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provides the proposed mitigation measures, implementation timelines, and the entity/agency responsible 
for ensuring implementation. Chapter 6 References details the documents and reports this document relies 
upon to provide its analysis. 

The CalEEMod Output Files, Biological Evaluation, and Cultural Resources Class III Inventory/Phase I Survey, 
are provided as technical Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C, respectively, at the end of this 
document. 







https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/services/funding/documents/srf/dwsrf_policy/h4_dwsrf_application_const_environmental.pdf
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking_water/services/funding/documents/srf/dwsrf_policy/h4_dwsrf_application_const_environmental.pdf
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Figure 2-1: Regional Location Map  
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Figure 2-2: Area of Potential Effect Map  
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Figure 2-3: Topoquadrangle Map  
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Figure 2-4: Zone District Map 





Chapter3: Determination
Sierra Foothill Charter School Water Well Replacement Project

3.2  DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation (to be completed by the Lead Agency):

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there
will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or
agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.
An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment,
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to  applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated
pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures
that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date

Printed Name/Pomion

December 2021 3-2
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CHAPTER 4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
ANALYSIS 
4.1 AESTHETICS 
Table 4-1: Aesthetics Impacts 

Except as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 21099, would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Have substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?      

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

    

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially 
degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that 
are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point). If the project is in an 
urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

    

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

    

4.1.1 Baseline Conditions  
The visual character and quality of Mariposa County is defined by its scenery being natural and constructed, 
with an overall rural character. The western edge of the County is characterized by gentle terrain and rolling 
hills blending into the San Joaquin Valley. The western edge can be described as sparsely populated grazing 
land. In the center of the County, the area is characterized with communities within foothill valleys and low 
mountain regions. Within the eastern portion of the County, the High Sierra region, are several small 
recreational and seasonal communities and the world-renowned Yosemite National Park. The school site 
itself is surrounded by rural land filled with spaced out trees with the occasional home scattered throughout 
the landscape. Within Mariposa County, there is one designated State Scenic Highway (Route 140 from 
Mariposa to Yosemite National Park), one designated National Scenic Byway (Highway 120 in Yosemite 
National Park), and two State Highway segments that are eligible for designation as State Scenic Highways 
under Caltrans guidelines (Highway 49 through the County and Highway 41 from Yosemite National Park 
to Oakhurst where only a short portion of the latter route is located in Mariposa County). Additional scenic 
views lie within the County along other State routes and county roads. The entrances to the County from 
the south and west (including Highway 140 and Highway 132) are significant for their scenic value, as are 



https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways


  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Sierra Foothill Charter School Water Well Replacement Project 

December 2021  4-5 

4.1.3 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers Act  

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act was established in 1968, to maintain the natural beauty, biology, 
and wildness of federally designated "wild," "scenic," or "recreational" rivers that may be threatened by 
construction of dams, diversions, and canals. The act seeks to preserve these designated rivers in their free-
flowing condition, and to protect their immediate environments for the benefit and enjoyment of present 
and future generations. There are no "wild" or "scenic" rivers within or proximate to the proposed project 
site.  





https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/DLRP/CIFF/
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No Impact.  The Project site is not zoned for forest land, timberland, or timberland production, nor does 
the Project propose a rezone. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project site is currently an existing school site and the Project proposes to replace the 
existing well with a new well and appurtenant facilities. The Project is designated for public facilities and 
would not result in the loss of forest land, neither would it convert forest land to non-forest use. There 
would be no impact. 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, 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? 

No Impact. The Project proposes to replace the existing well with a new well and appurtenant facilities 
on an existing school site. The Project would not involve other changes in the existing environment which 
could result in the conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use, or convert forest land to a non-forest 
use. There would be no impact. 

4.2.3 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Farmland Protection Act  

The Farmland Protection and Policy Act (FPPA) was enacted in 1981 to minimize the loss of prime farmland 
and unique farmlands because of federal actions that converted these lands to nonagricultural uses. The 
act assures that federal programs are compatible with state and local governments, and private programs 
and policies to protect farmland.  

As defined by the FPPA, prime farmland is farmland that has the best combination of physical and chemical 
characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and also is available for these uses. 
A unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that is used for production of specific, high-value food 
and fiber crops; it has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and moisture supply 
needed to economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of specific crops. 

As previously concluded, the proposed project is not located on land classified by the DOC as Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Local Importance. These 
classifications recognize a land' s suitability for agricultural production by considering the physical and 
chemical characteristics of the soil, such as soil temperature range, depth of the groundwater table, 
flooding potential, rock fragment content, and rooting depth. The classifications also consider location, 
growing season, and moisture available to sustain high-yield crops. Together, Important Farmland and 
Grazing Land are defined by the DOC as "Agricultural Land." 

The proposed project would be on land that is classified as "Other Lands," which consists of lands 
supporting miscellaneous uses, such as low-density rural developments; brush, timber, wetland, and 
riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; and 
water bodies smaller than forty acres. Therefore, no farmland would be converted as a result of the Project. 
Therefore, the Project would not conflict with the Farmland Protection and Policy Act or adversely affect 
prime or unique farmland.   
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Figure 4-1: Farmland Designation Map  



https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=


https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/research/aaqs/aaqs2.pdf
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4.3.3 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan? 

Less than Significant Impact.  Estimated construction-generated emissions are summarized in Table 4-5 
below and will be less than the MCAQMD established thresholds of significance. Impacts will be less than 
significant. 

Table 4-5. Unmitigated Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of Criteria Air Pollutants 

Source 

Annual Emissions (Tons/Year) (1) 

ROG NOX  CO PM10 PM2.5 SOx 

Construction 0.042 0.4255 0.3952 0.0239 0.0168 <0.01 

Significance Thresholds: 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Exceed SJVAPCD Thresholds? No No No No No No 

1. Refer to Appendix A for modeling results and assumptions. Totals may not sum due to rounding. 

b) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Less than Significant Impact. Under the California Clean Air Act of 1988, districts designated as non-
attainment for state Clean Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) must submit a plan for attaining or 
maintaining state standards for these pollutants. Mariposa County is located within the Mountain 
Counties Air Basin (MCAB) and is under the jurisdiction of the Mariposa County Air Pollution Control 
District (MCAPCD). Mariposa County is classified as either attainment or unclassified status for all federal 
air quality standards, except ozone, therefore, the California Air Resources Board is not requiring such a 
plan be prepared. The MCAPCD has adopted regulation XI and amended rule 513 that address New 
Source Review for projects that will emit more than 100 tons of Ozone Precursors. As shown in Table 4-5 
above, ozone precursors (NOx and ROG) are less than 100 tons. Furthermore, implementation of the 
Project would eliminate the need for water deliveries. Therefore, impacts will be less than significant. 

c) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than Significant Impact. Implementation of the Project would not result in the long-term operation 
of any major onsite stationary sources of TACs. However, construction of the Project may result in 
temporary increases in emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM) associated with the use of off-road 
diesel equipment. Health-related risks associated with diesel-exhaust emissions are primarily associated 
with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer. As such, cancer risks associated with 
exposure of to TACs are typically calculated based on a long-term (e.g., 70-year) period of exposure. 
However, the use of diesel-powered construction equipment would be temporary and episodic.  

