
County of Madera
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Initial Study

	1. Project title:
	PRJ #2023-008 – Russ Shaw


	2. Lead agency name and address:
	County of Madera 
Community and Economic Development Department
200 West 4th Street, Suite 3100 
Madera, California 93637 


	3. Contact person and phone
     number:
	Jacob Aragon, Planner II
559-675-7821

Jacob.aragon@maderacounty.com



	4. Project Location & APN:
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: _Hlk71298297]The subject property is located on the north side of Bay Leaf Lane, approximately 560 ft west from the intersection with Highway 41, (No Situs), Oakhurst

APN #:064-020-006


	5. Project sponsor's name
     and address:
	Russel Shaw
P O BOX 1569
Oakhurst, CA 93644


	6. General Plan Designation:
	RR (Rural Residential)


	7. Zoning:
	[bookmark: _Hlk93922383]RRS-2 ½  (Residential, Rural, Single Family) District


	[bookmark: _Hlk93992210]8. Description of project:
[bookmark: _Hlk101166264][bookmark: _Hlk102042103][bookmark: _Hlk147492377]The proposed project includes a General Plan/Area plan amendment (GP #2023-006) from RR (Rural Residential) to CC (Community Commercial), a Rezone (CZ #2023-004) from RRS-2 1/2 (Rural, Residential, Single Family 2 1/2 Acre) District to PDD (Planned Development District), and a conditional use permit (CUP #2023-010) to construct one 1,800sqft warehouse and one 15,426sqft warehouse/office. 15.27 out of 35.49 acres will consist of the general plan/area plan amendment, rezone, and conditional use permit.

[bookmark: _Hlk93926683]9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
Rural mountainous residential terrain to the north and west of the project site; to the south is a commercial rock and landscape supply Borden substation, and a rug/carpet commercial establishment to the east. The project site and the parcel to the south and east have a land use designation of Community Commercial (CC), and the parcels to the west and north have a residential land use: Rural, Residential, (RR) and Rural, Estate, Residential (RER). 

	
10. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:  
  None.

	11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.?
In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, notification letters were sent to tribal representatives of California Native American tribes that have requested to be notified of projects within the project area of Madera County. Tribal representatives were advised of the project and invited to request formal consultation with the County regarding the project within 30 days of receiving the notification letters. Eight notification letters were sent to representatives of the following tribes on September 28, 2022: 
· Table Mountain Rancheria
· Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indians
· Dumna Wo Wah Tribal Government
· Chowchilla Yokuts Tribe
As of the preparation of this Initial Study, more than 30 days following the County’s transmittal of notification letters, no requests for consultation have been received; however, a letter from Table Mountain Rancheria Cultural Resources Department expressing interest was received. Section XVIII of this Initial Study provides additional discussion of tribal cultural resources and outreach.







	ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

	

	The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

	|_| Aesthetics
	|_| Agricultural/Forestry Resources
	|_| Air Quality

	|_| Biological Resources
	|_| Cultural Resources
	|_| Energy

	|_| Geology/Soils
	|_| Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	|_| Hazards & Hazardous Materials

	|_| Hydrology/Water Quality
	|_| Land Use/Planning
	|_| Mineral Resources

	|_| Noise
	|_| Population/Housing
	|_| Public Services

	|_| Recreation
	|_| Transportation
	|_| Tribal Cultural Resources

	|_| Utilities/Service Systems
	|_| Wildfire
	|_| Mandatory Findings of Significance

	
	
	






	
DETERMINATION (to be completed by Lead Agency)

	On the basis of this initial evaluation:

	

	[bookmark: Check22]|_|
	I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check23]|X|
	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 or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check24]|_|
	I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check25]|_|
	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.

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	

	[bookmark: Check26]|_|
	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. 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Signed: ________________________________ Date: _________________
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	I.	AESTHETICS  
Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section
21099, would the project:

	

	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 
	
	[bookmark: Check27]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check28]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check29]|_|
	

	

	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
	
	[bookmark: Check34]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check33]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check32]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check31]|X|
	

	
	

	

	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?  
	
	[bookmark: Check38]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check37]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?
	
