical
characteristics and function. The Le Grand area circulation system is comprised of
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TABLE 3-14
Level Of Service Definitions
Level of
Service
"A"

"B"
"C"
"D"

"E"

"F"

Signalized Intersection

Unsignalized Intersection

Uncongested operations, all
queues clear in a single-signal
cycle.
Delay < 10.0 sec
Uncongested operations, all
queues clear in a single cycle.
Delay > 10.0 sec and < 20.0 sec
Light congestion, occasional
backups on critical approaches.
Delay > 20.0 sec and < 35.0 sec
Significant congestions of critical
approaches but intersection
functional. Cars required to wait
through more than one cycle
during short peaks. No long
queues formed.
Delay > 35.0 sec and < 55.0 sec
Severe congestion with some
long standing queues on critical
approaches. Blockage of
intersection may occur if traffic
signal does not provide for
protected turning movements.
Traffic queue may block nearby
intersection(s) upstream of critical
approach (es).
Delay > 55.0 sec and < 80.0 sec
Total breakdown, stop-and-go
operation. Delay > 80.0 sec

Little or no delay.
Delay < 10.0 sec/veh

Roadway (Daily)
Completely free flow.

Short traffic delays. Delay > 10 Free flow, presence of
sec/veh and < 15 sec/veh
other vehicles
noticeable.
Average traffic delays. Delay > Ability to maneuver and
15 sec/veh and < 25 sec/veh
select operating speed
affected.
Long traffic delays. Delay > 25 Unstable flow, speeds
sec/veh and < 35 sec/veh
and ability to maneuver
restricted.

Very long traffic delays, failure, At or near capacity, flow
extreme congestion. Delay >
quite unstable.
35 sec/veh and < 50 sec/veh

Intersection blocked by
external causes. Delay > 50
sec/veh

Forced flow, breakdown.

SOURCE: 2010 Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board (TRB) Special Report 209.

TABLE 3-15
Level Of Service Thresholds Based On Daily Traffic Volume
Area

Facility

Suburba

Arterial

Characteristics
Flow
Interrupted

n
Suburba

Median

A

Maximum Daily Volume
B
C
D

2

**

1,760

8.880

11,120

11,920

2

**

**

1,520

6,080

8,080

Lanes*

Undivide

E

d
Collector

-

n

Undivide
d

* (+) indicates presence of left turn lanes at intersections
SOURCE: Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan, December 10, 2013.
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Arterial, Major Collector, Minor Collector and Local streets. The text which follows
describes the key streets addressed by this impact analysis. Existing traffic volumes
and lane configurations for the following streets are shown Figure 3-1 (Figure 2 in
Appendix C). The existing levels of services are provided in Table 3-19, below, which
indicates that all roadway segments operate at LOS B or C under existing conditions.
o

Santa Fe Avenue. Santa Fe Avenue is designated a Major Collector in the
Merced County General Plan north of Le Grand and a Minor Collector south of Le
Grand Road. Santa Fe Avenue and Santa Fe Drive run parallel to the BN&SF
railroad through Merced County from the Stanislaus County line to Madera County
and are important elements of the local circulation systems in the communities they
traverse. Santa Fe Avenue lies on the west side of the BN&SF railroad in the area
north of Le Grand Road and on the east side in the area south of Le Grand Road.
Within Le Grand Santa Fe Avenue is a two-lane road with no auxiliary turn lanes.
Intermittent sidewalks, curb and gutter exist in some locations where development
has occurred.

o

Le Grand Road. Le Grand Road is an east-west road that extends east from an
interchange on SR 99 for about seven miles to Le Grand and continues beyond the
community to its terminus near the Mariposa County. Le Grand Road is classified
a Major Collector in the Merced County General Plan west of Santa Fe Avenue
and a Minor Collector to the east. Within the community, Le Grand Road is a twolane facility without auxiliary lanes. Sidewalk, curb and gutter exist in limited
locations, primarily adjoining the school along the south side of Le Grand Road. Le
Grand Road crosses the BNSF railroad at a controlled crossing at the southern
end of Le Grand’s commercial area.

o

Jefferson Street. Jefferson Street connects Le Grand Road and Santa Fe Avenue
through the center of Le Grand. Jefferson Street is a two-lane facility without
auxiliary turn lanes. Sidewalk, curb and gutter are generally available in the area
west of Santa Fe Avenue. The eastern portion of Jefferson Road crosses the
BN&SF railroad at a controlled crossing.

o

McDowell Street. McDowell Street extends northwesterly from an intersection on
Le Grand Road through the west side of the community before turning to the west
and to the western boundary of the developed Le Grand area. McDowell Street is
a two-lane facility without auxiliary lanes. Sidewalks are generally present in the
southern end of McDowell Street and where development has occurred along the
western end. Traffic calming features (i.e., undulations) have been installed at
three mid-block locations on McDowell Street.

o

Washington Street. Washington Street is a north-south street that lies between
and parallel to Santa Fe Avenue and McDowell Street from Le Grand Road to its
existing terminus at the western end of the community. Washington Street is a
two-lane facility without auxiliary lanes. Intermittent sidewalks exist in the southern
portion of Washington Street and have been installed with recent development the
western end. Traffic calming features (i.e., undulations) have been installed at
mid-block locations north of Jefferson Street and north of Jackson Street.
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XX

AM Peak Hour Volume

(XX)

PM Peak Hour Volume

R1-1

Stop Sign

R1-1

R1-1

2

R1-1

670

810

R1-1

470

1,430

(100) 51
(15) 8
(10) 4

6 (6)
9 (7)
1 (1)
R1-1

R1-1

Santa Fe Ave/Jefferson St

7

(16) 65
(0) 0
(53) 117

4
R1-1

1,030

(89) 61
(58) 55

25 (58)
0 (0)
(33) 38
(10) 5

R1-1

0 (0)
6 (12)

6

7

R1-1

1 (0)
43 (50)
4 (5)

5

4

(8) 9
(44) 40
(76) 102

2,015

3

R1-1

Santa Fe Ave/Le Grand Rd
East

Santa Fe Ave/E Jackson St

130

3

(18) 31
(37) 31

3 (4)
31 (58)

2,840

21 (30)
1 (2)
103 (132)
3 (3)

(14) 18
(3) 6

Santa Fe Ave/Le Grand Rd

6

(134) 156
(26) 7

2
840

26 (48)
35 (40)

R1-1

Santa Fe Ave/ Savana Rd
1

R1-1

(17) 17
(26) 30

87 (119)
7 (7)

(0) 1
(10) 12

Signalized Intersection

200

(40) 32
(18) 10

2,090

5

(99) 112
(0) 0

1

Legend

Santa Fe Ave/Fresno Rd

R1-1

20 (7)
66 (49)
R1-1

1 (13)
0 (26)
1 (7)

R1-1

Jefferson St/ Le Grand Rd

K D Anderson & Associates, I nc.

EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES AND LANE CONFIGURATIONS

Transportation Engineers
3490-04 RA

1/12/2016

Figure 3-1
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o

Cunningham Road. Cunningham Road is designated a Major Collector in the
Merced County General Plan. This two-lane road extends north from Santa Fe
Avenue and continues north to an intersection on SR 140 east of Planada.
Cunningham Road crosses the BN&SF railroad at a controlled crossing roughly 80
feet from Santa Fe Avenue.

o

Jackson Street. Jackson Street is an Urban Local street that connects McDowell
Street and Santa Fe Avenue at the northern end of the core area of Le Grand.
Jackson Street is a two-lane roadway with no auxiliary lanes, and a sidewalk has
been installed on the north side of the street west of Washington Street.

o

Fresno Road. Fresno Road is a local north-south road that extends from Santa
Fe Avenue south towards Buchannon Hollow Road and north from Le Grand Road
parallel to Cunningham Road to Childs Road.

Study Intersections
Potential study locations were identified in consultation with Merced County staff, and
seven existing intersections were identified for peak hour traffic volume counts and
Levels of Service analysis based on their current importance within the area circulation
system or based on the proximity to future development. The study locations are shown
in Figure 3-1, above, and described below. The existing levels of service are provided in
Table 3-18, below, which shows that all of the study intersections operate at LOS A or B
in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.
o

Santa Fe Avenue / Savana Road intersection. This intersection on Santa Fe
Avenue is controlled by a stop sign on the eastbound Savana Road approach.
There are no auxiliary left turn lanes. There are no marked crosswalks at this
intersection, although it is legal to cross from any corner.

o

Santa Fe Avenue / Jackson Street intersection. This intersection is controlled by
a stop sign on the eastbound Jackson Street approach. There are no left turn lanes
at the intersection. There are no marked crosswalks, but a street light exists on the
southwest corner.

o

Santa Fe Avenue / Jefferson Street intersection. This intersection is controlled by
an all-way stop. Each approach is a single lane. There are no handicap ramps, and
crosswalks are marked on the western and northern legs of the intersection. A street
light exists on the southwest corner.

o

LeGrand Road / Jefferson Avenue Intersection. This all-way stop controlled
intersection is on the west side of Le Grand Road adjoining the Le Grand Elementary
School. Each approach has a single travel lane, and the southern leg is an exit from
the school site. Crosswalks exist on the legs of the intersection and handicap ramps
are in place on the northern corners. The intersection’s skewed alignment results in
a relatively long pedestrian crossing distance on Jefferson Street. Street lights are
present on the northern corners.

o

Santa Fe Avenue / Le Grand Road (west). This “tee” intersection is controlled by a
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stop sign on the southbound Santa Fe Avenue approach. There are no auxiliary turn
lanes, but the intersection’s broad corners accommodate truck turns. There are no
crosswalks or street lights at the intersection.
o

Santa Fe Avenue / Le Grand Road (east). The two Santa Fe Avenue intersections
on Le Grand Road are offset roughly 180 feet. This “tee” intersection is controlled by
a stop sign on the northbound Santa Fe Avenue approach. Each approach is a
single lane. The BN&SF crossing on Le Grand Road is roughly 60 feet from the
intersection. There are no crosswalks striped across the intersection, but a street
light exists on the southwest corner.

o

Santa Fe Avenue / Fresno Road. This “tee” intersection is controlled by a stop sign
on the Fresno Road approach. Each approach is a single lane. There are no marked
crosswalks or handicap ramps. A street light exists on the southwest corner.

Traffic Analysis
The Proposed Project would increase traffic on local streets. The assumptions used in the
analysis of traffic impacts are summarized below.
Trip Generation
Estimating the number of vehicle trips associated by new development and assigning those
trips to the area street system is required to determine the amount of vehicular traffic that
will be added to the Le Grand area street system. The first step in this process is
identification of applicable trip generation rates for existing and proposed land use
designations.
For this analysis, peak hour generation rates were derived from information presented in the
Institute of Transportation Engineers publication Trip Generation (9th Edition). Table 3-16
presents the trip generation rates for Proposed Project used in this traffic impact analysis.
Table 3-16 also presents the number of trips that could be generated by development of 223
dwelling units on the project site. As shown, a total of 1,483 daily trips are anticipated, with
114 trips during the a.m. peak hour with 138 trips being generated during the p.m. peak
hour. As a comparison, the current zoning for the project site (Single Family Residential)
would be expected to yield 45 dwellings, which would generate 428 daily trips with 34 trips
in the a.m. peak hour and 45 trips in the p.m. peak hour.
Trip Distribution
Trips generated by new residential trips in Le Grand will have destinations both inside and
outside of the community. The share of these trips that will remain in Le Grand was
determined in consultation with Merced County staff based on review of MCAG regional
travel demand forecasting model data and their knowledge of the southern Merced County
area. Table 3-17 summarizes the distribution assumptions made for this analysis.
Trip Assignment
The trips associated with development of the Proposed Project were assigned to the local
area street system manually using the TRAFFIX assignment model. Project trips were
distributed to non-residential destinations in proportion to the relative size of the destination.
The assignment accounted for the effects of schools. During the morning hours the number
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TABLE 3-16
Trip Generation Rates / Forecasts

Use

Description

Existing
Zoning
(LDR)
Proposed

Single Family
Detached (210)

Trips per Unit
AM peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
In
Out
Total
In
Out
Total

Unit

Daily

Dwelling

9.52

25%

75%

0.75

63%

37%

1.00

Dwelling

6.65

20%

80%

0.51

65%

35%

0.62

223 du’s

1,483

23

91

114

90

48

138

45 du’s

428

8

26

34

29

16

45

1,055

15

65

80

61

32

93

Apartments (220)

Project
(HDR)
Proposed
Project
Existing
Zoning
Difference

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.