Construction activities would occur over approximately 2-3 months, which would constitute 
approximately 0.2 percent of the typical 70-year exposure period. Given the relatively high dispersive 
properties of DPM, exposure to construction-generated DPM would not be anticipated to exceed 
applicable thresholds (i.e., incremental increase in cancer risk of 10 in one million). Furthermore, 
implementation of the Project would eliminate the need for water deliveries conveyed by heavy duty 
vehicles. Impacts would therefore be less than significant. 



http://www.valleyair.org/rules/currntrules/r9110.pdf
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4.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-6: Biological Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

4.4.1 Baseline Conditions  
As described in Appendix B, Biological Evaluation, a report prepared by a Provost & Pritchard Consulting 
Group, the Project area is dominated by pavement, bare ground, loose soil, and herbaceous vegetation. 
There are no naturally flowing waters within the Project area; however, there is a single upland ephemeral 
drainage formed from the collection of stormwater through two culverts. This drainage begins 
approximately 20 yards north of the Project area and terminates near the southeast boundary of the 
Project area. This drainage is very small and holds water only during storm event and dissipates within a 
few days after the storm ends. The drainage is overgrown with herbaceous vegetation and provides very 
little value to wildlife within the Project area. 
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until the biologist has determined that the nestlings have fledged and are no longer 
dependent on the nest. 

4.4.5 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Federal End angered Species Act  

Regulations in the federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 and subsequent amendments govern the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems on which they depend. USFWS 
and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) oversee the act. USFWS has jurisdiction over plants, 
wildlife, and resident fish, and NMFS has jurisdiction over anadromous fish, marine fish, and mammals. 
Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS and NMFS if they determine that a proposed 
project may affect a listed species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Under Section 
7, the federal lead agency must obtain incidental take authorization or a letter of concurrence, stating that 
the project is not likely to adversely affect federally listed species. Section 7 requirements do not apply to 
nonfederal actions. Because the USEPA is the source of SRF monies that may be distributed to Tulare 
County, its distribution is a federal action covered by Section 7.  

Appendix B presents a Biological Evaluation intended to provide the basis for compliance with Section 7 of 
the ESA.  

Section 9 prohibits take of any fish or wildlife species listed as endangered, including the destruction of 
habitat that prevents the species' recovery. "Take" is defined as any action or attempt to hunt, harm, 
harass, pursue, shoot, wound, capture, kill, trap, or collect a species. Section 9 prohibitions also apply to 
threatened species unless a special rule governing take was defined at the time the species became listed.  

The take prohibition in Section 9 applies only to fish and wildlife species. However, Section 9 also prohibits 
the unlawful removal and possession, or malicious damage or destruction, of any endangered plant from 
federal land. Section 9 prohibits acts to remove, cut, dig up, damage, or destroy an endangered plant 
species in non-federal areas in knowing violation of any State law or in the course of criminal trespass. 
Candidate species and species that are proposed for or under petition for listing receive no protection 
under Section 9.  

See discussion under checklist item a.  

Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act  

The Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (Act), approved September 29, 1980, declares that fish and wildlife 
are of ecological, educational, esthetic, cultural, recreational, economic, and scientific value to the Nation. 
The Act acknowledges that historically, fish and wildlife conservation programs have focused on more 
recreationally and commercially important species within any particular ecosystem, without provisions for 
the conservation and management of nongame fish and wildlife. The purposes of this Act are to encourage 
all federal departments and agencies to utilize their statutory and administrative authority, to the maximum 
extent practicable and consistent with each agency's statutory responsibilities and to conserve and to 
promote conservation of non-game fish and wildlife and their habitats. The Act authorizes financial and 
technical assistance to the States for the development, revision, and implementation of conservation plans 
and programs for nongame fish and wildlife. The Act defines "nongame fish and wildlife" as wild vertebrate 
animals in an unconfined state, that are not ordinarily taken for sport, fur or food, not listed as endangered 
or threatened species, and not marine mammals within the meaning of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act. The original Act authorized $5 million for each of Fiscal Years 1982 through 1985, for grants for 
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development and implementation of comprehensive State nongame fish and wildlife plans and for 
administration of the Act.  

See discussions under checklist items a, b, and d above.  

Migratory Bird Treaty Act  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (Title 16, Section 703 and following sections of the United States 
Code [16 USC 703 et seq.]), first enacted in 1918, provides protection of international migratory birds and 
authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to regulate the taking of migratory birds. The MBTA states that it is 
unlawful, except as permitted by regulations, to pursue, take, or kill any migratory bird, or any part, nest, 
or egg of any such bird. The current list of species protected by the MBTA is found under Title 50, Section 
10.13 of the CFR (50 CFR 10.13). The list includes nearly all birds native to the United States.  

In December 2017, the U.S. Department of the Interior's Office of the Solicitor issued a revised legal 
interpretation (Opinion M-37050) of the MBTA's prohibition on the take of migratory bird species. Opinion 
M-37050 concludes that "consistent with the text, history, and purpose of the MBTA, the statute's 
prohibitions on pursuing, hunting, taking, capturing, killing, or attempting to do the same apply only to 
affirmative actions that have as their purpose the taking or killing of migratory birds, their nests, or their 
eggs" (DOI 2017). According to Opinion M-37050, take of a migratory bird, its nest, or eggs that is incidental 
to another lawful activity does not violate the MBTA, and the MBTA's criminal provisions do not apply to 
those activities. Opinion M-37050 may affect how the MBTA is interpreted but does not legally change the 
regulation itself.  

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit, the controlling federal appellate court for California, also 
has held that habitat modification that harms migratory birds "does not 'take' them within the meaning of 
the MBTA (Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Evans, 952 F.2d 297, 303, 1981). 

See discussion under checklist item a.  

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act  

The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act affords additional legal protection to bald eagles and golden 
eagles. This law prohibits the take, sale, purchase, barter, offer of sale, purchase, or barter, transport, 
export or import, at any time or in any manner of any bald or golden eagle, alive or dead, or any part, nest, 
or egg thereof (16 U.S. Code [USC] 668---668d). The Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act also defines take 
to include "pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest, or disturb," and 
includes criminal and civil penalties for violating the statute. USFWS further defines the term "disturb" as 
agitating or bothering an eagle to a degree that causes or is likely to cause injury, or either a decrease in 
productivity or nest abandonment by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior.  

See discussion under checklist item a).  

Magnuson -Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act  

The Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, as amended (16 USC 180 I), requires 
that Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) be identified and described in federal fishery management plans. Federal 
agencies must consult with NMFS on any activity that they fund, permit, or carry out that may adversely 
affect EFH. The EFH regulations require that federal agencies obligated to consult on EFH also provide NMFS 
with a written assessment of the effects of any action on EFH (50 CFR 600.920). NMFS is required to provide 
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4.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-7: Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource 
pursuant to in § 15064.5? 

    

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

    

c) Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of dedicated 
cemeteries? 

