CASTLE AIRPORT MASTER PLAN INITIAL STUDY
PREPARED

FOR:

County of Merced Department of Commerce
Aviation and Economic Development
2507 Heritage Drive
Atwater, CA 95301
Contact: Scott C. Malta
209/385‐7686

PREPARED

BY:

ICF International
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814
Contact: Sally Zeff
916/737‐3000

May 2011

ICF International. 2011. Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study. Draft. May.
(ICF 00565.10). Sacramento, CA. Prepared for: County of Merced
Department of Commerce, Aviation and Economic Development, Atwater,
CA.

Contents
List of Acronyms and Abbreviations ....................................................................................................... ii
Chapter 1

Project Description and Scope of Analysis ................................................................ 1‐1

Introduction ......................................................................................................................................... 1‐1
Project Description .............................................................................................................................. 1‐4
Project Location ............................................................................................................................ 1‐4
Project History .............................................................................................................................. 1‐4
Project Description ....................................................................................................................... 1‐5
Scope of Analysis and Conclusions ...................................................................................................... 1‐5
Introduction .................................................................................................................................. 1‐5
Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation ........................................................................... 1‐5
Alternatives ................................................................................................................................... 1‐6
Chapter 2

Environmental Checklist ........................................................................................... 2‐1

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected ....................................................................................... 2‐2
Determination ..................................................................................................................................... 2‐2
Evaluation of Environmental Impacts ................................................................................................. 2‐3
I. Aesthetics ................................................................................................................................... 2‐4
II. Agricultural and Forestry Resources ......................................................................................... 2‐6
III. Air Quality ................................................................................................................................ 2‐8
IV. Biological Resources ................................................................................................................ 2‐9
V. Cultural Resources .................................................................................................................. 2‐16
VI. Geology and Soils ................................................................................................................... 2‐18
VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions ................................................................................................... 2‐21
VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials ....................................................................................... 2‐25
IX. Hydrology and Water Quality ................................................................................................ 2‐28
X. Land Use and Planning ............................................................................................................ 2‐32
XI. Mineral Resources ................................................................................................................. 2‐34
XII. Noise ..................................................................................................................................... 2‐35
XIII. Population and Housing ....................................................................................................... 2‐38
XIV. Public Services ..................................................................................................................... 2‐39
XV. Recreation............................................................................................................................. 2‐41
XVI. Transportation/Traffic ......................................................................................................... 2‐42
XVII. Utilities and Service Systems .............................................................................................. 2‐50
XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance................................................................................... 2‐59

Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study

i

May 2011
ICF 00565.10

Acronyms and Abbreviations
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AMP

Airport Layout Plan
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best management practices
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Castle Airport Aviation and Development Center
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Redevelopment Plan
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Chapter 1

Project Description and Scope of Analysis
Introduction
In August 1991, after Castle Air Force Base (CAFB) was recommended for closure by the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC), the City of Atwater (the City), the City of
Merced, and Merced County (the County) formed the Castle Joint Powers Authority (CJPA). This
multijurisdictional authority was to be responsible for the successful conversion of the former base
to civilian uses and oversee the development and reuse of the site. A portion of the CAFB site was
renamed the Castle Airport Aviation and Development Center (CAADC), and the CJPA developed a
reuse plan, which identified appropriate uses for the CAADC, with the intention of maximizing both
economic and community‐based benefits. The surrounding Cities of Atwater and Merced and the
County were included in the analysis process. In November 1994 the Final Environmental Impact
Statement: Disposal and Reuse of Castle Air Force Base, California (the EIS) was adopted by the U.S.
Air Force, pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1966, as amended, and the
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) of 1990 (Public Law 101‐510, Title XXIX). This
EIS examined the potential environmental impacts of the proposed disposal and reuse of the CAFB
site. In 1996, the CJPA developed the Final Castle Air Force Base Reuse Plan (Reuse Plan). The Reuse
Plan provided for a variety of uses on the CAFB site, including a civilian airport, aviation support
operations, commercial and industrial uses, economic development, educational uses, and a
hospital.
CAFB was closed by the U.S. Air Force, and all military activities ceased on September 30, 1995. In
1996, the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Castle Air Force Base Reuse Plan and Local
Agency Military Base Recovery Area was released, followed by the Final Environmental Impact Report
for the Castle Air Force Base Reuse Plan and LAMBRA in April 1996. The draft report examined the
environmental impacts of the proposed reuse of the former CAFB. The Environmental Impact Report
for the Castle Air Force Base Reuse Plan and Local Agency Military Base Recovery Area (both the draft
and the final report, collectively referred to in this document as the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR or 1996
EIR was certified in 1996. The Reuse Plan EIR was based on the EIS, as allowed under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Sections 21083.5, 1083.7, and
21083.8.1[b][1]) and was prepared pursuant to PRC 21083.8.1. PRC 21083.8.1 is a provision of
CEQA that applies to the environmental review of an initial plan for the reuse of a military base that
has been closed by the federal government. Pursuant to PRC 21083.8.1(b)(2), all public and private
activities taken pursuant to, or in furtherance of, a reuse plan are deemed to be a single project.
On August 29, 2000, the CJPA dissolved, and the County assumed reuse authority. On February 28,
2006, the County adopted the Redevelopment Plan for the Castle Airport Aviation and Development
Center (Redevelopment Plan) pursuant to PRC 21090, for the former CAFB site, which became
effective on March 30, 2006. Although the Redevelopment Plan did not cover the entire Reuse Plan
area, for those areas within the Redevelopment Plan boundary, it proposes the same land uses as the
1996 Reuse Plan did. Therefore, the Redevelopment Plan actions implementing the Reuse Plan are a
part of the Project for which the impacts were assessed in the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR. As stated in PRC
21083.8.1(b)(2), “if any of the events specified in Section 21166 have occurred,” further
environmental review shall be conducted.
Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study
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PRC 21166 covers the conditions under which a subsequent environmental impact report (SEIR)
must be prepared. The County decided to use the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR as the environmental
document for adoption of the Redevelopment Plan and prepared the SEIR to consider whether there
had been any substantial changes in circumstances on or off base or new information of substantial
importance that would result in new significant impacts, or an increase in severity of previously
identified significant impacts, associated with adoption of the Redevelopment Plan that were not
previously addressed in the 1996 EIR. (PRC 21166; CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and15163.)
Following certification of the 1996 final EIR, changes in the setting and background of the CAADC, a
portion of the former CAFB, necessitated the preparation of an SEIR to address these changes in
order that the EIR cover the potential effects of the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan.
The SEIR examined changes in the environment that could affect impact determinations for specific
resource areas. As the Redevelopment Plan was deemed a part of the Reuse Plan analyzed in the
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, the SEIR used the same environmental baseline as the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR.
Pursuant to PRC 21083.8.1(b)(1), the impact assessment in the Reuse Plan environmental
documents takes as a baseline the conditions existing at the CAFB at the time of the closure decision.
In the case of Castle, those conditions reflected a considerably higher level of activity than what has
occurred post‐closure. In the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, the analysis assumed Reuse Plan implementation
in two phases; the first, or “Initial Phase,” reflected the level of activity associated with pre‐closure
conditions, and the remaining phase was described as “Buildout.” Generally, implementation of
elements of the Reuse Plan falling within the Initial Phase do not result in significant impacts, as the
resulting conditions reflect the baseline.
As the pre‐CAFB‐closure conditions are considered, pursuant to PRC 21083.8.1, to be the baseline
for an assessment of environmental impacts, the analysis in the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and in the SEIR
differs from that typically found in a program or project EIR not associated with reuse of a military
base, where the baseline is actual physical conditions existing at the time of issuance of the notice of
preparation (NOP) of the environmental document (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). In the
case of the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 EIR document, if implementation of the Reuse
Plan/Redevelopment Plan would result in a level of change in physical conditions not exceeding
what existed at the time of closure, no significant impact would be identified in the EIR, even if the
change is a substantial change from those conditions existing today.
The Redevelopment Agency adopted the Redevelopment Plan to promote the reuse of the facilities
of the CAADC. Land uses and goals outlined in the Redevelopment Plan include office and
commercial development, promoting new jobs to area residents, air cargo and airline operations,
eliminating blight conditions, new planning, redesigning portions of the Project area that are
currently underused, stimulating investment and new growth, creating employment opportunities,
and commercial development.
The land use designations of the Reuse Plan and the Redevelopment Plan include the
Aviation/Industrial land use designation, which covers most of the land area and the activities of the
Airport Master Plan (AMP):
Aviation/Industrial: The Aviation/Industrial land use designation identifies areas that would best
serve uses such as manufacturing, warehousing, and wholesale activities, which may support
aviation and nonaviation functions. This designation also applies to the runway and adjacent
aviation facilities as well as locations where previous military use involved product assembly and
warehousing.
Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study
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The Reuse Plan also anticipated continued use/operation of the airport terminal and related
facilities in support of general aviation activities. The property within the AMP is zoned “Castle
Commerce Center and Airport Special Planning Zone” (SPZ), as described below. The zoning code
also contains development review procedures (Section 18.28.030) and development standards for
the Castle SPZ (Section 18.28.040). The airport property is specifically zoned
“Aviation/Manufacturing”, one of the land use districts established in the Castle SPZ.
Castle Commerce Center and Airport Special Planning Zone” (SPZ)
18.28.010 Purpose of the Castle special planning zone.
The purpose of this chapter is to achieve the following:
A. Promote the cohesive and comprehensive development of various portions of Castle Commerce
Center and Airport consistent with the Castle Air Force Base reuse plan, general plan, and amend
the special planning zone (SPZ) designation.
B. Provide flexibility in the types of land uses that may be permitted through the identification of
the unique nature and character of the Castle Commerce Center and Airport SPZ.
C.

Provide adequate regulation to ensure quality development through the establishment of
development standards and design guidelines.

D. Address the needs of airport‐oriented operations and businesses, including the attraction of
passenger transportation, air cargo, aviation training, manufacturing, and airport/industrial
businesses.
E.

Provide opportunities for the private use of property for commercial and visitor uses.

F.

Provide for the preservation and restoration of environmental features and the development of a
mixture of active and passive recreation uses.

G. Recognize the unique character of Castle Commerce Center and Airport as reflected in this title
and those covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) and easements that contain additional
requirements that are enforceable by landowners within Castle Commerce Center and Airport
SPZ not otherwise enforceable through this Zoning Code. (Ord. 1854 § 1, 2009).
18.28.020 Establishment of land use districts in the Castle special planning zone.
The location of these districts shall correspond to those areas as shown in Figure 17 of the Castle Air
Force Base reuse plan, at the time of adoption of the ordinance codified in this chapter, and as the
Castle Air Force Base reuse plan may be amended.
A. Aviation/Manufacturing (A‐M) District. The A‐M district is intended to accommodate aviation‐
related land uses as well as land uses involving manufacturing wholesale and warehousing
activities which may support aviation and non‐aviation functions which are compatible with
airport activities. Typical uses which may be allowed include research and development,
processing, assembly, distribution, storage, repair, and the wholesale trade of various materials
and products. Examples of aviation‐related land uses include general aviation, commercial,
charter, and air cargo flight operations, pilot and crew training, aircraft manufacturing, testing
service and repair and all related administrative support activities. Ground transportation for
rail and truck shipping and maintenance may also be allowed.
B. Business Park (BP) District. The BP district is intended to provide for research and development
activities, associated offices and light manufacturing, production and research activities. Typical
land uses that may be allowed include advanced technology businesses, offices for executive,
administrative, professional, and scientific staffs, businesses which provide technical consulting,
personnel and productivity support services. Educational and institutional uses may also be
allowed.

Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study

1‐3

May 2011
ICF 00565.10

County of Merced Department of Commerce,
Aviation and Economic Development

C.

Project Description and Scope of Analysis

Commercial (C) District. The C district is intended to provide for general retail commercial uses,
entertainment establishments, offices, and service providers. Typical land uses that may be
allowed include general merchandise retail sales, wholesale markets, shopping centers, home
furnishings, apparel, restaurants, personal services, and professional services. Recreational,
educational, and institutional uses may also be considered appropriate.

D. Visitor Commercial (VC) District. The VC district is intended to provide for tourist and visitor
oriented attractions and services. Typical visitor oriented facilities could include educational,
recreational, commercial, and temporary lodging land uses.
E.