	[bookmark: Check42]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check41]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:
(a) Less Than Significant Impact. The Madera County General Plan has identified two scenic areas identified as the Sierra National Forest Trails and the Sierra Vista Scenic Byway (Madera County, 1995). The Sierra National Forest offers approximately 300-400 miles of trails. With elevations varying from 2,600 to 7,000 feet starts its 100-mile, loop in North Fork, continuing around the Minarets district. The scenic areas are not visible from the project site and would make any impact from the project less than significant.

(b-c) Less Than Significant Impact.  According to the California State Scenic Highway System Map there is one eligible highway (SR 49) in the County. The eligible highway enters from Mariposa County and goes no further south than Oakhurst which is approximately a mile away from the project site (CalTrans, 2023). The Project is also hidden from development along state rad 49 and is elevated from the roadway. As a result, the project would not have an impact. 

(d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. There is potential for additional lighting resulting from the project; however, the additional lighting would be minimal. With the implementation of AES MM-1 it would have a less than significant impact.  

AES MM-1 Lighting will be required to be hooded and directed down and away from neighboring parcels to maintain the visual character and mitigate any light disbursement during the evening.
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	II.	AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES
In determining whether agricultural impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:
	

	

	a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	
	[bookmark: Check46]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check45]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check44]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?
	
	[bookmark: Check47]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check48]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check49]|X|
	

	
	

	

	c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))?
	
	[bookmark: Check54]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check53]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check52]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
		
	[bookmark: Check55]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check56]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check57]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	




	
	

	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?
		
	[bookmark: Check59]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check60]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check62]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check61]|X|
	






Responses:

(a-e) No Impact. The project is not under a Williamson Act Contract. The project site does not contain forest land or forest resources and is not zoned for such uses.   
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	III.	AIR QUALITY
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, the applicable air quality plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check63]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check72]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check81]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) 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? 
	
	[bookmark: Check71]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	
	[bookmark: Check75]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check76]|_|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?
	
	[bookmark: Check79]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check80]|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a - b) Less Than Significant Impact.  Project specific annual criteria pollutant emissions from construction and operation are not expected to exceed any of the significance thresholds as identified in the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s Guidance for Assessing and Mitigating Air quality Impacts.  The project is consistent with the Air Quality Element of the General Plan.  The General Plan and Rezone is expected to have a less that significant impact.

(c-d) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Measures. Initial construction of the Project will impact air quality. Construction-related emissions vary substantially depending on the level of construction activity, length of the construction period/ specific construction operations/ types of equipment/ number of personnel, wind, precipitation conditions, and soil moisture content. In its developed condition as a pectin facility, air pollutant emissions would be generated by, but not limited to energy emissions from the operation of natural gas-or propane fueled water and space heating systems, gas-powered landscaping equipment, and vehicle exhaust of vehicles transporting the products and supply deliveries, employees and visitors to the Project.  Energy use emissions are generated by on-site natural gas and propane consumption for space and water heating and cooling. Area source emissions are generated by landscape maintenance equipment, processing activities and architectural coatings. 

Construction emissions are temporary in nature but have the potential to represent a significant short term air quality impact. Operation of off-road construction equipment and vehicles/ mobile sources (e.g. delivery vehicles, construction worker vehicles), and architectural coatings generate emissions. Generation of these emissions are a function of the types and number of heavy-duty and off-road equipment used and the intensity and frequency of their operation as well as vehicle trips per day associated with delivery of construction materials, the importing and exporting of soil, and worker commute trips.  

Sensitive receptors are defined as people that have an increased sensitivity to air pollution or environmental contaminants. Sensitive receptor locations include schools, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing homes, hospitals, and residential dwelling units. The closest sensitive receptor to the project site is the Oakhurst Elementary School located approximately one mile to the east of the project site on High School Road. As previously stated, construction and operational emissions associated with the project are not expected to exceed any of the following District significance thresholds.  The Project was circulated to the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District.  No comments were received.