    

4.5.1 Baseline Conditions  

Records Search  

On August 13, 2021, ASM Affiliates Inc. received Records Search 11864M from the Central California 
Information Center (IC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), located at 
California State University, Stanislaus. The records search encompassed the Project area as well as a 0.5-
mile radius surrounding the various locations. IC staff examined site record files, maps, and other materials 
to identify previously recorded resources and prior surveys within the delineated area. Additional sources 
included the State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) Historic Properties Directory, Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility, and the California Inventory of Historic Resources. (See Appendix C) 

Field Survey  

On September 3, 2021, ASM Affiliates Inc. conducted an intensive Class III Inventory/Phase I Survey of the 
Project area. No cultural resources of any kind were observed in the Project area which consists of an 
existing graded parking lot. 

Native American Outreach  

In September of 2021, AEW contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento 
and provided NAHC a brief description of the Project and a map showing its location and requested that 
the NAHC perform a search of the Sacred Lands File to determine if any Native American resources have 
been recorded in the immediate study area. The results were negative. (See Appendix C) Two responses 
were received. The Tuolumne Me-Wuk Tribal Council sent a letter indicating that they have no concerns 
about the Project. Mr. Clay River from the Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation sent an email requesting tribal 
monitoring if the excavation would extend below 3.5-feet (ft). A response was sent to Mr. Clay River 
indicating that the pipeline trench would not extend below that depth. 
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4.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
Table 4-9: Geology and Soils Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving:  

    

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

    

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?     

iv. Landslides?     
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 

topsoil?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature?   

    

4.7.1 Baseline Conditions   

Geology and Soils  

The USDA NRCS soil survey of the Project site reveals that soils in the Project area consist of Blansinga loam, 
2 to 15% slopes and Clayey alluvial land. (See Appendix B). Characteristics of these soil types are described 
in Table 4-10 below. 
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Table 4-10. Soils of the Study Area 
Soils Series Runoff Class Drainage Class Percent of Project site 

Blansinga loam, 2 to 15 % slopes High Well drained 46 
Clayey alluvial land Very high Moderately well drained 54 

Faults and Seismicity  

The Project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no known faults cut 
through the local soil at the site. 

Liquefaction  

The potential for liquefaction, which is the loss of soil strength due to seismic forces, is dependent on soil 
types and density, the groundwater table, and the duration and intensity of ground shaking. Soil conditions 
are key factors in selecting locations for direct groundwater recharge projects. Using the USDA NRCS soil 
survey of Mariposa County, an analysis of the soils onsite was performed. The predominate soils in the 
Project area consist of Blansinga loam, 2 to 15% slopes and Clayey alluvial land (See Appendix B) and 
moderately well to well-drained. The Mariposa County General Plan deems the dangers of liquefaction in 
the County as minimal.6 

Soil Subsidence  

Subsidence occurs when a large land area settles due to over-saturation or extensive withdrawal of ground 
water, oil, or natural gas. These areas are typically composed of open-textured soils that become saturated. 
These areas are high in silt or clay content. The Project site is dominated by Blansinga loam, 2 to 15% slopes 
and Clayey alluvial land, with a low to moderate risk of subsidence. 

Dam and Levee Failure  

The Project site is outside of the Stockton Creek Dam Failure Inundation Map.7 

4.7.2 Applicable Regulations  
California Alquist -Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act:  The Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act 
(originally enacted in 1972 and renamed in 1994) is intended to reduce the risk to life and property from 
surface fault rupture during earthquakes. The statute prohibits the location of most types of structures 
intended for human occupancy across the traces of active faults and regulates construction in the corridors 
along active faults. 

California Building Standards Code:  The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 24 is assigned to the 
California Building Standards Commission, which, by law, is responsible for coordinating all building 
standards. The California Building Code incorporates by reference the International Building Code with 
necessary California amendments. The International Building Code is a widely-adopted model building code 

 
6 Mariposa County. General Plan, Safety and Hazards Element. Website:  
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/3104/Volume-III---13-Saftey--Hazards?bidId=. Accessed 
September 2021. 
7 California Department of Water Resources. Dam Breach Inundation Map Web Publisher. Website:  
https://fmds.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=dam_prototype_v2. Accessed September 2021. 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/3104/Volume-III---13-Saftey--Hazards?bidId=
https://fmds.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=dam_prototype_v2


http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/lsi/app/
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underground facilities. The Construction General Permit requires the development of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) by a certified Qualified SWPPP Developer. Impacts will be less than 
significant. 

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

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

c and d) Less than Significant Impact.  Soil onsite is predominately Nord fine sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes (see Appendix B) These soils are well-drained with very rare frequency of flooding. These soils are 
categorized as Prime Farmland if irrigated and either protected from flooding or not frequently flooding 
during the growing season. The Project site and surrounding areas do not contain substantial grade 
changes. Risk of landslides, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and collapse are minimal. The 
Project does not propose significant alteration of the topography of the site. Furthermore, the Project 
will be consistent with the California Building Standards Code. Any impacts would be less than significant. 

e) Would the project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative 
wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater?   

No Impact.  Septic installation or alternative wastewater disposal systems are not proposed or necessary 
for the Project. The proposed groundwater well is spaced a sufficient distance away (170 feet) from 
surrounding septic tanks. Therefore, there will be no impact. 

f) Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geological feature? 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. There are no known unique geological features 
on the Project site. However, given the Project proposes to drill a new well where one has not previously 
existed, there is a remote possibility that, as a result of excavation during construction activities, unique 
paleontological resources could be destroyed. This is a significant impact. Implementation of GEO-1 will 
ensure impacts remain less than significant. 

4.7.4 Mitigation  

GEO-1 If during construction a paleontological resource has been discovered, construction 
activities shall halt within a 50-foot radius of the discovery. A qualified paleontologist 
shall be consulted to determine if the paleontological resource is unique. If the resource 
is unique, the District shall cover all expenses to have the resource archived. If the 
resource is not unique, construction activity within the discovery shall be allowed to 
commence.   
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4.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Table 4-11: Greenhouse Gas Emissions Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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? 

    

4.8.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project well site currently extracts and conveys groundwater to the existing school and its on-site 
facilities. 

4.8.2 Thresholds 
The Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District has an established CEQA significance threshold of 500 
tons of CO2e per year, or approximately 453 metric tons CO2e (MT CO2e).9 

4.8.3 Impact  Analysis  
a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a 
significant impact on the environment?  

Less than Significant Impact. Construction of the Project would result in GHG emissions from operation 
of both on-road and off-road equipment. As discussed previously, Project operations would require 
routine maintenance conducted by existing staff and would not be a source of new emissions, and 
therefore are not addressed further. 

Therefore, GHG emissions from Project construction are amortized over the 30-year lifetime of the 
Project and added to Project operational emissions. As shown in Table 4-12 below, the Project would be 
below County thresholds for total Project emissions and well below the thresholds after amortizing the 
construction emissions. Therefore, the GHG emissions from the proposed Project would not have 
significant impacts on climate change. 