Institutional and Quasi‐Public (I/QP) District. The purpose of the I/QP district is intended to
provide for governmental, public, and quasi‐public use and facilities such as the Atwater Federal
Penitentiary and the Bloss Healthcare facility.

F.

Open Space/Public (OS/P) District. The OS/P district is intended to recognize and provide for
open space, historic and public land uses within the central landscaped open space axis of the
Castle Commerce Center and Airport. Land uses within this district include the central parade
grounds and may provide for administrative offices and public meetings. (Ord. 1854 § 1, 2009).

Project Description
Project Location
Castle Airport is located in Merced County approximately 2.5 miles northeast of the City of Atwater,
6 miles northwest of the City of Merced and 15 miles southeast of the City of Turlock.
Principal automobile access to Castle Airport is via U.S. Highway 99 and N. Buhach Road. Highway
99 connects Merced County with northern and southern California. Santa Fe Drive, located on the
Airport’s west side, separates the Airport from the City of Atwater.

Project History
Originally constructed in 1941, the then named Merced Army Flying School Air Field was home to a
training facility for the AT‐6 Texan aircraft. In 1944, the airfield was renamed as Castle Army Air
Field to honor a fallen war hero, Brigadier General Frederick W. Castle. Shortly thereafter, the
Strategic Air Command (SAC) made Castle Air Field their new home. When SAC activated the 93rd
Bombardment Wing, the airfield was renamed Castle Air Force Base. Castle Air Force Base provided
a strategic role in operating bombardment missions and training crews for the B‐52 Stratofortress
and KC‐135 Stratotanker.
In 1991, the City of Atwater, the City of Merced, and the County of Merced formed the Castle Joint
Powers Authority in response to the Base Closure and Realignment Commission’s decision to close
Castle Air Force Base. Under their guidance, 13 community committees were formed with over 250
members to decide the direction the Castle Joint Powers Authority would follow in pursuing the
reuse of the Base. Unanimous votes by the committees included the full reuse of Castle as a
commercial airport. The commercial operations they recommended included: passenger service,
cargo, aircraft maintenance, aircrew training and general aviation.
The Castle Joint Powers Authority adopted the recommendations of the committees regarding
airport goals and operations and incorporated them into the 1996 Castle Air Force Base Reuse Plan,
thereby setting into motion the facility’s commission/certification process. Today, the County of
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Merced is the reuse authority and has been responsible for successfully converting the Air Force
Base into a civilian use airport. Castle Airport is now owned by the County of Merced and operated
by the County’s Department of Commerce, Aviation and Economic Development. The Castle
Commerce Center and Airport Special Planning Zone (SPZ) was adopted by the County in 2009 as an
implementation tool for the Reuse Plan.

Project Description
The County proposes to adopt the Castle AMP. The AMP lays out the plan for ultimate development
of the airport and its operations. Specific descriptions of existing and planned airport facilities and
operations are found in the AMP, most specifically in the Airport Layout Plan (ALP). The planned
airport facilities and operations are consistent with the adopted Reuse Plan. The AMP will function
as a tool for implementation of the aviation elements of the Reuse Plan.

Scope of Analysis and Conclusions
Introduction
Because the AMP will implement the Reuse Plan, and is consistent with the Reuse Plan, the County
intends to use the previous environmental document as the environmental document for adoption
of the AMP, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15153. The previous environmental document is
the1996 Reuse Plan EIR (State Clearinghouse #95122031) prepared by Merced County and the
Castle Air Force Base Redevelopment Plan Draft Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR)
(State Clearinghouse #2007011123) certified by the County in 2007 (the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and
the 2007 SEIR).
The County has prepared this Initial Study to determine whether the previous EIR adequately
describes the general environmental setting of the AMP project, the significant environmental
impacts of the AMP project, and the alternatives and mitigation measures related to each significant
effect of the AMP project.

Environmental Setting, Impacts and Mitigation
Introduction
The Initial Study Checklist assessed whether the environmental setting, impacts and mitigation
measures of the AMP project are adequately described by the previous environmental document.
Alternatives are addressed below.

Conclusions of the Initial Study
The conclusions of the Initial Study are described below.

Setting
The AMP area covers a portion of the Reuse Plan and Redevelopment Plan project sites. No
construction is proposed under the AMP outside of the Reuse Plan area, and, other than four small
“future acquisition areas” located at the four corners of the runway instrument approach protection
Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study
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zones, where no development of any kind would be permitted, none of the project site falls outside
of the area covered by the previous environmental document. Further, the 2007 SEIR updated the
existing setting information, and, specifically described in the Initial Study Checklist, review of
current existing conditions found that no substantial changes resulting in changes in impacts have
occurred since 2007.

Impacts and Mitigation
The Initial Study Checklist assessed each of the impact areas in the checklist, and assessed whether
the AMP would result in additional impacts not identified in the previous environmental document.
As specifically described in the Initial Study Checklist, the AMP would not result in additional
impacts not identified in the previous environmental document.
Mitigation measures presented in the previous environmental document will adequately address
the impacts of the AMP. The application of these mitigation measures to the AMP is specifically
described in the Initial Study Checklist.

Alternatives
Description of Alternatives Analysis in Previous Environmental Document
The alternatives to the proposed project analyzed in the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR were those that were
presented as the alternatives in the federal EIS, as follows.


The Castle Aviation Center Alternative included an integrated general aviation support center,
which would provide general aircraft maintenance and repair, classic aircraft restoration,
aircraft storage, sales, testing, and support for air shows. Non‐aviation land uses include
industrial, institutional (medical and educational), commercial, residential, public
facilities/recreation, and agricultural.



The Commercial Aviation Alternative included a general aviation airport with commercial
passenger service, airline pilot proficiency training, and air cargo operations. This alternative
would have the largest number of flight operations of any of the aviation‐related reuse
scenarios. Non‐aviation land uses include industrial, institutional (medical and educational),
commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and agricultural.



The Aviation with Mixed Use Alternative included airfield/aviation support land use similar
to the Proposed Action, although the number of aircraft operations is substantially lower under
this alternative. Nonaviation land uses include industrial, institutional (medical and
educational), commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and agricultural.



The NonAviation Alternative included an extensive industrial research and development area
on the existing airfield and aviation support acreage. Other land use includes a major
educational campus, as well as commercial, residential, public facilities/recreation, and
agricultural.



The NoAction Alternative would result in the base being placed in caretaker status. No further
activity would take place. The U.S. government would not be required to retain ownership of the
base under this alternative.

The impacts of these alternatives were analyzed in the federal EIS. A summary of the impacts of
these alternatives appears in Table 2‐2 of the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and is incorporated by reference.
Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study
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Chapter 14 of the 2007 SEIR contains an updated evaluation of alternatives, including consideration
of the potential On‐Site Housing Alternative and Reduced Development Alternative in order to
substantially reduce additional significant impacts not identified in the EIS or the 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR and this analysis is incorporated by reference. The conclusion of this SEIR was that the
conclusions of the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR were not affected by changes in circumstances.

Conclusion
Because the AMP is consistent with and implements the Reuse Plan, and because, as described in
detail in the Initial Study Checklist, the AMP will not result in additional impacts not identified in the
previous environmental document, the alternatives analysis in the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR as
supplemented by the 2007 SEIR adequately addresses alternatives related to the significant impacts
of the AMP.
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Chapter 2

Environmental Checklist
1.

Project Title:

Castle Airport Master Plan

2.

Lead Agency Name and Address:

County of Merced Department of Commerce,
Aviation and Economic Development
2507 Heritage Drive
Atwater, CA 95301

3.

Contact Person and Phone Number:

Scott C. Malta, Airport Manager

4.

Project Location:

Castle Airport, Atwater, CA

5.

Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:

County of Merced Department of Commerce,
Aviation and Economic Development
2507 Heritage Drive
Atwater, CA 95301

6.

General Plan Designation:

Castle SUDP Aviation/Industrial

7.

Zoning:

Castle Special Planning Zone – Aviation/Manufacturing

8.

Description of Project:
The County proposes to adopt an Airport Master Plan (AMP) for the Castle Airport.

9.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The area surrounding the Airport is a combination of agricultural, residential, and commercial land
uses.

10.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Merced County Airport Land Use Commission review for consistency with Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan
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Evaluation of Environmental Impacts
1. A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses following each
question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if the referenced information sources
show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project
falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained if it is based on
project‐specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive
receptors to pollutants, based on a project‐specific screening analysis).
2. All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including offsite as well as onsite,
cumulative as well as project‐level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as
operational impacts.
3. Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, the checklist
answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with
mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is
substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially
Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) is required.
4. “Negative Declaration: Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies when the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from a “Potentially Significant
Impact” to a “Less‐than‐Significant Impact”. The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less‐than‐significant level.
(Mitigation measures from Section XVII, “Earlier Analyses”, may be cross‐referenced.)
5. Earlier analyses may be used if, pursuant to tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration [Section
15063(c)(3)(D)]. In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:
a.

Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where earlier analyses are available for review.

b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within
the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal
standards and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analysis.
c.

Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were incorporated or refined from the
earlier document and the extent to which they address site‐specific conditions for the
project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously
prepared or outside document should, when appropriate, include a reference to the page or
pages where the statement is substantiated.
7. Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
8. This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead
agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a
project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected.
9. The explanation of each issue should identify:
a.

the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and

b. the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to a less‐than‐significant level.
Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study
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Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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 along a
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
that would adversely affect daytime or
nighttime views in the area?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for aesthetics impacts is presented in the 2007 SEIR in Chapter 5 of the 2007 SEIR and is
incorporated by reference. No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity
since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional aesthetics impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below.
a, b. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR assessed impacts of full buildout of the Reuse Plan, and
concluded it would not result in any significant adverse effects on scenic vistas or scenic resources.
This analysis is found in Chapter 4.13 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan
EIR, and Chapter 5 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
c.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR concluded buildout of the Reuse Plan, which would improve the visual
character of the site as buildings were renovated and newer buildings were built, would have a less‐
than‐significant impact related to visual character with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4‐
32. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.13 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse
Plan EIR, and Chapter 5 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 432: Review Project Designs
Prior to approval of a building permit, the County shall review project designs to ensure that the
following elements are included to the extent feasible.
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Existing visual features, including mature trees, are retained in the design where
appropriate.



The mass, height, fenestration, and surface treatment of new buildings is compatible with
surrounding development and visual features.



Landscape features are incorporated into the site design, including, where appropriate,
linkages to adjacent sites.

d. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR concluded that buildout of the Reuse Plan would have a less‐than‐
significant impact related to light and glare with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4‐33
and 4‐34. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.13 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final
Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 5 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 433: Review Landscaping Design
Prior to approval of building permit, the County shall review the landscaping design to ensure
that, for development adjacent to light sensitive uses such as temporary housing, exterior lights
are placed and shielded to prevent spillover onto adjacent properties.
Mitigation Measure 434: Minimize Glare
Glare shall be minimized by use of non‐reflective surface and roofing materials in areas that can
be seen from roadways and sensitive uses.
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Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

In determining whether impacts on 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 Department of
Conservation as an optional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In
determining whether impacts on 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 the 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 of
the California Resources Agency, to non‐
agricultural use?

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

e.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The agricultural resources setting is presented in the 2007 SEIR in Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is

Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study

2‐6

May 2011
ICF 00565.10

County of Merced Department of Commerce,
Aviation and Economic Development

Environmental Checklist

incorporated by reference. No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity
since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR concluded that there were no agricultural
lands on the project site or located such that they would be affected by the project. This analysis is
found in Chapter 4.1 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter
4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. Therefore the AMP will not result in impacts on
agriculture. There are no forest lands on the project site or in the vicinity.
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III. Air Quality

Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

When 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 a nonattainment area for an
applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standard (including releasing emissions that
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

d.

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations?

e.