	
  
TABLE 3-17
Trip Distribution
Direction

Route

Percent of Total

Northwest

Santa Fe Avenue to Planada

22%

North

Cunningham Rd / Fresno Rd

2%

East

Le Grand Road

<1%

Southeast

Santa Fe Avenue

<1%

South

Minturn Road to SR 99

13%

West

La Grande Road to SR 99

22%

Internal

40%

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.
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of trips to and from Le Grand’s schools comprises a significant portion of the residential
trip generation. Figure 3 in Appendix C presents the trips associated with the proposed
project.
Traffic Volumes
Figure 4 in Appendix C presents the sum of current daily, a.m. and p.m. peak hour traffic
and the trips associated with the Proposed Project to create “Existing Plus Project” traffic
volumes at study area intersections and on roadway segments. These volumes have
been used to identify peak hour Levels of Service at study intersections and to evaluate
roadway segment Levels of Service.
Traffic Impacts
Table 3-18 summarizes the peak hour Levels of Service projected for study intersections
under “Existing Plus Project” conditions with development of the Proposed Project. As
noted, all intersections are projected to continue to operate with Levels of Service that
satisfy the minimum LOS D standard. Peak hour traffic signal warrants would not be
met, so traffic signals would not be required at study area intersections.
Table 3-19 identifies the volume of traffic added to area streets by the Proposed Project
on a daily basis and the resulting Level of Service. As shown, all segments would
operate at LOS D or better with the Proposed Project.
Cumulative Traffic Impacts
The cumulative impacts of the Proposed Project have been evaluated within the context
of cumulative conditions occurring in the Year 2035 under the proposed Le Grand
Community Plan, as defined in the Notice of Preparation for the Le Grand Community
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report (October 2016). Conditions with and without
the Proposed Project have been evaluated.
The amount of traffic on Le Grand’s local and collector streets is dependent on the
amount of new traffic accompanying planned development, as well as regional through
traffic increases on the routes that serve both Le Grand and other communities. The
nature and quantity of new land use anticipated in Le Grand over the life of the
Community Plan was quantified for the proposed Community Plan Update. A total of
576 new single and multi-family residences are anticipated, and the plan accommodates
additional retail commercial, mixed use and industrial uses as well. The Community Plan
trip generation estimate includes the Proposed Project, and a total of 9,809 daily trips
are anticipated, with 883 trips during the a.m. peak hour with 989 trips being generated
during the p.m. peak hour.
Le Grand High School serves several communities, including Le Grand, Planada and
Plainsburg. Most Le Grand high school students live in Planada. The proposed Planada
Community Plan assumes that Planada residents will continue to attend Le Grand High
School. Most Planada students are assumed to be bussed. Based on the estimated
student count at Planada buildout, current automobile occupancy and bussing
characteristics, a total of 320 daily trips are expected to be made between the
communities by new residents of Planada. These trips will contribute to the cumulative
growth in traffic in Le Grand.
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TABLE 3-18
Existing Plus Le Grand Development Intersection Level Of Service

Intersection
1. Santa Fe Ave / Savana Road
NB left turn
EB left+right turn
2. Santa Fe Ave / Jackson Street
NB left turn
EB left+right turn
3. Santa Fe Ave / Jefferson St
4. Le Grand Rd / Jefferson Street
5. Santa Fe Ave / Le Grand Road
(west)
EB left turn
SB left+thru+right turn
6. Santa Fe Ave / Le Grand Road (east)
WB left turn
NB left+right turn
7. Santa Fe Ave / Fresno Road
WB left turn
NB left+right turn

Control

Existing Conditions
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Existing
Existing Plus
Existing
Existing Plus
Project
Project
Avg Delay
Avg
Avg
(sec/veh)
Avg Delay
Delay
Delay
Signal
LOS (sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS Warranted?

EB Stop

7.5
9.1

A
A

7.5
9.2

A
A

7.5
8.9

A
A

7.7
9.0

A
A

No

EB Stop

7.7
10.8

A
B

7.7
11.2

A
B

7.6
10.5

A
B

7.7
10.9

A
B

No

7.8

A

7.9

A

8.2

A

8.3

A

9.2

A

9.5

A

8.1

A

8.3

A

7.4
9.6

A
A

7.4
9.7

A
A

7.5
9.5

A
A

7.5
9.6

A
A

NB Stop

7.4
9.5

A
A

7.4
9.5

A
A

7.3
9.3

A
A

7.4
9.4

A
A

No

NB Stop

9.0

A

9.0

A

9.2

A

9.3

A

No

All-Way
Stop
All-Way
Stop
SB Stop

No

No

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.
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TABLE 3-19
Existing Plus Project
Daily Traffic Volumes On Le Grand Road
Existing

Existing Plus Project
ADT
Project
Total
LOS

Road

Location

Class

ADT

LOS

Santa Fe Ave

North of Savana Rd

Major

2,090

C

55

2,145

C

Savana Rd

West of Santa Fe Ave

Local

200

C

0

200

C

Cunningham Rd

North of Santa Fe Ave

Minor

840

C

20

860

C

Fresno Rd

North of Le Grand Rd

Local

130

C

85

215

C

Santa Fe Ave

South of Jackson

Major

2,840

C

265

3,105

C

Washington St

North of Jefferson St

Local

670

C

30

700

C

Jefferson St

West of Santa Fe Ave

Major

2,015

C

295

2,310

C

McDowell St

North of Jefferson St

Local

810

C

150

960

C

Le Grand Rd

West of Santa Fe Ave

Major

1,430

B

155

1,585

C

Le Grand Rd

East of Fresno Rd

Minor

470

C

5

475

C

Minturn Rd

South of Le Grand Rd

Minor

2,080

C

170

2,250

C

Santa Fe Ave

South of Fresno Rd

Minor

1,030

C

15

1,045

C

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.
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Because Le Grand Road and Santa Fe Drive are regional facilities, the cumulative
analysis also assumes some background growth will occur that is unrelated to
development in Le Grand. However, based on review of available data, the relative
increase will be minor and is assumed to represent 5% of the total current traffic volume
on community roads.
Tables 3-20 and 3-21 identify Year 2035 traffic volumes on study area roads and
intersections with and without the Proposed Project. As indicated, the Levels of Service
on all would roads operate at LOS C with or without the Proposed Project, which is
within the LOS D threshold employed by Merced County.. As shown in Table 3-20, study
area intersections would operate at LOS C or better as well.
Because all study area roadways would operate at acceptable service levels, the
increase in traffic resulting from the Proposed Project would be a less-than-significant
impact.
c.