  

 
9 County of Mariposa General Plan Environmental Impact Report, as referenced by the Mariposa County Air Pollution 
Control District. Website: https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-
Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=. Accessed September 2021. 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=
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4.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Table 4-13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly 
or indirectly to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving wildland fires? 

    

4.9.1 Baseline Conditions  

Hazardous Materials  

The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites (Cortese) List is a planning document used by the State, local 
agencies, and developers to comply with CEQA requirements in providing information about the location 
of hazardous materials release sites. Government Code (GC) Section 65962.5 requires the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) to develop at least annually an updated Cortese List. The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is responsible for a portion of the information contained in 
the Cortese List. Other State and local government agencies are required to provide additional hazardous 
material release information for the Cortese List. DTSC's EnviroStor database provides DTSC's component 
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of Cortese List data (DTSC, 2010). In addition to the EnviroStor database, the State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) Geotracker database provides information on regulated hazardous waste facilities in 
California, including underground storage tank (UST) cases and non-UST cleanup programs, including Spills-
Leaks-Investigations-Cleanups (SLIC) sites, Department of Defense (DOD) sites, and Land Disposal program. 
A search of the DTSC EnviroStor database and the SWRCB Geotracker performed on September 7, 2021 
determined that there are no known active hazardous waste generators or hazardous material spill sites 
within the Project site or immediate surrounding vicinity. 

Airports  

The nearest active public airport is the Mariposa Yosemite Airport, approximately seven (7) miles northeast 
of the Project site.  

Emergency Response Plan  

Mariposa County manages and coordinates its emergency response activities in conjunction with the 
California State Standardized Emergency Management System. 

Sensitive Receptors  

Sensitive receptors, consisting of rural residences, are located on lots adjacent to the Project. 

4.9.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?  

Less than Significant Impact. Project construction would involve the storage, use, and transport of small 
amounts of hazardous materials (e.g., asphalt, fuel, lubricants, and other substances) on roadways. 
Regulations governing hazardous materials transport are stated in Title 22 CCR and the California Vehicle 
Code (Title 13 CCR). The transportation of hazardous materials also is subject to other applicable local 
and federal regulations, which have been specifically designed to minimize the risk of upset during 
routine construction activities. The State agencies with primary responsibility for enforcing federal and 
State regulations, and for responding to hazardous materials transportation emergencies, are the 
California Highway Patrol and the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). Together, these 
agencies determine container types to be used and license hazardous waste haulers for transportation 
of hazardous waste on public roads. Various local entities or agencies are generally delegated first 
responder responsibilities in the event of a hazardous material spill or release.  

Construction and operation of the Project would be required by law to implement and comply with 
existing hazardous material regulations. Each of these regulations is specifically designed to protect 
public health through improved procedures for handling hazardous materials, better technology in 
equipment used to transport these materials, and a more coordinated, quicker response to emergencies. 
By implementing measures needed to be consistent with existing regulations, impacts would be less than 
significant.  
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4.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
Table 4-14: Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground 
water quality?   

    

b) Substantially decrease groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the 
project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin?    

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of 
impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would: 

    

i. result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site;     

ii. substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner 
which would result in flooding on- or 
off-site; 

    

iii. create or contribute runoff water 
which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

    

iv. impede or redirect flood flows?     
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, 

risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

    

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of 
a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

    

4.10.1 Baseline Conditions  
The school project site currently houses an existing groundwater extraction well. The existing well was 
estimated at 10 gpm during drilling but metered production says it is getting approximately 20 gpm where 
the pump is set currently (being in 2017). 
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4.10.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or ground water quality?   

Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities may result in a potential impact through the erosion 
of soils and the build-up of silt and debris in runoff areas, however under California General Construction 
Permit 2009-0009-DWQ (GCP) guidelines implementing a SWPPP, performed and approved by a qualified 
sediment practitioner (QSP) or a qualified sediment developer (QSD), would be required prior to 
construction, handling, and transportation of hazardous materials within the Project site area. In 
addition, construction activities could result in accidental spills of fuels, paints, and other hazardous 
materials entering storm drains and other runoff areas. Through a SWPPP carried out by the contractor 
and a QSP/QSD, the Project would design and utilize best management practices in order to stabilize any 
sedimentation and erosion from leaving the Project site. Construction is temporary and would result in a 
new well site that will improve overall water quality for the school. The Project would create a reliable 
and cleaner water source. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the 
basin?    

No Impact. The Project proposes to replace an existing well. No additional water consumption is 
anticipated as a result of the Project. There would be no impact. 

c) Would the project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would: 

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project is located in the immediate vicinity of a waterway and could 
result in direct infiltration of erosion or siltation during construction. Impact can be minimized by 
following California GCP 2009-0009-DWQ guidelines and implementing a SWPPP in accordance with the 
SWRCB prior to construction activities beginning. The Project may involve construction activities that 
include trenching, grading, and excavation over an area exceeding one (1) acre. Projects that have such 
activities over an area of 1 acre must develop and implement a SWPPP. The Project will improve water 
quality and adhere to drinking water standards set forth by the SWRCB. Because the Project area is 
located on flat land, with low potential for soil erosion, the Project complies with SWRCB requirements. 
By following GCP and SWRCB standards and the use of best management practices for any possible soil 
and erosion pollution, impacts would be less than significant. 

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site; 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project will likely result in a no net increase in impermeable surfaces, 
due to the replacement of the existing well at the school site. Impacts will be less than significant. 

iii. create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or  
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iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant Impact. There are no existing or planned storm drainage systems in the area. The 
Project will not impede or redirect flood flows. The increase in site permeability would be minimal. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

d) Would the project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundations? 

No Impact. The Project is not located within any flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones that would cause 
the risk of released pollutants due to inundations. The closest Flood Zone is approximately 3.6 miles west 
of the Project site. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

e) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

No Impact. The Project proposes to replace an existing well for the purposes of the complying with water 
quality requirements, which would not conflict or obstruct with water quality control plans or sustainable 
groundwater management plans. Given that the Project does not propose to increase water 
consumption, there would be no impact. 

4.10.3 Federal Cross -Cut ting Topic  

Flood Plain Management - Executive Order Number s 11988, 12148, and 13690  

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) designates flood hazard and frequency for cities and 
counties on its Flood Insurance Rate Maps. The proposed project area is not within a designated 100-year 
floodplain, on a floodplain map, or otherwise designated by FEMA.  

Rivers and Harbors Act  

The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 prohibits construction of any bridge, dam, dike, or causeway over or in 
navigable waterways of the U.S., without Congressional approval. Under Section 10 of the Act, the building 
of any wharfs, piers, jetties, and other structures is prohibited without Congressional approval, and 
excavation or fill within navigable waters requires the approval of the Chief of Engineers. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (USACE) is authorized to issue permits for the discharge of refuse matter into or 
affecting navigable waters under Section 13 of the act.  

The proposed project would not be constructed in a location that would affect a navigable waterway, 
requiring permit or approval by USACE. 