Create objectionable odors affecting a
substantial number of people?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for air quality impacts is presented in Chapter 6 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference. Since the preparation of the 2007 Subsequent EIR, the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin was
designation as attainment for federal standards for PM10, an improvement in air quality over the
previous level. This does not change the assessment of the impacts of buildout of the Reuse Plan.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. The proposed Airport Master Plan would implement
the Reuse Plan and would not result in an increase in air traffic, auto or truck traffic, or other
emissions‐generating activities beyond those planned in the Reuse Plan.
For these reasons, the AMP would not result in additional air quality impacts beyond those
identified in the previous environmental document and described below.
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR concluded that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not
result in any significant air quality impacts. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.5 of the Draft Reuse
Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 6 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated
by reference.
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IV. Biological Resources

Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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, or 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, marshes, vernal pools, coastal wetlands, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural community
conservation plan, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for biological resources impacts is presented in the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR in Chapter 4.7
of the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and in Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No
substantial changes have occurred to existing biological resources on the project site or in the
vicinity since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. No construction is planned under the AMP for areas
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outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in additional
biological resources impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below.
a.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR identified 15 special‐status plant species
identified as having the potential to occur in the study area and to be directly affected by
construction activities associated with the Buildout phase that disturb or remove grassland and
wetland. This impact is considered potentially significant because the construction activities
associated with the Buildout phase would have a substantial adverse effect on special‐status plant
species. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO‐1a through BIO‐1c would reduce this impact to
a less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
Mitigation Measure BIO1a (New): Minimize Potential Impacts on SpecialStatus Plant
Species
To reduce the level of this impact to less than significant, the Project proponent will retain
qualified botanists to conduct botanical surveys at appropriate times that correspond to the
blooming periods of the 15 special‐status species with the potential to occur in the study area.
The botanical surveys will be conducted in accordance with floristic methods recommended by
the DFG (California Department of Fish and Game 2000) and California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) guidelines (California Native Plant Society 2001). The guidelines specify that all plants
be identified to the level necessary to determine whether they qualify as special‐status plants or
plant species with unusual or significant range extensions. Any special‐status plant populations
identified during the field surveys will be mapped and documented as part of the public record.
If special‐status plants are found within the redevelopment area and will be disturbed as a
result of construction, then the Project proponent will redesign or modify the Project to avoid
indirect or direct impacts on special‐status plants. If avoidance is not feasible, the Project
proponent will compensate for the loss of area occupied by special‐status plants by
implementing a compensation measure (e.g., purchasing and protecting another population or
purchasing mitigation credits). Specific compensation for any loss of special‐status plants will be
developed in cooperation with the DFG and the USFWS.
Mitigation Measure BIO1b (New): Conduct Mandatory Contractor/Worker Awareness
Training for Construction Personnel
Before the start of construction activities, including grading, the Project proponent will retain a
qualified biologist to conduct mandatory contractor/worker awareness training for
construction personnel. The awareness training will be provided to all construction personnel to
brief them on the need to avoid impacts on biological resources (e.g., special status plants,
special‐status wildlife, and wetlands) and to brief them on the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel are added to redevelopment
projects, the contractor will ensure that they receive the mandatory training before starting
work.
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Mitigation Measure BIO1c (New): Install Construction Barrier Fencing to Protect
Sensitive Biological Resources Adjacent to the Construction Zone
The Project proponent or its contractor will install orange construction barrier fencing to
identify environmentally sensitive areas that are to be avoided. The construction specifications
will require that a qualified biologist identify sensitive biological resources (e.g., special‐status
plants, and wetlands) on site and identify areas to avoid during construction. Sensitive
communities within the area required for construction, including staging and access, will be
fenced off to avoid disturbance in these areas.
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR identified the California tiger salamander as
a species that could be affected by buildout of the Reuse Plan; if any projects were to occur that
would affect either aquatic or upland habitat, a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS would be
required. The implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO‐2a and BIO‐2b would reduce this impact
to a less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
Mitigation Measure BIO2a (New): Determine whether California Tiger Salamanders
Occur in the Redevelopment Area
The Project proponent or its contractor will retain a qualified biologist to prepare a site
assessment and, if necessary, conduct surveys to document the presence or absence of California
tiger salamanders prior to the implementation of individual redevelopment projects. The
biologist will implement the USFWS’ Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for
Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander—October 2003 in
all suitable aquatic habitat and areas of nonnative annual grassland within the redevelopment
area. Because California tiger salamanders use aquatic and upland habitats (up to 1.24 miles
from aquatic habitat) during their life cycle, they may be present in either or both habitats on a
given property. For this reason, California tiger salamanders located in the aquatic habitats on
adjacent lands potentially could use upland habitat areas on the Project site. First, the biologist
will prepare a site assessment and submit it to the USFWS to determine whether field surveys
are appropriate. If the USFWS determines that there is a potential for the California tiger
salamander to occur in upland habitat within the redevelopment area, the Project proponent or
its contractor can either assume there is a presence or require surveys to determine a presence
or absence of California tiger salamanders. The biologist then will conduct surveys to determine
a presence or support a negative finding. As noted, another option is to forgo surveys and
assume a presence. At sites that contain both upland and potential aquatic breeding habitat (i.e.,
pools that contain standing water continuously for at least 10 weeks, extending into April),
aquatic sampling during two breeding seasons and a drift fence study in the intervening winter
will be conducted to support a negative finding. Aquatic sampling surveys are conducted in
potential breeding pools and repeated three times each season. Surveys will be conducted once
each in March, April, and May. Drift fence surveys are conducted in fall and winter and must be
in place by October 15 and until March 15, or until 20 nights of surveying under proper
conditions have been completed.
Any California tiger salamanders identified during the field surveys will be mapped and
documented as part of the public record. The Project proponent or its contractor will implement
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Mitigation Measure BIO‐2b in conjunction with this measure to avoid or minimize significant
impacts on California tiger salamanders.
Mitigation Measure BIO2b (New): Avoid or Minimize Impacts on California Tiger
Salamander Populations by Protecting Salamander Populations during Construction (if
Necessary)
The Project proponent or its contractor will implement the following measures pursuant to the
USFWS’ Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining Presence or a
Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander—October 2003 to avoid or minimize
impacts on California tiger salamanders.


Temporary construction disturbances to California tiger salamander habitat will be
minimized to the extent practicable. All Project related vehicle traffic will be restricted to
established roads, construction areas, and other sensitive biological areas that will be
identified during the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐1c.



A qualified biologist (one who the USFWS has agreed is qualified to monitor and move
salamanders if necessary) will be on site during all activities that may result in the take of
California tiger salamanders. The biologist will be given the authority to stop any work that
may result in the take of this listed species.



The biologist will be responsible for ensuring that the exclusion fence installed around the
sensitive biological areas that will be identified during the implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO‐1c is inspected before the start of each day and remains intact until project
construction is complete.



Plastic monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material will not be used
for erosion control or other purposes in the construction area because California tiger
salamander may become entangled or trapped in it. Acceptable substitutes include coconut
coir matting or tackified hydroseeding.



The project proponent or its contractor will implement best management practices (BMPs)
to prevent sediment from entering suitable California tiger salamander habitat near the
pipeline alignment, through the use of silt fencing and sterile hay bales, by avoiding cleaning
equipment in drainages or other wetlands, through temporary sediment disposal, and
through other measures.



A worker training program that includes the California tiger salamander will be conducted
for construction personnel before groundbreaking at individual redevelopment project
sites.



A speed limit of 20 miles per hour (mph) will be observed within construction areas,
particularly on rainy nights when California tiger salamanders are most likely to be moving
between their breeding ponds and upland habitat. To the extent possible, nighttime
construction will be minimized. Off‐road traffic outside designated construction areas will
be prohibited.



To prevent entrapment of California tiger salamanders during construction, any trenches,
holes, or other excavations into which California tiger salamanders could fall and become
trapped will be covered. The openings will be completely covered at the end of each
workday with plywood or other appropriate materials in a manner that prevents the
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animals from falling into them. Before a trench is filled, it must be thoroughly inspected for
trapped animals. If a trapped California tiger salamander is discovered, the on‐site biologist
will take a photograph, remove it by hand, and place it at the entrance of a suitable rodent
burrow within walking distance of the excavation site but outside the area where the animal
could be killed or injured. The USFWS will be notified by e‐mail within 1 working day.


If construction occurs during the onset of fall and winter rains, the on‐site biologist will
examine the work site for California tiger salamanders each morning after any measurable
precipitation has occurred. The biologist will search in pipes and beneath vehicles. If a
California tiger salamander is found, the biologist will implement the same methods
described in the above paragraph.



Runoff from dust control, oil, or other chemicals used in construction activities will be
retained on the construction site and prevented from entering any aquatic habitat.



Upon completion of individual redevelopment projects, all California tiger salamander
habitat subject to temporary ground disturbances will be recontoured if appropriate in the
opinion of the on‐site biologist and revegetated to promote restoration of the area to natural
conditions within 2 working days of completion of the project. Appropriate methods and
locally collected seeds from native plant species will be used to revegetate these areas.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that construction activities could
result in a disturbance or loss of breeding and foraging habitat for Western burrowing owls. If
Western burrowing owls are nesting in or within 250 feet of the construction right‐of‐way, grading
and excavation activities could result in the removal of an occupied breeding or wintering burrow
site and a loss of adults, young, or eggs. This impact would be considered significant because
construction could result in a substantial adverse effect on a special‐status species and would violate
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5. The
implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐3 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant
level. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse
Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure BIO3 (New): Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Active Burrowing
Owl Burrows and Implement the California Department of Fish and Game Guidelines for
Burrowing Owl Mitigation, if Necessary
The DFG (1994) recommends that preconstruction surveys be conducted at all construction
sites (except paved areas) in the study area and in a 250‐foot‐wide buffer zone around the
construction site to locate active burrowing‐owl burrows. The Project proponent or its
contractor will retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys for active
burrows according to the DFG guidelines. The surveys will include one in the nesting season and
one in the wintering season, which is the season immediately preceding construction.
If no burrowing owls are detected, then no further mitigation is required. If active burrowing
owls are detected, the following measures will be implemented by the Project proponent or its
contractor.


Occupied burrows will not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1–August 31).



When the destruction of occupied burrows is unavoidable outside the nesting season
(September 1–January 31), unsuitable burrows will be enhanced (enlarged or cleared of
debris), or new burrows will be created (by installing artificial burrows) at a ratio of 2:1 on
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protected lands approved by the DFG. Newly created burrows will follow guidelines
established by the DFG.


If owls must be moved away from Project construction areas, passive relocation techniques
(e.g., installing one‐way doors at burrow entrances) will be used instead of trapping. At least
1 week will be necessary to accomplish passive relocation and allow owls to acclimate to
alternate burrows.



If active burrowing‐owl burrows are found, and the owls must be relocated, the Project
proponent or its contractor will offset the loss of foraging and burrow habitat in the Project
construction areas by acquiring and permanently protecting a minimum of 6.5 acres of
foraging habitat per occupied burrow identified in the Project construction area. The
protected lands should be located adjacent to the occupied burrowing owl habitat in the
Project construction area or at another occupied site near the Project construction area.



The location of the protected lands will be determined in coordination with the DFG. The
Project proponent or its contractor will prepare a monitoring plan also and provide long‐
term management and monitoring of the protected lands. The monitoring plan will specify
success criteria, identify remedial measures, and require an annual report to be submitted
to the DFG.



If avoidance is the preferred method of dealing with potential impacts, no disturbance will
occur within 160 feet of occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1–
January 31) or within 250 feet during the breeding season. Avoidance also requires that at
least 6.5 acres of foraging habitat (calculated based on an approximately 300‐foot foraging
radius around an occupied burrow), contiguous with occupied burrow sites, be permanently
preserved for each pair of breeding burrowing owls or single unpaired resident bird. The
configuration of the protected site will be submitted to the DFG for approval.