The Proposed Project would not alter air traffic or affect air traffic operations. Therefore, no
impact would occur.

d.

The Proposed Project would not substantially alter the existing street system. New
roadways would be constructed to County standards, which are intended to minimize
design hazards. Most new roadways would have bike lanes and sidewalks. There would
be some farm equipment on roads in the vicinity of the project site, but agricultural traffic
would typically be in the rural areas, and would use different road segments from those
living within the project site.
The Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (BNSF) Railroad tracks extend through Le Grand
from northwest to the southeast. The Burlington Northern – Santa Fe rail line provides
both freight and passenger (Amtrak) rail services. At-grade crossing exist on
Cunningham Road, Jefferson Street and Le Grand Road. These crossings are actively
controlled with crossing arms, but the roads lack pedestrian facilities near the crossings,
and the Cunningham Road crossing is within 60 feet of Santa Fe Avenue.
The existing railroad crossings are in relatively close proximity to intersections that would
carry increased traffic in the future as the Le Grand area develops, including the
Proposed Project. Conflicts between the operation of intersections and adjoining
crossings could occur if no improvements are made. While all crossings are equipped
with crossing gates, the Cunningham Road crossing is roughly 60 feet from Santa Fe
Avenue, the Jefferson Street crossing is 150 feet from Santa Fe Avenue and the
crossing on Le Grad Road is 60 feet from the southern Santa Fe Avenue intersection.
Development of the Proposed Project would result in only a minor increase in traffic on
the existing crossings and would not result in the need for improvements.
The extent to which additional traffic control measures are needed to ensure that future
traffic does not interfere with the operation of the BN&SF crossings was evaluated. The
Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) Traffic Signal Warrant 9 considers
the need for traffic signals at intersections adjoining railroad crossings based on the
volume of truck and bus traffic that may be waiting at the intersection and the separation
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Intersection
1. Santa Fe Avenue / Savana Road
NB left turn
EB left+right turn
2. Santa Fe Avenue / Jackson Street
NB left turn
EB left+right turn
3. Santa Fe Avenue / Jefferson St
4. Le Grand Rd / Jefferson Street
5. Santa Fe Ave / Le Grand Rd (west)
EB left turn
SB left+thru+right turn
6. Santa Fe Ave / Le Grand Road (east)
WB left turn
NB left+right turn
7. Santa Fe Ave / Fresno Road
WB left turn
NB left+right turn

TABLE 3-20
Year 2035 Plus Project
Cumulative Intersection Level Of Service
Year 2035 Conditions
AM Peak Hour
PM Peak Hour
Without Project
Plus Project
Without Project
Plus Project
Avg
Avg
Avg
Avg
Delay
Delay
Delay
Delay
Control
(sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS (sec/veh) LOS

Signal
Warrant?

EB Stop

7.9
11.2

A
B

8.0
11.3

A
B

7.7
9.4

A
A

7.7
9.6

A
A

No

EB Stop

8.3
15.5

A
C

8.3
17.0

A
C

7.9
12.5

A
B

8.0
13.2

A
B

No

10.2

B

10.4

B

9.1

A

9.6

A

18.8

C

22.3

C

9.8

A

10.1

B

SB Stop

7.5
10.7

A
B

7.5
10.9

A
B

7.7
10.5

A
B

7.7
10.6

A
B

No

NB Stop

7.6
10.3

A
B

7.6
10.3

A
B

7.4
10.2

A
B

7.4
10.3

A
B

No

NB Stop

9.2

A

9.2

A

9.4

A

9.5

A

No

All-Way
Stop
All-Way
Stop

No

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.
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TABLE 3-21
Year 2035 Plus Project
Daily Traffic Volumes On Le Grand Road
Year 2035 Without
Project

Existing

Year 2035 Plus Project
ADT
LOS
Project
Total

Road

Location

ADT

LOS

ADT

LOS

Santa Fe Ave

North of Savana Rd

2,090

B

3,995

C

55

4,050

C

Savana Rd

West of Santa Fe Ave

200

C

210

C

0

210

C

Cunningham Rd

North of Santa Fe

840

C

1,005

C

20

1,025

C

Fresno Rd

North of Le Grand Rd

130

C

515

C

85

600

C

Santa Fe Ave

South of Jackson

2,840

C

4,060

C

265

4,325

C

Washington St

North of Jefferson

670

C

1,340

C

30

1,370

C

Jefferson St

West of Santa Fe Ave

2,015

C

3,630

C

295

3,925

C

McDowell St

North of Jefferson St

810

C

1,540

C

150

1,690

C

Le Grand Road

West of Santa Fe Ave

1,430

B

2,475

C

155

2,630

C

Le Grand Road

East of Fresno Rd

470

C

525

C

5

530

C

Minturn Road

South of Le Grand Rd

2,080

C

2,890

C

170

3,060

C

Santa Fe Avenue

South of Fresno Rd

1,030

C

1,195

C

15

1,210

C

SOURCE: KD Anderson & Associates, 2017.
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between crossing and railroad. Of the existing crossings, Cunningham Road would be
applicable based on traffic control and distance, but the Jefferson Street crossing is too
far from Santa Fe Avenue and traffic on Le Grand Road is not stopped near the Le
Grand Road crossing.
Traffic volumes under cumulative conditions (with build out of the proposed Le Grand
Community Plan) at the Santa Fe Road / Cunningham Road intersection were evaluated
with regard to Warrant 9. Current volumes fall below the warrant requirements, but long
term volumes would satisfy Warrant 9 and justify a traffic signal. However, the Proposed
Project would not add a considerable amount of traffic to this location.
For the above reasons, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact
on rail crossings.
e.