Safe Drink ing Water Act, Sole Source Aquifer Protection  

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SOWA) required USEPA to establish criteria through which an aquifer may be 
declared a critical aquifer protection area. Since 1977, it has been used by communities to help prevent 
contamination of groundwater from federally funded projects. These aquifers are defined as "sole source 
aquifers." USEPA's Sole Source Aquifer (SSA) Program was established under Section 1424(e) of the SOWA. 
These are, essentially, aquifers that are the only drinking water supply for the population of a region. 
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SSA designation protects an area's groundwater resources by requiring USEPA to review all proposed 
projects within the designated area that will receive federal financial assistance. The SSA Program states 
that if USEPA determines an area to have an aquifer which is the sole or principal drinking water source for 
the area, that if contaminated would create a significant hazard to public health, a notice of that 
determination needs to be published in the Federal Register. After publication of any such notice, no 
commitment for federal financial aid may be applied for any project that the Administrator determines may 
contaminate the aquifer through a recharge zone, so as to create a significant hazard to public health (US 
EPA 2019). 

The Project is not located in a Sole Source Aquifer. 
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Figure 4-2: FEMA Flood Map 



http://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/19331/CVCP_Dec_2012?bidId=
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Coastal Zone Management Act  

The Coastal Zone Management Act was enacted in 1972. This act, administered by the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, provides management of the nation' s coastal resources. The California 
coastal zone generally extends 1,000 yards inland from the mean high tide line. The Project site is more 
than 100 miles from the coastline. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with the Coastal 
Zone Management Act. 
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4.13 NOISE 
Table 4-17: Noise Impacts 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels 
in the vicinity of the project in excess of 
standards established in the local general 
plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive ground borne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels?     

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

    

4.13.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project site currently has an existing electric-powered well on an existing elementary school site. 

4.13.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project result in generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient 
noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant Impact. The construction phase of the Project will involve temporary noise sources, 
originating predominantly from off-road equipment, such as backhoes, drilling rigs, scrapers, and 
tractors. The Project is located nearby rural residential development, however Mariposa County does not 
have a noise ordinance. Operational and maintenance activities would be on an as-needed basis with 
routine monitoring performed by existing staff and would not generate significant new noise. Any 
impacts would be mild and temporary and therefore, less than significant. 

b) Would the project result in generation of excessive ground borne vibration or ground borne noise levels? 

Less than Significant Impact. The construction phase of the Project will have excavation and grading as 
part of development of the new well and associated infrastructure. Conditions created by Project-related 
construction activities would not vary substantially from the baseline conditions routinely experienced 
on-site. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?  

No Impact. Mariposa County has an adopted Airport Land Use Plan, however the Project site is not 
located within it. The Project site is not located within two miles of a public or public use airport. 
Therefore, there will be no impact. 
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4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 
Table 4-18: Population and Housing Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

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

    

4.14.1 Baseline Conditions   
According to the U.S. Census Bureau, as of July 1, 2019, the estimated population for Mariposa County was 
17,203.11 The County is characterized as natural and scenic and is sparsely populated due to its 
characterization. The Project school and well site is surrounded by rural residences. 

4.14.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads 
or other infrastructure)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project would replace an existing well for the Sierra Foothill Charter 
School to provide more reliable and safe drinking water for the school. The Project would not directly 
induce population growth because it does not propose any new housing or land use changes, nor an 
increase in capacity. Any impacts would be less than significant. 

b) Would the project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

Less than Significant Impact. No housing or habitable structures would be built, nor will any be removed. 
Construction and implementation of the Project will not result in displacement of people or existing 
housing. Therefore, there will be no impact. 

  

 
11 U.S. Census Bureau. Quick Facts. Website: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts: Mariposa County, California. Accessed September 
2021. 

https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/mariposacountycalifornia


  Chapter 4: Environmental Impact Analysis 
Sierra Foothill Charter School Water Well Replacement Project 

December 2021  4-46 

4.14.3 Federal Cross -Cutting Topic  

Environmental Justice Executive Order 12898  

Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, was issued in 1994. The EO directs federal agencies to identify and address the 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions on minority 
and low-income populations, to the greatest extent practicable and permitted by law.  

USEPA has developed a mapping and screening tool called EJSCREEN that uses nationally consistent data 
to identify minority or low-income communities. According to EJSCREEN, the proposed project site is not 
in an environmental justice community (US EPA 2015). In addition, the purpose of the project would be to 
supply clean, reliable water to residents of the District. Because the proposed project would directly benefit 
the local community only, no disproportional health of environmental effect would be imposed on minority 
or low income populations. The proposed project would not conflict with the purpose and objectives of EO 
12898. 
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4.16 RECREATION 
Table 4-20: Recreation Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

    

4.16.1 Baseline Conditions  
The County of Mariposa has a park system which includes eight parks. These park sites allow residents and 
tourists access to recreational activities such as swimming, fishing, picnicking, and hiking. Other public and 
private entities provide local recreational opportunities in Mariposa County too. These entities include 
Mariposa Unified School District, the Fair Board, and Yosemite National Park.12 

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

No Impact.  The Project proposes to replace an existing well for the purposes of eliminating water quality 
issues. The replacement of the well would not increase the use of existing parks, and thus would not 
cause substantial deterioration of existing parks. There would be no impact. 

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

No Impact.  The Project does not propose nor would require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities. There would be no impact.  

  

 
12 Mariposa County General Plan. Microsoft Word - #1 Mariposa General Plan Vol 1 - Adopted Dec 2006, updated thru reso 2016-
102 (tot amendments) (mariposacounty.org). Accessed September 2021. 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/2930/General-Plan-Vol-1_Chapter-12?bidId=
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/2930/General-Plan-Vol-1_Chapter-12?bidId=
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4.17 TRANSPORTATION 
Table 4-21: Transportation Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or 
policy addressing the circulation system, 
including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?  

    

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision 
(b)?? 

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

4.17.1 Baseline Conditions  
The Project site consists of an existing school site that takes access from School House Road. School House 
Road is connected to State Route 140. As noted in Section 4.1, the portion of SR 140 from Mariposa to 
Yosemite National Park is designated as a State Scenic Highway. 