The 2007 Subsequent EIR found that construction activities could result in disturbance to or loss of
foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk. This impact would be considered significant because
construction could result in a substantial adverse effect on a special‐status species and would violate
the MBTA and California Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5. The implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO‐4 would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is found in
Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the
2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure BIO4 (New): Compensate for a Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging
Habitat
The closest nest record in the CNDDB is within 5 miles of the redevelopment area. To mitigate
for a loss of foraging habitat, Project proponents will provide habitat management lands to the
DFG based on DFG foraging habitat mitigation requirements for projects located within 5 miles
of an active nest. Mitigation is as follows: 0.75 acre of habitat management lands will be
preserved for each acre of development authorized. All habitat management lands will be
preserved, by fee title or conservation easement on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats,
for each acre of development authorized.
b‐f. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR concluded that buildout of the Reuse Plan
would not have significant impacts related to riparian habitat, migration, local ordinances, or habitat
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conservation plans. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the
Final Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No
construction is proposed under the AMP on any areas outside of the Reuse Plan. For these reasons,
the AMP would not have significant impacts related to riparian habitat, migration, local ordinances,
or habitat conservation plans.
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR concluded that, with mitigation identified in the EIS for fill of wetlands, the
Project would have a less‐than‐significant impact on all biological resources but that the Buildout
phase of the Reuse Plan would result in a cumulatively significant impact related to a loss of habitat
related to the removal of grasslands. This impact was identified as a significant and unavoidable
impact. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.7 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse
Plan EIR, and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. The AMP would
implement the Reuse Plan for airport‐related uses, contributing to the impact as identified in the
previous environmental document.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

V. Cultural Resources

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for cultural and paleontological resources is presented in Chapter 4.14 of the 1996
Reuse Plan EIR and in Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No substantial
changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan and construction would not take place in areas not
included in the previous environmental document. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional cultural and paleontological resources impacts beyond those identified in the previous
environmental document and described below.
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR concluded that implementation of the Reuse Plan
would not result in impacts on historical resources, as no significant historical resources existed on
the Project site. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR also concluded that with
mitigation measures proposed in the EIR impacts related to archaeological and paleontological
resources would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.14 of
the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR, and in Chapter 4 of the 2007
SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 435 (Updated): Stop Work if Buried Cultural Deposits Are
Encountered during Construction Activities
If buried cultural resources, such as chipped or ground stone, historic debris, building
foundations, or human bone, are inadvertently discovered during ground‐disturbing activities,
work will stop in that area and within a 100‐foot radius of the find until a qualified archaeologist
can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures
in consultation with the County, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and other
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appropriate agencies. Appropriate treatment measures may include development of avoidance
or protection methods, archaeological excavations to recover important information about the
resource, research, or other actions determined during consultation.
Mitigation Measure 437 (Updated): Stop Work if Human Remains Are Encountered
during Construction Activities
If human skeletal remains are encountered, the County Coroner should be contacted
immediately. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the
Coroner will be required to contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
(pursuant to Section7050.5 [c] of the California Health and Safety Code). A qualified
archaeologist also should be contacted immediately. If any human remains are discovered in any
location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of
the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent human remains until the
coroner of the County has been informed and has determined that no investigation of the cause
of death is required, and, if the remains are of Native American origin:


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



the NAHC was unable to identify a descendent, or the descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission. According to the
California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location constitute a
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section
7052). Section 7050.5 requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of
discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those
of a Native American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner
must contact the NAHC.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:
1.

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.

2.

Strong seismic ground shaking?

3.

Seismic‐related ground failure, including
liquefaction?

4.

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 an
onsite or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

d.

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

e.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for geology and soils is presented in the Chapter 4.3 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter
2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No
changes related to geology and soils have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the
preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
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additional geologic impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below.
a‐e. The AMP does not propose construction in any areas outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries. The
Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR considered the potential effects of the Reuse Plan
related to geology and soils and concluded that no impacts resulting from the implementation of the
Project would occur as a result of fault rupture, landslides or mudflows, subsidence, soils inadequate
to support septic systems, or loss of availability of mineral resources, as the physical conditions that
could lead to these hazards do not exist on the project site. This analysis is found in 4.3 of the Draft
Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR and Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is
incorporated by reference. Therefore the project would not result in any impacts in these areas.
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR concluded that, with mitigation measures
proposed in the EIR and listed below, impacts related to seismic ground shaking, seismic ground
failure or liquefaction, erosion, and expansive soils would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level.
This analysis is found in 4.3 of the Draft Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final Reuse Plan EIR and
Chapter 4 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. The AMP does not propose
construction in any areas outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries. Therefore the project would not
result in any impacts in these areas beyond those identified in the previous environmental
document, and the following mitigation measures would reduce those impacts to a less than
significant level.
Mitigation Measure 42: Conduct Building Inspections
Prior to approving an occupancy permit for any building on the Castle site, the County shall
inspect the building to ensure that it meets state and County seismic safety codes. If any code
deficiencies are identified, they shall be rectified prior to occupancy.
Mitigation Measure 43: Geotechnical Survey—Incorporate Recommendations
Prior to approving new construction on the Castle site, a geotechnical survey shall be completed
for the Project site to identify any areas that could be prone to ground failure or liquefaction of
soils. If such soils are found, the Project shall be designed in compliance with the
recommendations of the geotechnical survey.
Mitigation Measure 44: Use Best Management Practices to Reduce Erosion
All construction occurring on the Castle site shall use the following BMPs, or equally effective
measures.


Schedule grading and excavation activities to minimize the extent and duration of
disturbance in any given area and avoid earthwork during the rainy season.



Lay foundations, complete paving, or apply mulch or mulch and seed combinations to
disturbed areas as practical after grading or excavation is completed.



Establish perimeter controls through the use of silt fences, berms, sand bags, or other
physical means to contain sediment and runoff and direct it to an engineered sediment trap
or basin.
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Mitigation Measure 45: SiteSpecific Geotechnical Survey—Incorporate
Recommendations
Prior to any new construction, a site‐specific geotechnical study shall be performed by a
Certified Engineering Geologist or Licensed Geotechnical Engineer to assess detailed geologic
and soil conditions. The study shall include an evaluation of expansiveness and other structural
characteristics and shall identify specific geotechnical recommendations designed to mitigate
for soil hazards, consistent with state and local building codes. In addition, recommendations for
adequate building design, including excavation and fill requirements for any identified soil
constraints, shall be included in the analysis. These recommendations shall be incorporated into
project design.
Mitigation Measure HYD1 (New): Comply with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
To reduce or eliminate construction‐related water quality effects, the redevelopment project
applicant will obtain coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit from the Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) before the onset of any construction
activities where the disturbed area is 1 acre or greater in size. As a performance standard, the
redevelopment project applicant will implement controls of pollutant discharges that utilize the
best available technology that is economically achievable, the best conventional pollutant
control technology to reduce pollutants, and any more stringent controls necessary to meet
water quality standards. BMPs may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce
pollutants in stormwater and other nonpoint‐source runoff. Measures range from source
control, such as reduced surface disturbance, to the treatment of polluted runoff, such as
detention or retention basins. BMPs to be implemented as part of General Construction Permit
issued within the project area will include, at a minimum, the following.


Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or
other ground cover) will be used to control erosion from disturbed areas.



Compliance with state and local disposal requirements will be required.



Grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the construction site as soon as
possible after disturbance. At a minimum, vegetative application will be completed by
September 15 to allow plants to establish. No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion
control measures in place between October 15 and April 15.

The final selection of BMPs for specific future projects will be subject to approval by the Central
Valley RWQCB. The County will verify that a notice of intent (NOI) has been filed with the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) has been developed before allowing construction to begin.
The County will perform inspections of the construction area to verify that the BMPs specified in
the SWPPP are properly implemented and maintained. The County will notify contractors
immediately if there is a noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

VII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for air quality including greenhouse gas (GHG) is presented in Chapter 6 of the 2007
SEIR and is incorporated by reference.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. The proposed Airport Master Plan would implement
the Reuse Plan and would not result in an increase in air traffic, auto or truck traffic, or other
emissions‐generating activities beyond those planned in the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP
would not result in additional GHG impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental
document and described below.
The 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would result in a significant
contribution to cumulative GHG impacts, and that implementation of the GHG reduction measures
listed in Mitigation Measure AQ‐1 will reduce the project’s contribution, but not to a less‐than
significant level. This analysis is found in Chapters 6 and 14 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
Mitigation Measure AQ1 (New): Incorporate Additional Innovative Measures to Reduce
Greenhouse Gas Impacts
The SJVAPCD encourages innovation in measures to reduce air quality impacts. Several
measures will be incorporated into the design and operation of the proposed Project to provide
additional reductions in the overall level of emissions, where feasible. These measures include
those listed below.


Energy‐efficient design will be provided for homes and buildings, including automated
control systems for heating and air conditioning and energy efficiency beyond 24 CCR
(California Building Standards Code) requirements, lighting controls and energy‐efficient
lighting in buildings, increased insulation beyond 24 CCR requirements, and light‐colored
roof materials to reflect heat.
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Large canopy trees will be carefully selected and located to protect buildings from energy‐
consuming environmental conditions and shade paved areas. Trees will be selected to shade
50% of paved areas within 15 years.



Deciduous trees will be planted on the south‐ and west‐facing sides of buildings.



Trees will be planted adjacent to all sidewalks 30 foot on center and at a ratio of one tree for
each parking space. Structural soil will be used under paved areas to improve tree growth in
locations where street trees are located or planned.



The County will implement measures to reduce the amount of vehicle traffic to and from the
Project area to further reduce air pollution in the valley. This could include provisions such
as encouraging employees to rideshare or carpool to the Project site, or incentives for
employees to use alternative transportation.



If transit service is available to the Project site, improvements will be made to encourage its
use. If transit service is not currently available but is planned for the area in the future,
easements will be reserved to provide for future improvements. These include bus turnouts,
loading areas, route signs, and shade structures. Pedestrian access will be directed to the
main entrance of the Project from existing or potential public transit stops, and
appropriately designed sidewalks will be provided. Such access will consist of paved
walkways or ramps and will be separated physically from parking areas and vehicle access
routes. Appropriations made to facilitate public or mass transit will help mitigate trips
generated by the Project.



Sidewalks and bicycle paths will be provided throughout as much of the Project as possible
and connect to any nearby open space areas, parks, schools, and commercial areas to
encourage walking and bicycling. Connections to nearby public uses and commercial areas
will be made as direct as possible to promote walking for some trips.



Sidewalks and bikeways will be designed to separate pedestrian and bicycle pathways from
vehicle paths. Sidewalks and bikeways will be designed to be accommodating and
appropriately sized for anticipated future pedestrian and bicycle use. Such pathways will be
easy to navigate and designed to facilitate pedestrian movement through the Project and
create a safe environment for all potential users (pedestrian, bicycle, and disabled) from
obstacles and automobiles. Pedestrian walkways will be created to connect all buildings
throughout the Project. The walkways will create a safe and inviting walking environment
for people wishing to walk from one building to another. Walkways will be installed to
direct pedestrians from the street sidewalk to the buildings. Safe and convenient pathways
will be provided for pedestrian movement in large parking lots. Mid‐block paths will be
installed to facilitate pedestrian movement through long blocks (over more than 500 feet in
length) and cul‐de‐sacs. Sidewalks will be designed for high visibility (e.g., they will be
painted brightly or will be a different color of concrete) when crossing parking lots, streets,
and similar vehicle paths. Pathways through the Project will be built in anticipation of future
growth/development.



Exits to adjoining streets will be designed to reduce time to reenter traffic from the Project
site.



Efficient interior circulation and pedestrian access within the Project area and logical
connection points for future development on the surrounding properties will be provided.
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Measures will be implemented to reduce the amount of vehicle traffic to and from the
residential area(s) that further reduce air pollution in the SJVAB. This could include
providing an information center for residents to coordinate carpooling.



As many energy‐conserving features as feasible will be incorporated into the design and
operation of the proposed Project. These include:


increased energy efficiency;



increased wall and ceiling insulation (beyond building code requirements);



energy‐efficient windows (double‐paned or Low‐E);



high‐albedo (reflecting) roofing materials;



cool paving;



radiant heat barriers;



energy‐efficient lighting, appliances, and heating and cooling systems;



solar water‐heating systems;



low NOX‐emitting or high‐efficiency, energy‐efficient water heaters;



clean‐energy features that promote energy self‐sufficiency (e.g., photovoltaic cells, solar
thermal electricity systems, and small wind turbines);



geothermal heat pump systems;



programmable thermostats for all heating and cooling systems;



awnings or other shading mechanisms for windows;



porch, patio, and walkway overhangs;



ceiling fans or whole‐house fans;



passive solar cooling and heating designs (e.g., natural convection, and thermal
flywheels);



daylighting (natural lighting) systems such as skylights, light shelves, and interior
transom windows;



electrical outlets around the exterior of units to encourage the use of electric landscape
maintenance equipment;



bicycle parking facilities for patrons and employees in covered secure areas
(conveniently located at each destination point);



low‐ and no‐VOC coatings and paints;



natural gas fireplaces (instead of wood‐burning fireplaces or heaters) and natural gas
lines (if available to the Project area) in backyard or patio areas to encourage the use of
gas barbecues;



on‐site employee cafeterias or eating areas;



pre‐wired units with high‐speed modem connections/DSL and extra phone lines;



employee shower and locker areas for bicycle and pedestrian commuters; and
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use of low‐ or non‐polluting landscape maintenance equipment (e.g., electric lawn
mowers, reel mowers, leaf vacuums, and electric trimmers and edgers).
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

VIII. Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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 involve handling
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within one‐quarter mile of
an existing or proposed school?

d.