The Proposed Project would not change the existing street pattern within Le Grand, and
would extend streets into new development. This could improve the surrounding street
system and improve emergency routes and access. Therefore, this would be a less-thansignificant impact.

f.

There are several forms of alternative transportation in Le Grand---transit, bicycle and
pedestrian—each of which are evaluated below.
Transit
Generally, transit options in Merced County include an intercity fixed-route bus, Dial-aRide countywide public bus service and various private charter services. The fixed-route
bus service, "The Bus", is operated by the Merced Regional Transit System, and Route
P (Planada Commuter) serves the Planada – Le Grand area. Route P originates at the
downtown Merced Transportation Center on 16th Street and follows SR 140 to Planada.
Designated stops are at the Felix Torres Housing center north of Planada, El Galio
Market, and Library/Golden Valley Health Center. The route then continues to Le Grand
via Santa Fe Avenue. In Le Grand the route circles the community via Jackson Street
and Washington Street to a stop at Le Grand Community Park before reversing course
and returning to Merced. Route P arrives in Le Grand six times on weekdays and three
times on Saturdays and Sundays.
The MCAG FY 2016-2017 Unmet Transit Needs Analysis and Recommendations Report
provides information regarding current transit utilization on the Planada- Le Grand route.
However, no information specific to Le Grand is available.
It is likely than an incremental increase in the demand for transit services would occur as
the result of the Proposed Project. However, based on current transit ridership
information, it is unlikely that the Proposed Project alone would result in the demand for
ridership in excess of the current system capacity. Development in the project site would
not result in safety impacts at existing transit stops, nor would project development
interfere with the ability of transit providers to deliver service to the community. Thus the
impacts of the Proposed Project on transit would be less than significant.
Pedestrian Facilities
The extent of sidewalks and pedestrian facilities varies throughout Le Grand. Sidewalks
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are generally present in the community core, in the newer residential areas and near
schools. In older areas there are often no sidewalks, and portions of collector roadways
have few sidewalks with many gaps and undeveloped adjacent parcels.
While a complete list of every sidewalk in Le Grand is not available at this time,
sidewalks exist at the following key locations:
•
•
•
•

Santa Fe Avenue: The west side from Adams Street to Madison Street;
Le Grand Road: The south side from Le Grand HS to Santa Fe Avenue;
Jefferson Street: Both sides from Le Grand Road to Santa Fe Avenue; and
McDowell Street: Both sides intermittently from Le Grand Road to Jackson Street.

Development of the Proposed Project would not hinder or eliminate an existing
pedestrian facility. The Proposed Project would result in additional pedestrians walking
along Le Grand’s streets, particularly between the project site and the two schools to the
south. Because traffic volumes would increase and existing pedestrian facilities are
intermittent, safety conflicts between motor vehicles and pedestrians are most likely on
major streets. The Proposed Project would add pedestrians to the following locations
were sidewalks or designated crossings are not available:
1. Portions of the north side of Le Grand Road west of Jefferson Street to the
project site; and
2. Portions of McDowell Street west and east of the Proposed Project’s access
points.
The Proposed Project would also increase the number of school-age pedestrian
crossing Le Grand Road and Jefferson Street as they walk to and from school. The
project site is directly across the street from Le Grand High School and while it is
possible that students would walk to the Jefferson Street intersection to cross to Le
Grand Elementary School to the east, high school students could choose to cross
directly to the high school by jaywalking. Mitigation Measure TRA-1 would ensure that
students and other pedestrians could walk to and from school and cross Le Grand Road
safely. With mitigation, this impact would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure TRA-1
The Proposed Project shall fund and/or construct the following pedestrian facilities:
•
•
•

All-weather pedestrian facilities (i.e., sidewalks) along the north side of Le
Grand Road west of Jefferson Street along the project frontage;
All weather facilities on McDowell Street to bridge gaps in sidewalks within a
block of the project site’s connection; and
An enhanced pedestrian crossing on Le Grand Road featuring traffic calming
and a safe route to/from Le Grand Elementary and High Schools. The crossing
location and design shall be developed in consultation with Le Grand
Elementary School, Le Grand High School and the Merced County Department
of Public Works.
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Bicycle Facilities
Bicycle facilities fall within three categories:
Class I (Mixed Use Bike Trail or Bike Path) - A completely separated facility
designated for the use of bicycles. The facility is separated from any street or
highway by a physical space, berm, fence, or other barrier.
Class II (Bike Lane) - A lane within a street or roadway designed for the oneway use of bicycles. It is an on-street facility with signs, striped lane markings,
and pavement legends.
Class III (Bike Route) - Any on-street right-of-way recommended for bicycle
travel where automobiles and bicycle share the facility.
The only designated Bikeway in Le Grand is a Class III bike route along Santa Fe
Avenue.
Development of the Proposed Project would not hinder or eliminate an existing
designated bikeway because there are no bike lanes in proximity to the project site, and
the Proposed Project would not alter the existing street system. The Proposed Project is
likely to result in an increased number of bicycle riders, either as a part local commute
activity, as shopping trips to retail opportunities, or as part of travel between new
residences and school. However, because current traffic volumes are low and the
project site is close to the elementary and high schools, conflict between projectgenerated cyclists and vehicular traffic does not represent safety issue. For these
reasons, the impact on bicycle circulation would be less than significant.
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Issues

17.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.
Would the project:
a.

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

£

£

¢

£

b.

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

£

£

¢

£

c.

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

£

£

¢

£

d.

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

£

£

¢

£

e.

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

£

£

¢

£

f.