4.17.2 Impact Analysis  
a) Would the project conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including 
transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project includes the construction and operation of a new well and 
associated infrastructure. Construction traffic associated with the proposed Project would be minimal 
and temporary, lasting approximately three months. Operational traffic would continue to consist of as-
needed maintenance trips. There would not be a adverse effect to existing roadways in the area. There 
is no population growth associated with the Project, nor will implementation of the Project result in an 
increase of staff or drivers utilizing roadways in the area. Construction-related roadway interferences will 
be less than significant in nature. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3 subdivision (b)? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project does not propose any additional classrooms or other vehicle 
mile-generating uses. Construction activity would be temporary and limited to those necessary to 
complete construction of the well Project. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Would the project substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves 
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact. The Project would not alter the roadway geometrics of existing roads or introduce 
incompatible uses to the existing community. There will be no impact. 

d) Would the project result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less than Significant Impact. The Project does not propose new roadway design features or alterations 
to roadways. All potential disturbances to the parking lot during construction will be temporary and 
repaired. Road closures and detours are not anticipated as part of the construction phase of the Project. 
There will not be any disturbances to traffic patterns. The operational phase of the well Project will have 
no effect on roadways or emergency access. Therefore, overall potential Project-related impacts to 
emergency access on local roadways would be considered less than significant. 
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4.18  TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Table 4-22: Tribal Cultural Resources Impacts 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 
21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of 
the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native 
American tribe, and that is: 

    

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in the local register of 
historical resources as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

    

ii. A resource determined by the lead 
agency, in its discretion and supported 
by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In 
applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency 
shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

4.18.1 Baseline Conditions  

Records Search  

On August 13, 2021, ASM Affiliates Inc. received a records search from the Central California Information 
Center (IC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), located at California State 
University, Stanislaus. The records search encompassed the Project area as well as a 0.5-mile radius 
surrounding the various locations. IC staff examined site record files, maps, and other materials to identify 
previously recorded resources and prior surveys within the delineated area. Additional sources included 
the State Office of Historic Preservation (SHPO) Historic Properties Directory, Archaeological 
Determinations of Eligibility, and the California Inventory of Historic Resources. (See Appendix C.) 

Field Survey  

On September 3, 2021, ASM Affiliates Inc. conducted an intensive Class III Inventory/Phase I Survey of the 
Project area. No cultural resources of any kind were observed in the Project area which consists of an 
existing graded parking lot. 
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Native American Outreach  

In September of 2021, AEW contacted the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) in Sacramento 
and provided NAHC a brief description of the Project and a map showing its location and requested that 
the NAHC perform a search of the Sacred Lands File to determine if any Native American resources have 
been recorded in the immediate study area. The results were negative. (See Appendix C) Two responses 
were received. The Tuolumne Me-Wuk Tribal Council sent a letter indicating that they have no concerns 
about the Project. Mr. Clay River from the Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation sent an email requesting tribal 
monitoring if the excavation would extend below 3.5-feet (ft). A response was sent to Mr. Clay River 
indicating that the pipeline trench would not extend below that depth. 

4.18.2 Impact  Assessment  
a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural 
value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in the local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant Impact. The District, as a public lead agency has not received any formal requests 
for notification from any State tribes, pursuant to AB 52. However, on September 3, 2021, ASM Affiliates, 
Inc. completed the Class III inventory/Phase I survey fieldwork of the Project area. 

In addition to the record search of the Sacred Lands File received September 13, 2021, NAHC provided a 
list of ten local Native American Tribes who may have knowledge of cultural resources in the vicinity or 
general interest in the Project. The following ten Tribes were contacted in writing via U.S. Mail with a 
letter dated September 14, 2021, informing them of the proposed Project and general consultation. 

1. North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians, Elaine Bethel Fink, Chairperson 
2. North Valley Yokuts Tribe, Katherine Erolinda Perez, Chairperson and Timothy Perez, MLD 

Contact 
3. Picayune Rancheria of Chukchansi Indians, Claudia Gonzales, Chairwoman 
4. Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation, William Leonard, Chairperson 
5. Tule River Indian Tribe, Neil Peyron, Chairperson 
6. Tuolumne Band of Me-Wuk Indians, Andera Reich, Chairperson 
7. Wuksache Indian Tribe/Eshom Valley Band, Kenneth Woodrow, Chairperson 

A copy of Tribal correspondence has been made a part of Confidential Appendix A omitted from Appendix 
C. 

No archaeological or other cultural resources were identified as a result of either cultural resources 
assessment. Analysis of soil characteristics for the proposed sites suggest there is a low probability of buried 
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archaeological deposits within the Project area. Therefore, it is unlikely that the Project will have an effect 
on important archaeological, historical, or other cultural resources. In the unlikely event that buried 
archaeological deposits are encountered within the project area, the finds must be evaluated by a qualified 
archaeologist.  

Therefore, it is concluded, barring evidence to the contrary, that there is little or no chance the proposed 
Project will cause a substantial adverse change to the significance of a tribal cultural resource as defined. 
Nonetheless, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2, described above in Section 4.5.2, are recommended 
in the event cultural materials or human remains are unearthed during excavation or construction. 

  







https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=5ac1dae3cb2544629a845d9a19e83991
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/Styler/index.html?appid=5e96315793d445419b6c96f89ce5d153
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Figure 4-3: Fire Hazard Severity Map  
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Appendix A:  CalEEMod Output Files 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Well Replacement
Mariposa County, Annual

Project Characteristics - 

Land Use - Approximate area of ground disturbance (foundations and trenching)

Construction Phase - No demolition is necessary

Architectural Coating - Parking lot is not modified

Area Coating - Parking lot is not modified

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric Lot Acreage Floor Surface Area Population

Other Asphalt Surfaces 1.00 1000sqft 0.02 1,000.00 0

1.2 Other Project Characteristics

Urbanization

Climate Zone

Urban

1

Wind Speed (m/s) Precipitation Freq (Days)2.2 58

1.3 User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data

1.0 Project Characteristics

2.0 Emissions Summary

Utility Company Pacific Gas and Electric Company

2022Operational Year

CO2 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

203.98 0.033CH4 Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

0.004N2O Intensity 
(lb/MWhr)

Table Name Column Name Default Value New Value

tblArchitecturalCoating ConstArea_Parking 60.00 0.00

tblAreaCoating Area_Parking 60 0

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 9/10/2021 3:36 PMPage 1 of 28

Well Replacement - Mariposa County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied



2.1 Overall Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.0319 0.3297 0.2922 4.6000e-
004

5.6600e-
003

0.0182 0.0239 2.6200e-
003

0.0168 0.0194 0.0000 40.7748 40.7748 0.0132 0.0000 41.1051

2022 0.0101 0.0958 0.1030 1.6000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

5.0400e-
003

5.4000e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.6600e-
003

4.7600e-
003

0.0000 14.3259 14.3259 4.3100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

14.4382

Maximum 0.0319 0.3297 0.2922 4.6000e-
004

5.6600e-
003

0.0182 0.0239 2.6200e-
003

0.0168 0.0194 0.0000 40.7748 40.7748 0.0132 2.0000e-
005

41.1051

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Year tons/yr MT/yr

2021 0.0319 0.3297 0.2922 4.6000e-
004

5.6600e-
003

0.0182 0.0239 2.6200e-
003

0.0168 0.0194 0.0000 40.7748 40.7748 0.0132 0.0000 41.1051

2022 0.0101 0.0958 0.1030 1.6000e-
004

3.6000e-
004

5.0400e-
003

5.4000e-
003

9.0000e-
005

4.6600e-
003

4.7600e-
003

0.0000 14.3259 14.3259 4.3100e-
003

2.0000e-
005

14.4382

Maximum 0.0319 0.3297 0.2922 4.6000e-
004

5.6600e-
003

0.0182 0.0239 2.6200e-
003

0.0168 0.0194 0.0000 40.7748 40.7748 0.0132 2.0000e-
005

41.1051

Mitigated Construction

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 9/10/2021 3:36 PMPage 2 of 28

Well Replacement - Mariposa County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied



ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Quarter Start Date End Date Maximum Unmitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter) Maximum Mitigated ROG + NOX (tons/quarter)

1 9-10-2021 12-9-2021 0.2946 0.2946

2 12-10-2021 3-9-2022 0.1781 0.1781

Highest 0.2946 0.2946

2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated Operational
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2.2 Overall Operational

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Area 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Energy 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mobile 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Waste 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Water 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated Operational

3.0 Construction Detail

Construction Phase

Phase 
Number

Phase Name Phase Type Start Date End Date Num Days 
Week

Num Days Phase Description

1 Site Preparation Site Preparation 9/10/2021 9/10/2021 5 1

2 Grading Grading 9/11/2021 9/14/2021 5 2

3 Building Construction Building Construction 9/15/2021 2/1/2022 5 100

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio-CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e

Percent 
Reduction

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.2000e-
004

3.9100e-
003

2.0100e-
003

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4276 0.4276 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4310

Total 3.2000e-
004

3.9100e-
003

2.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.4276 0.4276 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4310

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

Grading 3 8.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Building Construction 5 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Paving 7 18.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT

Architectural Coating 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.80 7.30 20.00 LD_Mix HDT_Mix HHDT
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 0.0000 0.0186

Total 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 0.0000 0.0186

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 2.7000e-
004

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

0.0000 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 3.2000e-
004

3.9100e-
003

2.0100e-
003

0.0000 1.5000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4276 0.4276 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4310

Total 3.2000e-
004

3.9100e-
003

2.0100e-
003

0.0000 2.7000e-
004

1.5000e-
004

4.2000e-
004

3.0000e-
005

1.4000e-
004

1.7000e-
004

0.0000 0.4276 0.4276 1.4000e-
004

0.0000 0.4310

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.2 Site Preparation - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 0.0000 0.0186

Total 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

1.3000e-
004

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

1.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0183 0.0183 0.0000 0.0000 0.0186

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.3 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.3100e-
003

0.0000 5.3100e-
003

2.5700e-
003

0.0000 2.5700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2900e-
003

0.0143 6.3300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.4000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.2384 1.2384 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.2484

Total 1.2900e-
003

0.0143 6.3300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.3100e-
003

6.4000e-
004

5.9500e-
003

2.5700e-
003

5.9000e-
004

3.1600e-
003

0.0000 1.2384 1.2384 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.2484

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0586 0.0586 0.0000 0.0000 0.0596

Total 6.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0586 0.0586 0.0000 0.0000 0.0596

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Fugitive Dust 5.3100e-
003

0.0000 5.3100e-
003

2.5700e-
003

0.0000 2.5700e-
003

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 1.2900e-
003

0.0143 6.3300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

6.4000e-
004

6.4000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

5.9000e-
004

0.0000 1.2384 1.2384 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.2484

Total 1.2900e-
003

0.0143 6.3300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

5.3100e-
003

6.4000e-
004

5.9500e-
003

2.5700e-
003

5.9000e-
004

3.1600e-
003

0.0000 1.2384 1.2384 4.0000e-
004

0.0000 1.2484

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.3 Grading - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 6.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0586 0.0586 0.0000 0.0000 0.0596

Total 6.0000e-
005

5.0000e-
005

4.3000e-
004

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 6.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0586 0.0586 0.0000 0.0000 0.0596

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0302 0.3114 0.2833 4.4000e-
004

0.0175 0.0175 0.0161 0.0161 0.0000 39.0320 39.0320 0.0126 0.0000 39.3476

Total 0.0302 0.3114 0.2833 4.4000e-
004

0.0175 0.0175 0.0161 0.0161 0.0000 39.0320 39.0320 0.0126 0.0000 39.3476

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 0.0302 0.3114 0.2833 4.4000e-
004

0.0175 0.0175 0.0161 0.0161 0.0000 39.0320 39.0320 0.0126 0.0000 39.3476

Total 0.0302 0.3114 0.2833 4.4000e-
004

0.0175 0.0175 0.0161 0.0161 0.0000 39.0320 39.0320 0.0126 0.0000 39.3476

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2021

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.4 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 7.5500e-
003

0.0773 0.0787 1.3000e-
004

4.0900e-
003

4.0900e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 11.0163 11.0163 3.5600e-
003

0.0000 11.1053

Total 7.5500e-
003

0.0773 0.0787 1.3000e-
004

4.0900e-
003

4.0900e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 11.0163 11.0163 3.5600e-
003

0.0000 11.1053

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.4 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 7.5500e-
003

0.0773 0.0787 1.3000e-
004

4.0900e-
003

4.0900e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 11.0162 11.0162 3.5600e-
003

0.0000 11.1053

Total 7.5500e-
003

0.0773 0.0787 1.3000e-
004

4.0900e-
003

4.0900e-
003

3.7600e-
003

3.7600e-
003

0.0000 11.0162 11.0162 3.5600e-
003

0.0000 11.1053

Mitigated Construction On-Site

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 9/10/2021 3:36 PMPage 13 of 28

Well Replacement - Mariposa County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied



3.4 Building Construction - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.5 Paving - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.6200e-
003

0.0148 0.0176 3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.3492 2.3492 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.3663

Paving 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.6500e-
003

0.0148 0.0176 3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.3492 2.3492 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.3663

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3222 0.3222 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.3272

Total 3.4000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3222 0.3222 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.3272

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Off-Road 1.6200e-
003

0.0148 0.0176 3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.3492 2.3492 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.3663

Paving 3.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 1.6500e-
003

0.0148 0.0176 3.0000e-
005

7.4000e-
004

7.4000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

6.9000e-
004

0.0000 2.3492 2.3492 6.8000e-
004

0.0000 2.3663

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.5 Paving - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 3.4000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3222 0.3222 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.3272

Total 3.4000e-
004

2.3000e-
004

2.2000e-
003

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

0.0000 3.6000e-
004

9.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.3222 0.3222 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.3272

Mitigated Construction Off-Site

3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.1000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

4.5300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6394

Total 5.1000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

4.5300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6394

Unmitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Archit. Coating 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Off-Road 5.1000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

4.5300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6394

Total 5.1000e-
004

3.5200e-
003

4.5300e-
003

1.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

2.0000e-
004

0.0000 0.6383 0.6383 4.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.6394

Mitigated Construction On-Site
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3.6 Architectural Coating - 2022

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Hauling 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Vendor 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Worker 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated Construction Off-Site
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4.0 Operational Detail - Mobile

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

4.1 Mitigation Measures Mobile

4.2 Trip Summary Information

4.3 Trip Type Information

Average Daily Trip Rate Unmitigated Mitigated

Land Use Weekday Saturday Sunday Annual VMT Annual VMT

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 0.00 0.00 0.00

Miles Trip % Trip Purpose %

Land Use H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW H-W or C-W H-S or C-C H-O or C-NW Primary Diverted Pass-by

Other Asphalt Surfaces 9.50 7.30 7.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0 0