Be located on a site that 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.

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

f.

Be located within the vicinity of a private
airstrip and 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?

h.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for hazards is presented in Chapter 4.9 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of
the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 7 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No
substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of the
2007 SEIR.
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Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. The AMP does not propose construction on any areas
outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries and the activities of the AMP would implement the Reuse Plan.
For these reasons, the AMP would not result in additional hazards impacts beyond those identified
in the previous environmental document and described below.
a–c. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not
create any hazards related to the use or transport of hazardous materials. This analysis is found in
Chapter 4.9 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and
Chapter 7 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
d. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the mitigation measures listed below
would reduce impacts related to the known hazardous materials impacts on the project site to a
less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is found in Chapter 4.9 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 7 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
Mitigation Measure 416
Prior to issuance of a permit for demolition or renovation of each building under the Reuse Plan,
the County shall review the asbestos register to determine whether the presence of asbestos‐
containing materials, if any, could pose a health risk.
Mitigation Measure 417
Prior to demolition or renovation of any building that contains asbestos, the asbestos will be
removed or remediated in accordance with Air Force policy and Cal/OSHA regulations and
standards.
Mitigation Measure 418
Prior to approval of an occupancy permit, for any use that could expose children to materials
that could contain lead, including but not limited to painted walls and exterior soils that could
contain lead chips, a lead survey shall be conducted. If any lead is found, the building and/or soil
will be remediated according to Cal/OSHA regulations and standards. Lead content in soils shall
not exceed California standards.
Mitigation Measure 419
Any demolition, renovation or construction occurring in areas with lead‐containing materials
shall be conducted according to Cal/OSHA standards in order to protect construction workers.
Mitigation Measure 420
Prior to any activities occurring in the outdoor small arms range, the explosive ordnance
disposal range or the grenade launching range, all ordnance shall be properly packaged and
transported off‐base.
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Mitigation Measure 421
Any underground storage tank that does not meet current regulations must be deactivated and
removed prior to excavation, grading or construction in the vicinity of the UST.
Mitigation Measure 422
Prior to approval of a building permit for any project area landfill site, the landfill material shall
be remediated and geotechnically engineered according to federal and State regulations to
support the intended use.
e, f. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the buildout of the Reuse Plan would
have a less than significant impact related to uses in close proximity to an airport. This analysis is
found in Chapter 4.9 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
and Chapter 7 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
g, h. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the buildout of the Reuse Plan would
have a no impacts related to interference with emergency response to wildland fires. This analysis is
found in Chapter 4.9 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
and Chapter 7 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements?

b.

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

c.

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

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

g.

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

h.

Place within a 100‐year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect
floodflows?

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.

Contribute to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or
mudflow?
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Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for hydrology and water quality is presented in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated
by reference. No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the
preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. The AMP does not propose construction on any areas
outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries and the activities of the AMP would implement the Reuse Plan.
For these reasons, the AMP would not result in additional flooding and hydrology impacts beyond
those identified in the previous environmental document and described below.
a, f. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the impacts of buildout of the Reuse
Plan related to water quality would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by the following
mitigation measures. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
Mitigation Measure HYD1 (New): Comply with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
To reduce or eliminate construction‐related water quality effects, the redevelopment project
applicant will obtain coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit from the Central
Valley RWQCB before the onset of any construction activities where the disturbed area is 1 acre
or greater in size. As a performance standard, the redevelopment project applicant will
implement controls of pollutant discharges that utilize the best available technology that is
economically achievable, the best conventional pollutant control technology to reduce
pollutants, and any more stringent controls necessary to meet water quality standards. BMPs
may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater and other
nonpoint‐source runoff. Measures range from source control, such as reduced surface
disturbance, to the treatment of polluted runoff, such as detention or retention basins. BMPs to
be implemented as part of a General Construction Permit issued within the Project area will
include, at a minimum, the following.


Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or
other ground cover) will be used to control erosion from disturbed areas.



Compliance with state and local disposal requirements will be required.



Grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the construction site as soon as
possible after disturbance. At a minimum, vegetative application will be completed by
September 15 to allow plants to establish. No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion
control measures in place between October 15 and April 15.

The final selection of BMPs for specific future projects will be subject to approval by the Central
Valley RWQCB. The County will verify that an NOI has been filed with the SWRCB and that a
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SWPPP has been developed before allowing construction to begin. The County will perform
inspections of the construction area to verify that the BMPs specified in the SWPPP are properly
implemented and maintained. The County will notify contractors immediately if there is a
noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
Mitigation Measure HYD2 (New): Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program
The redevelopment project applicant shall be required to develop and implement a spill
prevention and control program to minimize the potential for spills of hazardous, toxic, or
petroleum‐based substances that would be used during construction activities. The program
will be completed before any construction activities begin. Implementation of this measure will
comply with state and federal water quality regulations regarding spills of reportable quantities
and requirements for emergency response and cleanup.
b. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would result
in a significant and unavoidable cumulative impact related to depletion of groundwater supplies.
The water demand analyzed in the previous environmental document would include the water
demand of the airport. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
c‐e. The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the impacts of buildout of the Reuse
Plan related to drainage and stormwater runoff would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by
the following mitigation measures. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse
Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is
incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 46 (Revised): Prepare a Drainage Study and Incorporate Drainage
Improvements
Any project that would construct buildings or impervious surfaces on undeveloped land will
prepare a study of pre‐ and post‐project drainage flows at the project or building permit review
stage. The project will incorporate any detention and storm drainage improvements necessary
to satisfy the standards of the Merced County Storm Drainage Design Manual. Projects
implemented as part of the Redevelopment Plan will be required to comply with the Small MS4
General Permit for the MSWG.
g‐i, The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that the impacts of buildout of the Reuse
Plan related to flooding would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by the following mitigation
measures. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of
the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 48
All buildings intended to be occupied shall be elevated above the 100‐year floodplain, or flood‐
proofed, in compliance with FEMA and local flood protection ordinances.
Mitigation Measure 49
No structures that interfere with the flow of floodwaters shall be built in the 100 year floodplain.
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The Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that there would be no impact related to
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, as the site is not subject to these hazards. This analysis is presented in
Chapter 4.4 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and
Chapter 8 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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, a 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?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The land use setting is presented in the 2007 SEIR in Chapter 9 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated
by reference. No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the
preparation of the 2007 SEIR. The only regulatory change to occur was the adoption of zoning
controls through the adoption of the “Castle Commerce Center and Airport Special Planning Zone
(SPZ) in 2009.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional land use impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below.
a.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan, which
contains the same land uses in the same arrangement as proposed under the AMP, would have no
impact related to division of a community. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.1 of the Draft
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 9 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference.

b. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan, which
contains the same land uses as proposed under the AMP, would have less than significant impacts
related to compatibility with plans and policies. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.1 of the Draft
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 9 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference. The proposed AMP is consistent with the Castle Commerce Center
and Airport Special Planning Zone (SPZ).
c.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan, which
contains the same land uses as proposed under the AMP, would have no impact related to conflict
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with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan, as none
cover the project site. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.1 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 9 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The mineral resources setting is presented in Chapter 4.3 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter
2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and is incorporated by reference. No new information regarding
mineral resources at the project site has become known since that time.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional mineral resources impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental
document and described below.
The AMP does not propose construction on any areas outside of the Reuse Plan boundaries. The
Reuse Plan EIR considered the potential effects of the Reuse Plan related to geology and soils and
concluded that no impacts resulting from the implementation of the Project would occur as a result
of loss of availability of mineral resources, as these resources do not exist on the project site. This
analysis is presented in Chapter 4.3 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Draft 1996
Reuse Plan EIR and is incorporated by reference.
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Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Expose persons to or generate noise levels in
excess of standards established in a local
general plan or noise ordinance or applicable
standards of other agencies?

b.

Expose persons to or generate excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise
levels?

c.

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

d.

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

e.

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

f.

Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip
and expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The noise setting is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the
Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No
substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of the
2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional noise impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below. To verify projected noise impacts of aircraft operations, additional aircraft noise
analyses were done by Mead & Hunt in April 2011 as part of this Airport Master Plan project, and
these noise contours were reviewed as part of the analysis in this Initial Study. The new noise
contours show the noise contours do not extend further out from the airport than was shown in the
previous environmental document, and may affect a smaller area to the south. For this reason the
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AMP would not have additional impacts related to aircraft noise beyond those identified in the
previous environmental document.
a, c. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not
result in greater increases in traffic noise levels but could contribute to a cumulative traffic noise
impact. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the
Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. The
AMP would not result in any changes in trip generation, and so would have the same impacts.
This impact was found to be significant and unavoidable, although Mitigation Measures 4‐23 and 4‐
24 from the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR could reduce traffic noise at residential and other noise‐sensitive
developments. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR concluded that because the feasibility of these measures is
unknown, and their implementation is under the jurisdiction of agencies other than the
Redevelopment Agency, this impact is considered to be significant and unavoidable. This analysis is
presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse
Plan EIR, and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 423: Restrict Development of Sensitive Land Uses in Areas That
Exceed Noise Standards
Merced County and the City of Atwater shall restrict new development of residential and other
sensitive land uses in areas that exceed exterior noise levels of 65 Ldn, unless a noise study has
been conducted that identifies noise attenuation measures that could reduce noise levels to
acceptable levels. Such attenuation measures shall be required in new construction.
Mitigation Measure 424: Restrict Development That Would Increase Traffic Near Certain
Land Uses
Merced County and the City of Atwater shall restrict development that would increase traffic
along roadways where existing or planned residences and other sensitive land uses are
experiencing exterior noise levels above 65 Ldn unless measures to reduce the noise levels have
been identified and required as a condition of development. If 65 Ldn cannot be achieved,
residential buildings shall be renovated with noise attenuation measures to achieve an interior
noise level of 45 Ldn.
b. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not
expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. This
analysis is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996
Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
d. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that construction impacts of buildout of
the Reuse Plan would result in significant noise impacts, but that implementation of the following
mitigation measure would reduce this impact to a less‐than‐significant level. This analysis is
presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure NOISE1 (New): Employ NoiseReducing Construction Practices
Noise‐reducing construction practices shall be employed such that noise from construction
activities that occurs outside the hours of 7 a.m.–6 p.m. does not exceed 55 dBA during the
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applicable daytime hours (6 p.m.–10 p.m.) and 45 dBA during nighttime hours (10 p.m.–7 a.m.)
at noise‐sensitive uses. Measures that can be employed to achieve this include:

e.



limiting noise‐generating construction operations to the hours between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.,



locating equipment as far as practical from noise‐sensitive uses, and



using noise‐reducing enclosures around noise‐generating equipment and constructing
barriers between noise sources and noise‐sensitive land uses or taking advantage of existing
barrier features (terrain or structures) to block sound transmission.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that impacts and mitigation related to
aircraft noise would be reduced to a less‐than‐significant level by Mitigation Measure 4‐25. This
analysis is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996
Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 425: Ensure Interior Noise Levels Meet Standards
Prior to approval of Aviation/Industrial and Public Facilities uses within the 65 CNEL contour, a
noise analysis shall be conducted to determine whether interior noise levels meet the standards
presented in Table 10‐1. If the interior noise levels do not meet the standards, the buildings
shall be fitted with noise attenuation measures adequate to reduce noise to acceptable levels.

f.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and 2007 Subsequent EIR found that no private airstrip is located in the
vicinity of the project site. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR and is
incorporated by reference.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XIII. Population and Housing

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

Displace a substantial number of existing
housing units, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

c.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for population and housing is presented in the 2007 SEIR in Chapter 5 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference. No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the
vicinity since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional population and housing impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental
document and described below.
a.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would
have a less than significant impact related to inducing population growth because the surrounding
areas have a substantial labor pool and housing for workers at the Castle site. This analysis is
presented in Chapter 4.2 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR, and Chapter 11 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. The same would be true for
implementation of the Airport Master Plan.

b, c. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would
have no impacts related to displacing people or housing because no housing would be removed as a
part of implementation of the Reuse Plan. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.10 of the Draft
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 10 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference. The Airport Master Plan does not change this element of the Reuse
Plan and therefore would also have no impact.
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Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities or a
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 following public
services:
Fire protection?
Police protection?
Schools?
Parks?
Other public facilities?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for public services is presented in Chapter 4.11 of the Reuse Plan EIR and Chapter 12 of
the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No substantial changes related to public services
have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. For this reason,
demand for public services related to implementation of the AMP would not exceed that of buildout
of the Reuse Plan and would not result in impacts beyond those identified in the previous
environmental document and described below.