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

£

£

¢

£

£

£

¢

£

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

Discussion
Several service providers are responsible for utilities in Le Grand. The Le Grand Community
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Services District (LGCSD) provides domestic water and wastewater conveyance and treatment.
Merced County provides storm drainage facilities. Solid waste is taken to a landfill operated by
the Merced County Solid Waste Regional Agency (MCSWRA).
a., b.,
d., e. Wastewater
The Le Grand Community Services District (LGCSD) owns and operates the wastewater
treatment and disposal facilities located approximately 1.5 miles south of the project
site. The wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) has an existing capacity of 0.35 million
gallons per day (mpg), and treats on average 0.10 mgd. The WWTP consists of aerated
lagoons and discharges to 52 acres of agricultural cropland.117
The LGCSD has 492 sewer connections.
The WWTP operates under Waste Discharge Requirement Order 97-053, issued by the
Central Valley Regional Quality Control Board. Order 97-053 allows for expansion of the
WWTP to 0.50 mgd.118
The WWTP is in compliance with water quality and waste discharge requirements.119
The Proposed Project would generate approximately 0.064 mgd, which would bring the
total wastewater treatment level to 0.164, well below the current WWTP capacity. The
Proposed Project would connect to LGCSD sewer facilities, and would be responsible
for any upgrades needed to provide adequate conveyance facilities. Buildout of the Le
Grand community could require expansion of the WWTP to 0.50 mgd, which has already
been approved by the CVRQCB. The Proposed Project would pay development impact
fees and/or connection fees, which would be one source of funding for any necessary
expansions. Any future expansion would be required to comply with the provisions of
Order 97-053, which would ensure that water quality standards are met. For these
reasons, the increase in wastewater generated by the Proposed Project would be a
less-than-significant impact.
Water Supply
A Water Supply Assessment (WSA) was prepared by QK, Inc. in February 2017 and
provides the basis of the following setting and impact analysis. The WSA is provided in
Appendix D.
Potable water is provided to the Le Grand community by the LGCSD. The LGCSD
service area covers approximately 370 acres. The District has 492 water connections.
Existing well capacity is 1.7 mgd from two active wells, with capacities of 500 and 700
gallons per minute. These wells are 400 and 630 feet deep. A third well is planned. The
water distribution system consists of 6” to 8” asbestos-concrete (AC) pipelines with
117 QK Inc., Le Grand Hydrology and Water Supply, Utilities and Services Systems Environmental Analysis,
January 2017, page 29.
118 QK Inc., Le Grand Hydrology and Water Supply, Utilities and Services Systems Environmental Analysis, January
2017, page 29.
119 QK Inc., Le Grand Hydrology and Water Supply, Utilities and Services Systems Environmental Analysis, January
2017, page 41.
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limited areas comprised of older 3” to 4” steel pipe.120
At present, average daily water usage is approximately 270,000 gpd, but varies from
approximately 150,000 gpd in winter to 410,000 gpd during the peak summer period.
On an annual basis, the LGCSD supplies approximately 295 acre feet per year (AFY) or
96 million gallons per year. The LGCSD has nearly completed installation of water
meters, which is expected to decrease demand by approximately 15 percent.121
The LGCSD water system is protected against bacterial contamination by a hypochlorination system. There were no state primary or secondary drinking water standard
violations in 2015.122
The Proposed Project would increase demand for water by an average of approximately
63,750 gpd, which could be accommodated from existing supply.
The WSA evaluates the ability of the LGCSD to serve the Proposed Project in
combination with existing and anticipated future demand, based on buildout of the
proposed Le Grand Community Plan Update. As shown in Table 3-22, buildout of the
proposed Community Plan, including the Proposed Project, would require approximately
204 million gallons per year, which equates to approximately 626 acre feet per year
(AFY), an increase of approximately 331 AFY over existing demand. All of this demand
would be served by groundwater. Table 3-22 shows the estimated water demand and
supply for normal, single dry and multiple dry years.
During dry years, the LGCSD implements its Water Conservation Regulations, which are
appended to the WSA in Appendix C. These regulations require spray nozzles or
sprinkling devices on all hoses (no open hose use), and prohibit flagrant water waste or
excessive runoff at any time. During water shortages, the regulations include restrictions
on the use of water for washing sidewalks, driveways and other outdoor services, unless
needed for public health and safety, washing the exterior of dwelling, buildings and
structures, with some exceptions, and limit the timing and type of landscape irrigation.
These measures would result in reductions in demand in years when there are
shortages.
The WSA concludes that the LGCSD will be able to meet the demand for water from
existing users, the Proposed Project and buildout of the Le Grand community. No
constraints to obtaining the increased groundwater supply were identified, and the WSA
states that district engineering design standards are in place to ensure that system
reliability is maintained as the groundwater system is expanded123. Because the LGCSD
water supply will be adequate to serve the buildout of the Proposed Project, this impact
is less than significant.

120
121
122
123

QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 23.
QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 23.
QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 24.
QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 26.
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TABLE 3-22
Groundwater Supply Reliability
(million gallons per year)

Year(s)
2015
2020
2025
2030
2035

Water Supply
Source
98
125
151
177
204

Normal
Water Year
98
125
151
177
204

Single Dry
Water Year
98
125
151
177
204

Multiple Dry Water
Year
1
2
3
4
98
125
151
177
204

98
125
151
177
204

98
125
151
177
204

98
125
151
177
204

SOURCE: QK, Inc., 2017.

The Proposed Project would connect to LGCSD water lines, and provide any upgrades
needed to serve the Proposed Project based on the requirements of the LGCSD. As
discussed above, no new wells would be required to serve the Proposed Project. The
LGCSD will determine any necessary upgrades to the existing pipelines when a Small
Lot Tentative Map or Conditional Use Permit is proposed for the project site. If new or
upgraded pipelines are required, there would be only minor impacts during construction,
because pipelines are typically located within or adjacent to roadway rights-of-way, and
construction would be subject to air quality, water quality and other regulations that
minimize environmental effects (such as described in Item 3, Air Quality). For these
reasons, the provision of water to the Proposed Project would not have a significant
impact on the environment.
The Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in demand for water
supply and conveyance. As discussed above, the WSA assumed buildout of the Le
Grand community, and concluded that water supply would be sufficient to meet demand
from existing and future development. The LGCSD is preparing a water master plan to
determine what, if any, additional and/or upgraded infrastructure would be needed to
serve new development.124 For example, a new well could be required to meet peak
demand at buildout of the community, and/or modifications to the distribution system
could be needed to satisfy delivery volumes and pressures. Such facilities, if needed to
serve cumulative development, would have minimal effects on the environment. As
stated above, the distribution system is typically located primarily within or near
roadways and within new development. Typically, well sites occupy less than onequarter acre of land. Construction of a new well and/or conveyance facilities would
result in temporary construction impacts such as ground disturbance that could result in
the loss of biological or cultural resources, air pollutants and noise. Such impacts would
be mitigated through compliance with laws and regulations and standard mitigation, as
described in other sections of this Initial Study. After construction, the wells and
pipelines would be generally unobtrusive. For these reasons, the installation of new
124 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment, February 2017, page 24.
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water lines and wells would not result in significant impacts on the environment.
Because the WSA concludes that the LGCSD will have adequate supply to serve
existing and future development, including the Proposed Project, and upgrades to water
and wastewater infrastructure, if needed, would not have substantial adverse effects on
the environment, the increased demand for water supply and wastewater treatment and
conveyance is considered less than significant.
c.