4.4 Fleet Mix

Land Use LDA LDT1 LDT2 MDV LHD1 LHD2 MHD HHD OBUS UBUS MCY SBUS MH

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0.366471 0.084153 0.215570 0.172698 0.074530 0.013792 0.008329 0.004122 0.000804 0.000333 0.045177 0.003614 0.010407
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5.0 Energy Detail

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Electricity 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Electricity 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Mitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

NaturalGas 
Unmitigated

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

5.1 Mitigation Measures Energy

Historical Energy Use: N
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5.2 Energy by Land Use - NaturalGas

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

NaturalGa
s Use

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kBTU/yr tons/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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6.1 Mitigation Measures Area

6.0 Area Detail

5.3 Energy by Land Use - Electricity

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Electricity 
Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use kWh/yr MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated
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ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category tons/yr MT/yr

Mitigated 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated 7.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Unmitigated

CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2020.4.0 Date: 9/10/2021 3:36 PMPage 23 of 28

Well Replacement - Mariposa County, Annual

EMFAC Off-Model Adjustment Factors for Gasoline Light Duty Vehicle to Account for the SAFE Vehicle Rule Applied



7.1 Mitigation Measures Water

7.0 Water Detail

6.2 Area by SubCategory

ROG NOx CO SO2 Fugitive 
PM10

Exhaust 
PM10

PM10 
Total

Fugitive 
PM2.5

Exhaust 
PM2.5

PM2.5 
Total

Bio- CO2 NBio- CO2 Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

SubCategory tons/yr MT/yr

Architectural 
Coating

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Consumer 
Products

6.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Landscaping 0.0000 0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Total 6.0000e-
005

0.0000 1.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

2.0000e-
005

0.0000 0.0000 2.0000e-
005

Mitigated
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Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Category MT/yr

Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated
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7.2 Water by Land Use

Indoor/Out
door Use

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use Mgal MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 / 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

8.1 Mitigation Measures Waste

8.0 Waste Detail

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

MT/yr

 Mitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

 Unmitigated 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Category/Year
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8.2 Waste by Land Use

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Unmitigated

Waste 
Disposed

Total CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e

Land Use tons MT/yr

Other Asphalt 
Surfaces

0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Total 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

Mitigated

9.0 Operational Offroad

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Days/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type
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11.0 Vegetation

10.0 Stationary Equipment

Fire Pumps and Emergency Generators

Equipment Type Number Hours/Day Hours/Year Horse Power Load Factor Fuel Type

Boilers

Equipment Type Number Heat Input/Day Heat Input/Year Boiler Rating Fuel Type

User Defined Equipment

Equipment Type Number
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I. Introduction  
The following technical report, prepared by Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group, in compliance with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) includes a description of the biological resources present or with 
potential to occur within the proposed Sierra Foothill Charter School New Well Project (Project) and 
surrounding areas, and evaluates potential Project-related impacts to those resources. 

Project Description  
 Sierra Foothill Charter School (School), is a small, public, K�±8 school of approximately 120 students and staff. 
�7�K�H���V�F�K�R�R�O���L�V���O�R�F�D�W�H�G���L�Q���W�K�H���F�R�P�P�X�Q�L�W�\���R�I���&�D�W�K�H�\�¶�V���9�D�O�O�H�\�����0�D�U�L�S�R�V�D���&�R�X�Q�W�\, California. SFCS currently operates 
a water system with one active well that serves the school property. In 2016, the nitrate levels in the active well 
exceeded the maximum containment levels regulated by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). 
Currently, the School ships water in every two months to provide safe drinking water to the School. 

The Project consists of improving the existing water system by installing a new well to improve the water system. 
Project activities include the installation of a well, storage tanks, a pump house, booster pumps and a standby 
generator.  The new infrastructure would be connected to the existing distribution system. The overall Project 
consists of approximately 0.33-acres.  Trees would not be removed as part of construction activities, and 
vegetation removal is minimal. Figure 3 illustrated the Area of Potential Effect (APE), for  the Project. 

Report Objectives  
Construction activities such as that proposed by the Project could potentially damage biological resources or 
modify habitats that are crucial for sensitive plant and wildlife species. In cases such as these, development may 
be regulated by State or federal agencies, and/or addressed by local regulatory agencies. 

This report addresses issues related to the following: 

1. The presence of sensitive biological resources onsite, or with the potential to occur onsite. 
2. The federal, State, and local regulations regarding these resources. 
3. Mitigation measures that may be required to reduce the magnitude of anticipated impacts and/or 

comply with permit requirements of state and federal resource agencies. 

Therefore, the objectives of this report are: 

1. Summarize all site-specific information related to existing biological resources. 
2. Make reasonable inferences about the biological resources that could occur onsite based on habitat 

�V�X�L�W�D�E�L�O�L�W�\���D�Q�G���W�K�H���S�U�R�[�L�P�L�W�\���R�I���W�K�H���V�L�W�H���W�R���D���V�S�H�F�L�H�V�¶���N�Q�R�Z�Q���U�D�Q�J�H. 
3. Summarize all State and federal natural resource protection laws that may be relevant to the APE. 
4. Identify and discuss Project impacts to biological resources likely to occur onsite within the context of 

CEQA and/or State or federal laws. 
5. Identify and publish a set of avoidance and mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to a less-

than-significant level (as identified by CEQA) and are generally consistent with recommendations of the 
resource agencies for affected biological resources. 

Study Methodology  
A reconnaissance-level field survey of the Project site and surrounding areas was conducted on August 3, 2021, 
by Provost & Pritchard biologist, Jacob Rogers. The survey consisted of walking the APE while identifying and 
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noting plant and animal species encountered, biological habitats and communities, and land uses. Furthermore, 
the site and surrounding areas were assessed for suitable habitats of various wildlife species. 

The biologist conducted an analysis of potential Project-related impacts to biological resources based on the 
resources known to exist or with potential to exist within the APE. Sources of information used in preparation 
of this analysis included: the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB); the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Online Inventory of Rare and Endangered 
Vascular Plants of California; Ca�O�)�O�R�U�D�¶�V�� �R�Q�O�L�Q�H�� �G�D�W�D�E�D�V�H�� �R�I�� �&�D�O�L�I�R�U�Q�L�D�� �Q�D�W�L�Y�H�� �S�O�D�Q�W�V���� �W�K�H�� �-�H�S�V�R�Q�� �+�H�U�E�D�U�L�X�P��
online database (Jepson eFlora); United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Environmental 
Conservation Online System (ECOS); the NatureServe Explorer online database; the United States Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Plants Database; CDFW California 
Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) database; the California Herps online database; and various manuals, 
reports, and references related to plants and animals of the San Joaquin Valley region. 

The field investigation did not include focused surveys for special status species. The field survey conducted 
included the appropriate level of detail to assess the significance of potential impacts to sensitive biological 
resources resulting from the Project. Furthermore, the field survey was sufficient to generally describe those 
features of the Project that could be subject to the jurisdiction of federal and/or State agencies, such as the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), CDFW, Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and 
SWRCB and used to support CEQA documents.  
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Figure 1. Regional Location  Map   
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Figure 2. Topographic Quadran gle Map   
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Figure 3. Area of Potential Effect   
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