Fire
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR stated that the on‐site Fire Station #1, then operated by the Atwater Fire
Department, would have sufficient capacity to serve the proposed Reuse Plan and concluded that
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure 4‐ 26, impacts would be less than significant. The
2007 SEIR found that, because this station (now operated by the Merced County Fire Department) is
dedicated to providing fire protection to the Project site, this conclusion would continue to be true.
This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.11 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
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Mitigation Measure 426
Prior to approving an occupancy permit for any existing building, the Fire Marshal will inspect
the building to ensure that it does not contain any fire hazards, pursuant to state and County
law. If any fire hazards are identified, they will be rectified prior to occupancy.

Police
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR stated that with continued use of private security, as required by
Mitigation Measure 4‐27, the Project would have sufficient police protection, and impacts would be
less than significant. Private security is still provided to the Project site. This analysis is presented in
Chapter 4.11 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and
Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure 427
The private security force shall continue to provide the necessary security services to ensure
public safety on the Castle site until it is determined that the Sheriff’s Department has adequate
resources.

Schools
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not result in significant
impacts on schools. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.11 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR,
Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.

Parks and Other Public Facilities
The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not result in significant
impacts on parks and other public facilities. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.11 of the Draft
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Would the project:
a.

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

b.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for recreation impacts is presented in Chapter 4.11 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and
is incorporated by reference.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional recreation impacts beyond those identified in the previous environmental document and
described below. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not result in
significant impacts on parks and other public facilities. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.11 of
the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 12 of the
2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
a, b. The AMP will not result in the creation of any new housing or demand for recreational facilities. It
also does not include any proposed new recreational facilities. For these reasons, the AMP will not
result in any significant impacts related to recreation.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVI. Transportation/Traffic

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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 because of a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

e.

Result in inadequate emergency access?

f.

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

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for transportation is presented in the Chapter 4.6 of the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and
Chapter 13 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. No substantial changes have occurred
on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of the 2007 SEIR that would substantially
affect existing or future traffic.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. The proposed Airport Master Plan would implement
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the Reuse Plan and would not result in an increase in air traffic, auto or truck traffic beyond those
planned in the Reuse Plan.
For these reasons, the AMP would not result in additional traffic impacts beyond those identified in
the previous environmental document and described below.
a, b. The AMP would not change the land uses and result in any change in trip generation from that
identified for the Reuse Plan. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 Subsequent EIR found that
buildout of the Reuse Plan would result in impacts on roadways that would be reduced by the
following mitigation measures at some locations, but for other locations, no mitigation is available to
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.6 of the Draft
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 13 of the 2007 SEIR
and is incorporated by reference. Significant unavoidable transportation impacts are specifically
described in Chapter 13 of the 2007 SEIR which is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure TRA1 (New): Impact Fee Fund
Developer(s) of property within the Redevelopment Plan area will ensure that the Project
include each subsequent specific project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements
necessary and available to reduce the severity of the project’s significant transportation‐related
impacts, as identified in this traffic analysis after considering the pre‐CAFB‐closure levels of
operation as the existing baseline consistent with the policies and exceptions set forth in the
Circulation Chapter of the Merced County Year 2000 General Plan, as amended. The project’s
contribution toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be sufficient to
mitigate all cumulative transportation‐related impacts to less‐than‐significant levels, may take
any, or some combination, of the following forms:


construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the boundaries of the
Redevelopment Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits and/or reimbursement,
coordinated by the County, from other fee‐paying development projects with respect to
roads or other facilities that would also serve fee‐paying development projects other than
the Redevelopment Plan area;



construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation facilities outside
the boundaries of the Redevelopment Plan area but within unincorporated Merced County,
subject in some instances to future reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other
fee‐paying development projects where the roads or improvements at issue would also
serve fee‐paying development projects other than the Redevelopment Plan Project;



the payment of impact fees to the County in amounts that constitute the Redevelopment
Plan area’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities to be built
or improved within unincorporated Merced County, consistent with the County’s CIP/RTP;



the payment of impact fees to MCAG, as the Regional Transportation Authority (RTA), in
amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share contribution to the construction of
transportation facilities funded though fees collected through the RTP for Tier 1 and/or Tier
2 projects;



the payment of other adopted regional or “zone of benefit” impact fees that would provide
improvements to roadways, intersections, and/or interchanges that are affected by multiple
jurisdictions;
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the payment of impact fees to the County in amounts that constitute the Redevelopment
Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or
improvements within Atwater or the City of Merced needed in whole or in part because of
the Redevelopment Plan, to be made available to the City of Atwater and/or City of Merced,
if and when those jurisdictions and the County enter into an enforceable agreement. At the
time of issuance of building permits for individual development projects within the
Redevelopment Plan area, the County will collect fair share fee payments for improvements
or facilities addressed by its CIP/RTP, as it exists at that time;



the payment by developers of property within the Redevelopment Plan area of impact fees
to Merced County in amounts that constitute the Redevelopment Plan’s fair share
contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or improvements on
federal or state highways or freeways needed in part because of the Redevelopment Plan, to
be made available to Caltrans if and when Caltrans and the County enter into an enforceable
agreement consistent with State law; and



in pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Atwater, City of
Merced, and Caltrans, negotiation in good faith by Merced County with these other
jurisdictions to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving,
within a reasonable time period after certification of this SEIR for the Redevelopment Plan,
commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments from the
Redevelopment Plan for its out‐of‐jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts on federal and
state freeways and highways.

Consistent with Mitigation Measure TRA‐1, as part of development agreement negotiations, the
County will work with the City of Atwater and the City of Merced to implement a program
whereby new development projects within this area of Merced County will each pay a traffic fee
to fund certain major regional traffic infrastructure projects that provide relief for traffic
congestion to Merced County. The applicant(s) may satisfy part, or all, of its regional traffic
mitigation obligations, set forth in Mitigation Measure TRA‐1, by paying its fair share fees into a
comprehensive region‐wide fee program. Because the adoption of such a region‐wide fee
program is beyond the authority of Merced County, there is no guarantee that such a program
would be established.
Mitigation Measure TRA2 (New): Signalize Intersection and Alter Lane Configuration at
the Intersection of Walnut Avenue and Santa Fe Drive


Signalize intersection.



Split out the southbound and westbound combined left/through/right‐turn lane to include
an exclusive left‐turn lane and a combined through/right‐turn lane.



Split out the northbound and eastbound combined left/through/right‐turn lane to include
an exclusive left‐turn lane, an exclusive through lane, and an exclusive right‐turn lane.

Mitigation Measure TRA3 (New): Add Additional Eastbound and Westbound Lanes to
Santa Fe Drive and Alter Lane Configuration on Santa Fe Drive


Add one additional westbound and one additional eastbound through lane to Santa Fe Drive.



Split out the westbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Santa Fe Drive.
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Mitigation Measure TRA4 (New): Alter Lane Configurations at the Intersection of Shaffer
Road and Santa Fe Drive and Add an Additional Westbound and Eastbound Through Lane
to Santa Fe Drive


Split out the southbound and northbound combined left/through/right‐turn lane to include
an exclusive left‐turn lane and a combined through/right‐turn lane on Shaffer Road.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the southbound approach creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Shaffer Road.



Split out the westbound and eastbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an
exclusive through lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Santa Fe Drive.



Add an additional westbound and eastbound through lane to Santa Fe Drive.



Split out the northbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Shaffer Road.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the westbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Santa Fe Drive.



Add a southbound receiving lane on Shaffer Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA5 (New): Signalize Intersection, Add Additional Lanes to Santa Fe
Drive, and Reconfigure Lanes on Santa Fe Drive and Wallace Road


Signalize intersection.



Split out the southbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive left‐turn lane on Santa Fe Drive.



Add an additional northbound and southbound through lane to Santa Fe Drive.



This intersection meets the MUTC peak‐hour signal warrant during both the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours and therefore should be considered for signalization.



Split out the westbound combined left/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive left‐turn lane
and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Wallace Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA6 (New): Signalize Intersection of Hospital Road and Wallace
Road
Mitigation Measure TRA7 (New): Improve Intersection of Santa Fe Drive and Buhach
Road


Split out the eastbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane. Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the eastbound
approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on Santa Fe Drive.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the westbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Santa Fe Drive.



Split out the northbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive left‐turn lane on Buhach Road. Split out the northbound combined
through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through lane and an exclusive right‐turn
lane on Buhach Road. Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the northbound approach, creating
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dual left‐turn lanes on Buhach Road. Add an additional northbound through lane to Buhach
Road.


Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the southbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Buhach Road. Add an additional southbound through lane to Buhach Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA8 (New): Install Roundabout at Intersection of Airdrome Entry
and G Street
Mitigation Measure TRA9 (New): Signalize Intersection and Add Lanes to Santa Fe Drive
and Bellevue Road


Signalize intersection.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the northbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Santa Fe Drive.



Add an exclusive right‐turn lane to the westbound approach, creating dual right‐turn lanes
on Bellevue Road.



This intersection meets the MUTCD peak‐hour signal warrant during both the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours and therefore should be considered for signalization.

Mitigation Measure TRA10 (New): Add Lanes and Reconfigure Intersection of Spaceport
Entry and Santa Fe Drive


Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the eastbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Santa Fe Drive.



Split out the westbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Santa Fe Drive.

Mitigation Measure TRA11 (New): Signalize Intersection and Reconfigure Lanes at Santa
Fe Drive and Avenue Two
Signalize intersection and Split out the eastbound combined left/right‐turn lane to include an
exclusive left‐turn lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Avenue Two.
Mitigation Measure TRA12 (New): Signalize Intersection of Franklin Road and Bellevue
Road
Mitigation Measure TRA13 (New): Signalize and Reconfigure Intersection of SR 59 and
Bellevue Road
Signalize intersection and split out the southbound, northbound, eastbound, and westbound
combined left/through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive left‐turn lane, an exclusive
through lane, and a combined through/right‐turn lane on SR 59 and Bellevue Road.
Mitigation Measure TRA14 (New): Reconfigure Lanes at the Intersection of Franklin
Road and Santa Fe Drive


Split out the northbound combined left/through/right‐turn lane to include a combined
through/left‐turn lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Franklin Road.
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Split out the westbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Santa Fe Drive.



Split out the northbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive left‐turn lane on Franklin Road.



Add an additional eastbound and westbound through lane to Santa Fe Drive.

Mitigation Measure TRA15 (New): Improve Intersection of Buhach Road and Bellevue
Road


Split out the northbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Buhach Road.



Split out the southbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive left‐turn lane on Buhach Road. Add two additional southbound
through lanes to Buhach Road.



Add an exclusive eastbound and westbound through lane to Bellevue Road. Add an exclusive
left‐turn lane to the eastbound and westbound approaches, creating dual left‐turn lanes on
Bellevue Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA16 (New): Reconfigure Lanes on Buhach Road and Avenue Two
and Add Lanes on Avenue Two and Buhach Road


Split out the northbound and southbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an
exclusive through lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Buhach Road.



Add an additional eastbound through lane to Avenue Two.



Add an additional westbound through lane and split out the westbound combined
through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through lane and an exclusive right‐turn
lane on Avenue Two.



Add an additional northbound and southbound through lane to Buhach Road.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the northbound and southbound approaches, creating dual
left‐turn lanes on Buhach Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA17 (New): Add Lanes to Buhach Road
Add an additional northbound and southbound through lane to Buhach Road.
Mitigation Measure TRA18 (New): Improve the Intersection of Ashby Road and Buhach
Road


Signalize intersection.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the northbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes and
split out the northbound combined left/through lane to include an exclusive left‐turn lane
and an exclusive through lane on Ashby Road.