In most unincorporated communities of Merced County, developers are required to
provide their own storm drainage systems on site. Once constructed, the County
maintains the storm drainage systems. New subdivisions within the Merced Irrigation
District (MID) service area often use MID canals for the discharge of stormwater,
although this is not always the case. Improvements to MID canals are required as
stormwater discharges increase and must be funded by the benefiting developers of new
subdivisions.125
Storm drainage for Le Grand is the responsibility of the Merced County. Storm drains
discharge to retention and detention ponds. Retention pond discharge is to an MID
canal.126 The County’s System Drainage Design Manual sets forth requirements for
the design of drainage facilities, including best management practices (BMPs) and Low
Impact Development (LIDs).
The Proposed Project would generate additional stormwater that would be conveyed
through the County’s drainage system. As discussed in more detail in Item 9.d., e., new
development must include a drainage system designed to the County’s Storm Drainage
Design Manual standards, which would ensure that the storm drainage system is
updated as needed to accommodate additional runoff from the Proposed Project. In
addition, such facilities would comply with the NPDES General Permit for construction,
and the County’s Phase II MSR permit, which addresses project measures designed to
ensure that water quality is not degraded due to runoff. These measures would ensure
that the storm drainage system is adequate, and that substantial environmental impacts
related to flooding and drainage do not occur as the result of new development.
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

f., g.

Solid waste services and facilities in Merced County are governed by the Merced County
Solid Waste Regional Agency (MCSWRA), which was established through a Joint
Powers Agreement between the county and the cities of Atwater, Dos Palos, Gustine,
Livingston, Los Banos, and Merced. The Merced County Department of Public Services,
Solid Waste Management Division, administers solid waste disposal operations in the
county.
The MCSWRA owns and operates two active solid waste landfills: The Highway 59
Landfill, located approximately 6 miles northeast of the City of Merced, and the Billy
Wright Landfill, located south of Santa Nella. The Highway 59 Facility serves the cities of

125 Merced County, 2030 Merced County General Plan Draft Program Environmental Impact Report, November
2012, page 7-33.
126 QK Inc., Le Grand Water Supply Assessment and Hydrology and Water Supply Utilities and Services Systems
Environmental Analysis, February 2017, page 29.
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Merced, Atwater, Livingston, and the unincorporated communities in eastern Merced
County. The Billy Wright Landfill primarily serves the cities of Dos Palos, Gustine, Los
Banos, and the unincorporated communities of western Merced County.
Le Grand waste is taken to the Highway 59 landfill. The Highway 59 Landfill is a Class III
landfill that occupies 610 acres, of which 255 acres are used for disposal. As of 2015,
the landfill is permitted to accept 1,500 tons/day (2,190 cubic yards), and has a
remaining capacity of 23,698,904 cubic yards.127 The maximum permitted amount is
30,012,352 cubic yards. The anticipated closure date for the landfill is 2065. The
Highway 59 landfill currently accepts municipal solid waste from residential, commercial,
and industrial sources; construction waste; organics; and recyclables such as glass,
plastic, paper, and metals.
Existing Landfill Capacity
Under SB 1016, each jurisdiction has a disposal target that is the equivalent of 50
percent diversion, and that target is expressed on a per capita basis. If a jurisdiction
disposes less than its 50 percent equivalent per capita disposal target and is
implementing its recycling and related programs, it has met the mandate.
According to the Highway 59 Landfill 5 Year Permit Review Application (February 2016),
the Highway 59 landfill currently has existing capacity.128 According to the MCSWRA
staff129, the disposal/diversion goal is 10.7 pounds per person/per day (PPD), and the
landfill is currently at 4.9 pounds PPD. For the business sector, the target is 38.8 pounds
per employee per day, and it is currently at 17.3 PPD. 10.7 PPD and 38.8 pounds per
employee per day are the disposal rates given by the State, while also actively diverting
through recycling and composting. According to the MCSWRA staff, currently residents
are doing two things: disposing less than target amounts while also recycling and
composting. As such, the MCSWRA is reducing the amount of waste that enters that
landfill.
Landfill Expansion
The MCSWRA is currently pursuing an expansion project at the Highway 59 landfill that
would add several years of life to the facility. The Valley Fill plan would use the “valley”
between the two former sites that flank the old entrance and scale house. By using the
valley between the two former sites as the next landfill phase, the operational life of the
Highway 59 facility would be extended by 15 years130.
The Valley Fill project would:
•

Extend the life of the landfill by approximately 15 years and design capacity by
6,857,000 cubic yards (19%) without expanding the facility boundary;

128 CalRecycle. Solid Waste Information System. State and Local Government. Documents: Highway 59 Disposal
Site (24-AA-0001). Available online at http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/24-AA0001/Document. Hwy595yearpermitreviewapplication.pdf. Accessed November 7, 2016.
129 Jennifer Halpin, Staff Services Analyst, MCSWRA, Personal communication between Nisha Chauhan and, email
correspondence on November 7, 2016.
130 Merced County Association of Governments. Highway 59 Landfill Valley Fill Project. Available online at:
http://www.mcagov.org/233/Valley-Fill-Project. Accessed November 8, 2016.
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•

Avoid the excavation of 2,468,000 cubic yards of soils which reduces near-term air
emissions (dust and diesel emissions) by 98%; and

•

Ensure the availability of solid waste disposal capacity in Merced County and
accommodates for regional growth for the foreseeable future.

The Valley Fill project would allow MCRWMA to meet projected waste disposal needs
for Merced County. Disposal needs are expected to increase from an existing level of
900 average daily tons to approximately 2,125 by 2035 and beyond. The projected
increases in peak daily and average tonnage are based on anticipated regional
population growth and on measured increases in average and peak daily tonnages
accepted at the Highway 59 Landfill over the past several years. This includes an annual
countywide growth rate of 1.5 percent and a total population growth of 106,000 between
2015 and 2035 as stated in the San Joaquin Valley Demographic Forecasts 2010 to
2050, which addressed growth in eight counties, including Merced County. The Valley
Fill project would incrementally increase the maximum daily tonnage and associated
traffic over the next 20 years to accommodate population growth and demand for local
solid waste disposal capacity; expand the solid waste disposal footprint by 3 percent (7.8
acres) within the currently active area of the landfill; and increase the height of the
existing disposal area by 50 feet to allow continued operation for an additional 11 to 15
years within the currently permitted solid waste facility boundary. The Highway 59 landfill
was projected to reach capacity in 2065. The Valley Fill project would extend the
operational life of the landfill to sometime between 2076 and 2080. The project would
ensure the availability of solid waste disposal capacity in Merced County and beyond for
the foreseeable future while accommodating additional demands for disposal resulting
from regional growth131.
The MCSWRA certified the EIR and approved the Valley Fill Project in May 2016.
The Proposed Project would generate additional solid waste due to the projected
population increase. Waste would be generated by both construction activities and new
residents.
As discussed above, the Highway 50 Landfill currently has a remaining capacity of
almost 24 million cubic yards. Therefore, there would be adequate capacity to accept
the additional solid waste generated by the Proposed Project under existing conditions,
and the increased waste generated by the project would result in a less-than-significant
impact.
The MCSWRA is responsible for ensuring that the cumulative solid waste disposal
capacity needs of its member jurisdictions are met over time through expansion of
existing landfill capacity, creation of new landfill capacity, and/or deployment of waste
conversion technology that substitutes for landfill disposal capacity. The MCSWRA
recently approved expansion plans for the Highway 59 Landfill. The expansion is
131 Merced County Regional Waste Management Authority. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Highway 59 Landfill Valley Fill Project Environmental Impact Report. Available online at:
http://www.mcagov.org/DocumentCenter/View/738. Accessed November 8, 2016.
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intended to provide waste management services to accommodate future growth in the
landfill’s service area, which includes Merced County, until at least 2035. The expansion
would extend the life of the landfill by approximately 15 years and design capacity by
6,857,000 cubic yards. In addition to the additional landfill capacity, the MCSWRA is
implementing several waste diversion strategies that would reduce the amount of waste
from entering the landfill.
The need for the Highway 59 Landfill expansion was based on regional population
growth projections for Merced County. As such, the MCSWRA has already evaluated
and addressed long-term landfill capacity for cumulative development. Because planned
expansion of the Highway 59 Landfill will be able to accommodate growth within its
service area, the increases in solid waste would be a less-than-significant cumulative
impact. The Proposed Project would increase the amount of solid waste that requires
land filling, but not beyond the levels anticipated during planning for expansion of the
Highway 50 landfill. Therefore, the project contribution to cumulative solid waste impacts
would not be considerable
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Issues

18.

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-thanSignificant
Impact with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
SIGNIFICANCE.
a.

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

£

¢

£

£

b.

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

£

¢

£

£

c.

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

£

¢

£

£

Discussion
a.

As discussed under Item 4, Biological Resources, the project site does contain habitat
for several different special-status species. Implementation and mitigation measures
identified in Section 4.3 would ensure that special-status species were not directly
harmed, and that there would be compensation for habitat that was lost as a result of the
Proposed Project. With mitigation, the habitat would not be substantially reduced, no
species would be made to fall below a self-sustaining level, and the number and range of
special status species would not be reduced. Implementation measures identified in
Section 4.4 would ensure that significant historic and prehistoric resources are properly
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identified and treated. With implementation of mitigation measures identified, impacts on
biological and archaeological resources would be less than significant.
b.

The Proposed Project would contribute to the cumulative increase in traffic, as well as
the resulting degradation of air quality, generation of greenhouse gasses, and increases
in traffic noise (see Sections 16, 3, 7 and 12). With the exception of greenhouse gas
emissions, these impacts would be less than significant and would not require mitigation.
The impact on GHG would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level by mitigation
identified in Section 7. The Proposed Project would contribute to the loss of farmland
(see Section 1), but because the project site is small (less than 9 acres) and located
within an adopted Community Plan boundary, the contribution to cumulative loss of
farmland would not be considerable. The Proposed Project would also contribute to
cumulative impacts on biological or cultural resources but mitigation would result in no
net loss of special-status species, and protect archeological and historic resources. The
Proposed Project development would comply with measures, so it would not contribute
to cumulative degradation of water quality, which would be protected by the use of BMPs
in the project site. As discussed in Sections 16, roadways and intersections would
operate at acceptable levels, even with the addition of project traffic, so the cumulative
traffic impact would not be considerable. Cumulative increases in demand for public
services and utilities would also be less then significant. For GHG emissions, biological
resources, cultural resources and traffic, the project contribution to cumulative impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation.

c.

As discussed throughout this Checklist, potential impacts on human beings that could
occur as a result of the Proposed Project would be less than significant or could be
reduced to less-than-significant levels with mitigation. Therefore, this would be a lessthan-significant impact with mitigation.
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4. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected
Those factors checked below involve impacts that are “Potentially Significant”:
Aesthetics
Biological Resources
Greenhouse Gas
Emissions
Land Use/Planning
Population/Housing
Transportation/Traffic
Mandatory Findings of
Sig.

Agriculture Resources
Cultural Resources
Hazards & Hazardous
Materials
Mineral Resources
Public Services
Tribal Cultural Resources
X None After Mitigation

Air Quality
Geology/Soils
Hydrology/Water Quality
Noise
Recreation
Utility/Service Systems
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