Add an exclusive left‐turn lane to the eastbound approach, creating dual left‐turn lanes, and
split out the eastbound combined left/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive left‐turn lane
and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Buhach Road.
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Split out the southbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Ashby Road. Add an eastbound and southbound
departure lane for approximately 500 feet and then taper back to one lane.



Add an additional northbound and southbound through lane to Ashby Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA19 (New): Signalize and Reconfigure Lanes at the Intersection of
Broadway Avenue and Buhach Road


Signalize intersection.



Split out the northbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through
lane and an exclusive left‐turn lane on Buhach Road.

Mitigation Measure TRA20 (New): Signalize and Reconfigure Intersection of Ashby Road
and Buhach Road Overcrossing
Signalize intersection and split out the eastbound combined through/right‐turn lane to include
an exclusive through lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane on Ashby Road. Split out the
westbound combined through/left‐turn lane to include an exclusive through lane and an
exclusive left‐turn lane on Ashby Road.
Mitigation Measure TRA21 (New): Signalize Intersection of SR 99 Southbound Ramps
and Ashby Road
Mitigation Measure TRA22 (New): Signalize Intersection of Franklin Road and Ashby
Road and Reconfigure Lanes on Ashby Road
Signalize intersection and split out the eastbound and westbound combined left/through/right‐
turn lane to include an exclusive left‐turn lane and a combined through/right‐turn lane on
Ashby Road.
Mitigation Measure TRA23 (New): Signalize and Reconfigure Intersection of SR 99
Northbound Ramps and Sycamore Avenue


Signalize intersection.



The combined westbound left/through lane should be split out to include an exclusive left‐
turn lane and an exclusive through lane.



The combined northbound left/right‐turn lane should be split out to include an exclusive
left‐turn lane and an exclusive right‐turn lane.

Mitigation Measure TRA24 (New): Signalize and Reconfigure Intersection of SR 99
Southbound Ramps and Bell Lane


Signalize intersection.



The combined southbound left/through/right‐turn lane should be split out to include an
exclusive left‐turn lane and a combined through/right‐turn lane.
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Mitigation Measure TRA25 (New): Widen Santa Fe Drive between Shaffer Road and
Wallace Road from Two to Four Lanes
Mitigation Measure TRA26 (New): Widen Santa Fe Drive between Wallace Road and
Buhach Road from Two to Four Lanes
Mitigation Measure TRA27 (New): Widen Santa Fe Drive between Spaceport Entry and
Franklin Road from Four to Six Lanes
Mitigation Measure TRA28 (New): Widen Bellevue Road between SR 59 and Franklin
Road from Two to Four Lanes
Mitigation Measure TRA29 (New): Widen Buhach Road between Green Sands Avenue and
Ashby Road from Two to Four Lanes
c.

The AMP would support implementation of the long‐planned air operations at Castle Airport and
would therefore not have an adverse effect on air traffic.

d. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would have no impact related to
hazardous roadways. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.6 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and
Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR.
e.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would have a less than significant
impact related to emergency access as the site has three access points. This analysis is presented in
Chapter 4.6 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR.

f.

The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR found that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not conflict with adopted
policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.6 of the
Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan EIR.

Castle Airport Master Plan Initial Study

2‐49

May 2011
ICF 00565.10

County of Merced Department of Commerce,
Aviation and Economic Development

Environmental Checklist

Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVII. Utilities and Service Systems

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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
stormwater 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 would new or expanded
entitlements be needed?

e.

Result in a determination by the wastewater
treatment provider that 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?

Setting
The AMP is located on a portion of the project site for the 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR.
The setting for utilities is presented in Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
No substantial changes have occurred on the project site or in the vicinity since the preparation of
the 2007 SEIR.

Impacts and Mitigation
The AMP proposes construction of airport facilities as planned in the Reuse Plan. Structures
proposed are consistent with the Reuse Plan. For these reasons, the AMP would not result in
additional demand for utilities beyond that identified in the previous environmental document and
described below.
a‐e. Impacts related to stormwater drainage, water, and wastewater are addressed in the 2007 SEIR in
Impacts HYD‐4, PS‐2, PS‐4, and PS‐6. The 2007 SEIR found that, because the bulk of lands on the
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Project site where new construction will take place are already paved, or, at a minimum, disturbed,
it is unlikely that construction of new stormwater drainage, water, or wastewater facilities would
result in significant impacts beyond those disclosed for implementation of the other elements of the
proposed Project. Construction in implementation of the AMP would similarly take place on paved
or disturbed ground. Mitigation measures for construction activities, including Mitigation Measures
4‐4; HYD‐1; HYD‐2; BIO‐1a, b, and c; BIO‐2a and b; BIO‐3; BIO‐4; 4‐10, 4‐12, 4‐20; 4‐22; NOISE‐1; 4‐
35; and 4‐37, will ensure that the impact is less than significant. The analysis referenced above is
presented in Chapter 4.12 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final 1996 Reuse Plan
EIR, and Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference.
Mitigation Measure HYD1 (New): Comply with the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
To reduce or eliminate construction‐related water quality effects, the redevelopment project
applicant will obtain coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit from the Central
Valley RWQCB before the onset of any construction activities where the disturbed area is 1 acre
or greater in size. As a performance standard, the redevelopment project applicant will
implement controls of pollutant discharges that utilize the best available technology that is
economically achievable, the best conventional pollutant control technology to reduce
pollutants, and any more stringent controls necessary to meet water quality standards. BMPs
may consist of a wide variety of measures taken to reduce pollutants in stormwater and other
nonpoint‐source runoff. Measures range from source control, such as reduced surface
disturbance, to the treatment of polluted runoff, such as detention or retention basins. BMPs to
be implemented as part of a General Construction Permit issued within the Project area will
include, at a minimum, the following.


Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, staked straw bales/wattles,
silt/sediment basins and traps, geofabric, sandbag dikes, and temporary revegetation or
other ground cover) will be used to control erosion from disturbed areas.



Compliance with state and local disposal requirements will be required.



Grass or other vegetative cover will be established on the construction site as soon as
possible after disturbance. At a minimum, vegetative application will be completed by
September 15 to allow plants to establish. No disturbed surfaces will be left without erosion
control measures in place between October 15 and April 15.

The final selection of BMPs for specific future projects will be subject to approval by the Central
Valley RWQCB. The County will verify that an NOI has been filed with the SWRCB and that a
SWPPP has been developed before allowing construction to begin. The County will perform
inspections of the construction area to verify that the BMPs specified in the SWPPP are properly
implemented and maintained. The County will notify contractors immediately if there is a
noncompliance issue and will require compliance.
Mitigation Measure HYD2 (New): Implement a Spill Prevention and Control Program
The redevelopment project applicant shall be required to develop and implement a spill
prevention and control program to minimize the potential for spills of hazardous, toxic, or
petroleum‐based substances that would be used during construction activities. The program
will be completed before any construction activities begin. Implementation of this measure will
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comply with state and federal water quality regulations regarding spills of reportable quantities
and requirements for emergency response and cleanup.
Mitigation Measure BIO1a (New): Minimize Potential Impacts on SpecialStatus Plant
Species
To reduce the level of this impact to less than significant, the Project proponent will retain
qualified botanists to conduct botanical surveys at appropriate times that correspond to the
blooming periods of the 15 special‐status species with the potential to occur in the study area.
The botanical surveys will be conducted in accordance with floristic methods recommended by
the DFG and CNPS guidelines. The guidelines specify that all plants be identified to the level
necessary to determine whether they qualify as special‐status plants or plant species with
unusual or significant range extensions. Any special‐status plant populations identified during
the field surveys will be mapped and documented as part of the public record.
If special‐status plants are found within the redevelopment area and will be disturbed as a
result of construction, then the Project proponent will redesign or modify the Project to avoid
indirect or direct impacts on special‐status plants. If avoidance is not feasible, the Project
proponent will compensate for the loss of area occupied by special‐status plants by
implementing a compensation measure (e.g., purchasing and protecting another population or
purchasing mitigation credits). Specific compensation for any loss of special‐status plants will be
developed in cooperation with the DFG and the USFWS.
Mitigation Measure BIO1b (New): Conduct Mandatory Contractor/Worker Awareness
Training for Construction Personnel
Before the start of construction activities, including grading, the Project proponent will retain a
qualified biologist to conduct mandatory contractor/worker awareness training for
construction personnel. The awareness training will be provided to all construction personnel to
brief them on the need to avoid impacts on biological resources (e.g., special status plants,
special‐status wildlife, and wetlands) and to brief them on the penalties for not complying with
biological mitigation requirements. If new construction personnel are added to redevelopment
projects, the contractor will ensure that they receive the mandatory training before starting
work.
Mitigation Measure BIO1c (New): Install Construction Barrier Fencing to Protect
Sensitive Biological Resources Adjacent to the Construction Zone
The Project proponent or its contractor will install orange construction barrier fencing to
identify environmentally sensitive areas that are to be avoided. The construction specifications
will require that a qualified biologist identify sensitive biological resources (e.g., special‐status
plants, and wetlands) on site and identify areas to avoid during construction. Sensitive
communities within the area required for construction, including staging and access, will be
fenced off to avoid disturbance in these areas.
Mitigation Measure BIO2a (New): Determine whether California Tiger Salamanders
Occur in the Redevelopment Area
The Project proponent or its contractor will retain a qualified biologist to prepare a site
assessment and, if necessary, conduct surveys to document the presence or absence of California
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tiger salamanders prior to the implementation of individual redevelopment projects. The
biologist will implement the USFWS’ Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for
Determining Presence or a Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander—October 2003 in
all suitable aquatic habitat and areas of nonnative annual grassland within the redevelopment
area. Because California tiger salamanders use aquatic and upland habitats (up to 1.24 miles
from aquatic habitat) during their life cycle, they may be present in either or both habitats on a
given property. For this reason, California tiger salamanders located in the aquatic habitats on
adjacent lands potentially could use upland habitat areas on the Project site. First, the biologist
will prepare a site assessment and submit it to the USFWS to determine whether field surveys
are appropriate. If the USFWS determines that there is a potential for the California tiger
salamander to occur in upland habitat within the redevelopment area, the Project proponent or
its contractor can either assume there is a presence or require surveys to determine a presence
or absence of California tiger salamanders. The biologist then will conduct surveys to determine
a presence or support a negative finding. As noted, another option is to forgo surveys and
assume a presence. At sites that contain both upland and potential aquatic breeding habitat (i.e.,
pools that contain standing water continuously for at least 10 weeks, extending into April),
aquatic sampling during two breeding seasons and a drift fence study in the intervening winter
will be conducted to support a negative finding. Aquatic sampling surveys are conducted in
potential breeding pools and repeated three times each season. Surveys will be conducted once
each in March, April, and May. Drift fence surveys are conducted in fall and winter and must be
in place by October 15 and until March 15, or until 20 nights of surveying under proper
conditions have been completed.
Any California tiger salamanders identified during the field surveys will be mapped and
documented as part of the public record. The Project proponent or its contractor will implement
Mitigation Measure BIO‐2b in conjunction with this measure to avoid or minimize significant
impacts on California tiger salamanders.
Mitigation Measure BIO2b (New): Avoid or Minimize Impacts on California Tiger
Salamander Populations by Protecting Salamander Populations during Construction (if
Necessary)
The Project proponent or its contractor will implement the following measures pursuant to the
USFWS’ Interim Guidance on Site Assessment and Field Surveys for Determining Presence or a
Negative Finding of the California Tiger Salamander—October 2003 to avoid or minimize
impacts on California tiger salamanders.


Temporary construction disturbances to California tiger salamander habitat will be
minimized to the extent practicable. All Project related vehicle traffic will be restricted to
established roads, construction areas, and other sensitive biological areas that will be
identified during the implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO‐1c.



A qualified biologist (one who the USFWS has agreed is qualified to monitor and move
salamanders if necessary) will be on site during all activities that may result in the take of
California tiger salamanders. The biologist will be given the authority to stop any work that
may result in the take of this listed species.



The biologist will be responsible for ensuring that the exclusion fence installed around the
sensitive biological areas that will be identified during the implementation of Mitigation
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Measure BIO‐1c is inspected before the start of each day and remains intact until project
construction is complete.


Plastic monofilament netting (erosion control matting) or similar material will not be used
for erosion control or other purposes in the construction area because California tiger
salamander may become entangled or trapped in it. Acceptable substitutes include coconut
coir matting or tackified hydroseeding.



The project proponent or its contractor will implement BMPs to prevent sediment from
entering suitable California tiger salamander habitat near the pipeline alignment, through
the use of silt fencing and sterile hay bales, by avoiding cleaning equipment in drainages or
other wetlands, through temporary sediment disposal, and through other measures.



A worker training program that includes the California tiger salamander will be conducted
for construction personnel before groundbreaking at individual redevelopment project
sites.



A speed limit of 20 mph will be observed within construction areas, particularly on rainy
nights when California tiger salamanders are most likely to be moving between their
breeding ponds and upland habitat. To the extent possible, nighttime construction will be
minimized. Off‐road traffic outside designated construction areas will be prohibited.



To prevent entrapment of California tiger salamanders during construction, any trenches,
holes, or other excavations into which California tiger salamanders could fall and become
trapped will be covered. The openings will be completely covered at the end of each
workday with plywood or other appropriate materials in a manner that prevents the
animals from falling into them. Before a trench is filled, it must be thoroughly inspected for
trapped animals. If a trapped California tiger salamander is discovered, the on‐site biologist
will take a photograph, remove it by hand, and place it at the entrance of a suitable rodent
burrow within walking distance of the excavation site but outside the area where the animal
could be killed or injured. The USFWS will be notified by e‐mail within 1 working day.



If construction occurs during the onset of fall and winter rains, the on‐site biologist will
examine the work site for California tiger salamanders each morning after any measurable
precipitation has occurred. The biologist will search in pipes and beneath vehicles. If a
California tiger salamander is found, the biologist will implement the same methods
described in the above paragraph.



Runoff from dust control, oil, or other chemicals used in construction activities will be
retained on the construction site and prevented from entering any aquatic habitat.



Upon completion of individual redevelopment projects, all California tiger salamander
habitat subject to temporary ground disturbances will be recontoured if appropriate in the
opinion of the on‐site biologist and revegetated to promote restoration of the area to natural
conditions within 2 working days of completion of the project. Appropriate methods and
locally collected seeds from native plant species will be used to revegetate these areas.
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Mitigation Measure BIO3 (New): Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Active Burrowing
Owl Burrows and Implement the California Department of Fish and Game Guidelines for
Burrowing Owl Mitigation, if Necessary
The DFG recommends that preconstruction surveys be conducted at all construction sites
(except paved areas) in the study area and in a 250‐foot‐wide buffer zone around the
construction site to locate active burrowing‐owl burrows. The Project proponent or its
contractor will retain a qualified biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys for active
burrows according to the DFG guidelines. The surveys will include one in the nesting season and
one in the wintering season, which is the season immediately preceding construction.
If no burrowing owls are detected, then no further mitigation is required. If active burrowing
owls are detected, the following measures will be implemented by the Project proponent or its
contractor.


Occupied burrows will not be disturbed during the nesting season (February 1–August 31).



When the destruction of occupied burrows is unavoidable outside the nesting season
(September 1–January 31), unsuitable burrows will be enhanced (enlarged or cleared of
debris), or new burrows will be created (by installing artificial burrows) at a ratio of 2:1 on
protected lands approved by the DFG. Newly created burrows will follow guidelines
established by the DFG.



If owls must be moved away from Project construction areas, passive relocation techniques
(e.g., installing one‐way doors at burrow entrances) will be used instead of trapping. At least
1 week will be necessary to accomplish passive relocation and allow owls to acclimate to
alternate burrows.



If active burrowing‐owl burrows are found, and the owls must be relocated, the Project
proponent or its contractor will offset the loss of foraging and burrow habitat in the Project
construction areas by acquiring and permanently protecting a minimum of 6.5 acres of
foraging habitat per occupied burrow identified in the Project construction area. The
protected lands should be located adjacent to the occupied burrowing owl habitat in the
Project construction area or at another occupied site near the Project construction area.



The location of the protected lands will be determined in coordination with the DFG. The
Project proponent or its contractor will prepare a monitoring plan also and provide long‐
term management and monitoring of the protected lands. The monitoring plan will specify
success criteria, identify remedial measures, and require an annual report to be submitted
to the DFG.



If avoidance is the preferred method of dealing with potential impacts, no disturbance will
occur within 160 feet of occupied burrows during the nonbreeding season (September 1–
January 31) or within 250 feet during the breeding season. Avoidance also requires that at
least 6.5 acres of foraging habitat (calculated based on an approximately 300‐foot foraging
radius around an occupied burrow), contiguous with occupied burrow sites, be permanently
preserved for each pair of breeding burrowing owls or single unpaired resident bird. The
configuration of the protected site will be submitted to the DFG for approval.
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Mitigation Measure BIO4 (New): Compensate for a Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging
Habitat
The closest nest record in the CNDDB is within 5 miles of the redevelopment area. To mitigate
for a loss of foraging habitat, Project proponents will provide habitat management lands to the
DFG based on DFG foraging habitat mitigation requirements for projects located within 5 miles
of an active nest (California Department of Fish and Game 1994). Mitigation is as follows: 0.75
acre of habitat management lands will be preserved for each acre of development authorized. All
habitat management lands will be preserved, by fee title or conservation easement on
agricultural lands or other suitable habitats, for each acre of development authorized.
Mitigation Measure 410
The following measures will be used during all grading, excavation and construction.


All material excavated, graded, or otherwise disturbed will be sufficiently watered to
prevent excessive amounts of dust. Watering should occur at least twice daily with complete
coverage, preferably in the late morning and after work is completed for the day.



All clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities will cease when wind speeds are
equal to or greater than 20 miles per hour.



On‐site vehicle speed will be limited to 15 miles per hour.

Mitigation Measure 412
Compliance with applicable permitting requirements for new or modified emission sources
subject to air pollution control district rules and regulations will be required.
Mitigation Measure 435 (Updated): Stop Work if Buried Cultural Deposits Are
Encountered during Construction Activities
If buried cultural resources, such as chipped or ground stone, historic debris, building
foundations, or human bone, are inadvertently discovered during ground‐disturbing activities,
work will stop in that area and within a 100‐foot radius of the find until a qualified archaeologist
can assess the significance of the find and, if necessary, develop appropriate treatment measures
in consultation with the County, the SHPO, and other appropriate agencies. Appropriate
treatment measures may include development of avoidance or protection methods,
archaeological excavations to recover important information about the resource, research, or
other actions determined during consultation.
Mitigation Measure 437 (Updated): Stop Work if Human Remains Are Encountered
during Construction Activities
If human skeletal remains are encountered, the County Coroner should be contacted
immediately. If the County Coroner determines that the remains are Native American, the
Coroner will be required to contact the NAHC (pursuant to Section7050.5 [c] of the California
Health and Safety Code). A qualified archaeologist also should be contacted immediately. If any
human remains are discovered in any location other than a dedicated cemetery, there shall be
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to
overlie adjacent human remains until the coroner of the County has been informed and has
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determined that no investigation of the cause of death is required, and, if the remains are of
Native American origin:


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



the NAHC was unable to identify a descendent, or the descendent failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission. According to the
California Health and Safety Code, six or more human burials at one location constitute a
cemetery (Section 8100), and disturbance of Native American cemeteries is a felony (Section
7052). Section 7050.5 requires that construction or excavation be stopped in the vicinity of
discovered human remains until the coroner can determine whether the remains are those
of a Native American. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner
must contact the NAHC.

Mitigation Measure 44: Use Best Management Practices to Reduce Erosion
All construction occurring on the Castle site shall use the following BMPs, or equally effective
measures.


Schedule grading and excavation activities to minimize the extent and duration of
disturbance in any given area and avoid earthwork during the rainy season.



Lay foundations, complete paving, or apply mulch or mulch and seed combinations to
disturbed areas as practical after grading or excavation is completed.



Establish perimeter controls through the use of silt fences, berms, sand bags, or other
physical means to contain sediment and runoff and direct it to an engineered sediment trap
or basin.

Mitigation Measure 420
Prior to any activities occurring in the outdoor small arms range, the explosive ordnance
disposal range or the grenade launching range, all ordnance shall be properly packaged and
transported off‐base.
Mitigation Measure 422
Prior to approval of a building permit for any project area landfill site, the landfill material shall
be remediated and geotechnically engineered according to federal and State regulations to
support the intended use.
Mitigation Measure NOISE1 (New): Employ NoiseReducing Construction Practices
Noise‐reducing construction practices shall be employed such that noise from construction
activities that occurs outside the hours of 7 a.m.–6 p.m. does not exceed 55 dBA during the
applicable daytime hours (6 p.m.–10 p.m.) and 45 dBA during nighttime hours (10 p.m.–7 a.m.)
at noise‐sensitive uses. Measures that can be employed to achieve this include:


limiting noise‐generating construction operations to the hours between 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.,
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locating equipment as far as practical from noise‐sensitive uses, and



using noise‐reducing enclosures around noise‐generating equipment and constructing
barriers between noise sources and noise‐sensitive land uses or taking advantage of existing
barrier features (terrain or structures) to block sound transmission.

f, g. The 1996 Reuse Plan EIR and the 2007 SEIR concluded that buildout of the Reuse Plan would not
result in a demand for solid waste disposal that would exceed the capacity of the available landfills.
This analysis is presented in Chapter 4.12 of the Draft 1996 Reuse Plan EIR, Chapter 2 of the Final
1996 Reuse Plan EIR, and Chapter 12 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by reference. As the AMP
would not result in construction or activity beyond that planned in the Reuse Plan, the AMP would
not result in additional impacts.
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Potentially
Significant
Impact

XVIII. Mandatory Findings of Significance

Less‐than‐
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less‐than‐
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

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, substantially 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 that
will cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly?

a.

Please see the discussion in the remainder of the Initial Study Checklist for a discussion of these
impacts and mitigation measures.

b. The previous environmental document identified the following cumulative impacts:


Contribution to global climate change



Increased traffic congestion



Loss of biological habitat, particularly grasslands



Increase in traffic noise



Increases in demand for groundwater

A full discussion of these impacts is found in Chapter 14 of the 2007 SEIR and is incorporated by
reference.
The following impacts would result in substantial adverse effects on humans. Please see the
discussion in the remainder of the Initial Study Checklist for more information on these impacts.


Impact HYD‐7 (Updated): Cumulative Depletion of Groundwater Supplies



Impact NOISE‐1 (Updated): Exposure of Persons to or Generation of Noise Levels in Excess of
Standards Established in a Local General Plan or Noise Ordinance or Applicable Standards of
Other Agencies; or a Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels in the Project
Vicinity above Levels Existing without the Project
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Impact TRA‐15 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Intersection of SR 59 and Santa Fe Drive



Impact TRA‐31 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound On from
16th Street to Northbound Off to Franklin Road Drive



Impact TRA‐32 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound Off to
Franklin Road Drive to Northbound On from Franklin Road



Impact TRA‐33 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound On from
Franklin Road Drive to Northbound Off to Buhach Road



Impact TRA‐34 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway segment from NB off to Buhach Road to
NB on from Buhach Road



Impact TRA‐35 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound On from
Buhach Road to Northbound Off to Atwater Boulevard



Impact TRA‐36 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound Off to
Atwater Boulevard to Northbound Off to Applegate Road



Impact TRA‐37 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound Off to
Applegate Road to Northbound On from Applegate Road



Impact TRA‐38 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Northbound On from
Applegate Road to Northbound On from Atwater Boulevard



Impact TRA‐39 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound Off to
Atwater Boulevard to Southbound Off to Applegate Road



Impact TRA‐40 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound Off to
Applegate Road to Southbound On from Applegate Road



Impact TRA‐41 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound On from
Applegate Road to Southbound On from Atwater Boulevard



Impact TRA‐42 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound On from
Atwater Boulevard to Southbound Off to Buhach Road



Impact TRA‐43 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound Off to
Buhach Road to Southbound On from Buhach Road



Impact TRA‐44 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound On from
Buhach Road to Southbound Off to 16th Street



Impact TRA‐45 (New): Unacceptable LOS at the Freeway Segment from Southbound Off to 16th
Street to Southbound On from 16th Street
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