[bookmark: _Hlk135666573] The following AIR MM-1 have been added to the Project the reduce air quality impacts:
  
1. The applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that all adequate dust control measures are implemented in a timely manner during all phases of project development and construction.
2. All areas with vehicle traffic shall be watered or have dust palliative applied as necessary for regular stabilization of dust emissions.  
3. The project shall utilize the cleanest available off-road construction equipment.
4. Vehicles used on-site shall not idle for greater than ten minutes at any time or location.
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	IV.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	
	[bookmark: Check83]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check100]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check86]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	
	[bookmark: Check87]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check90]|_|
	

	
	

	

	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	
	[bookmark: Check91]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check94]|_|
	

	
	

	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 a native wildlife nursery site?
	
	[bookmark: Check95]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check96]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	







	

	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	
	[bookmark: Check99]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	



	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check103]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check104]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	



Responses:
(a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation

Disturbance to Active Raptor and Other Migratory Bird Nests from Construction
Activities During Future Site Buildout

The project site has the potential to be used for nesting by a variety of native avian species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and related state laws. Birds could nest in onsite trees and shrubs, electrical poles, staged materials and equipment, or on the ground. If 
project construction takes place during the nesting season (generally February 1- August 31), birds nesting on the site could be injured or killed by construction activities or disturbed such that they would abandon their nests. Significant construction-related disturbance is also a possibility for birds nesting adjacent to the project site. Project-related injury, mortality, or disturbance of nesting birds that results in nest abandonment are potentially significant adverse environmental effects of the project (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023). To minimize the potential for construction-related disturbance of nesting raptors and migratory birds the Project shall implement BIO MM-1.

BIO MM-1 If feasible, site buildout will occur outside of the avian nesting season, typically defined as February 1 to August 31. If construction is to occur between February 1 and August 31, a qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys for active bird 31 nests within 10 days prior to the start of construction. The survey area will encompass the site and accessible surrounding lands within 250 feet for nesting migratory birds and 500 feet for raptors (i.e., birds of prey). Should any active nests be discovered in or near proposed construction zones, the biologist will identify a suitable construction-free buffer around the nest. This buffer will be identified on the ground with flagging or fencing and will be maintained until the biologist has determined that the young have fledged and are capable of foraging independently.

Project Impacts to the Mariposa Pussy-Paws, Slender-Stalked Monkeyflower, Madera Leptosiphon, and Orange Lupine

Due to the presence of granitic soils and dry slopes within the chaparral and riparian woodland areas of the project site (where little to no human disturbance has occurred); the absence of floristic surveys during the blooming period of all four species (April to June/August); and nearby records of populations; these species are considered potentially present on the project site. Mariposa pussy-paws (Calytridium pulchellum) is listed as federally threatened and rare, threatened, or endangered (CRPR 1B) by CNPS. The slender-stalked monkeyflower (Erythranthe gracilipes), Madera leptosiphon (Leptosiphon serrulatus), and orange lupine (Lupinus citrinus var. citrinus) are all designated rare, threatened, or endangered (CRPR 1B). Direct and indirect project impacts to a population of this species are considered potentially significant (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023). Mitigation measures BIO MM-2, MM-3, MM-4, & MM-5 will be impletented to reduce the project-related impacts to the Mariposa Pussy-Paws, Slender-Stalked Monkeyflower, Madera Leptosiphon, and Orange Lupine.

BIO MM-2 If ground-disturbing activities must occur within chaparral or riparian woodland habitat, a qualified botanist will conduct protocol-level rare plant surveys for Mariposa pussy-paws, slender-stalked monkeyflower, Madera leptosiphon, and orange lupine within these habitats in the spring/summer prior to the start of construction. The surveys will be conducted during the appropriate blooming period(s)for these species, when they can most readily be detected and identified.

BIO MM-3 If individuals or populations of the target species are found during the surveys, the plants will be avoided to the maximum extent feasible. Suitable disturbance-free buffer(s) will be established by a qualified botanist and delineated on the ground with temporary construction fencing and ultimately with permanent fencing.

BIO MM-4 If it is not feasible to avoid some or all of the plants, those plants that cannot be avoided will be salvaged and relocated to alternative habitat by a qualified botanist following the provisions of a salvage, relocation, and monitoring plan. It should be noted that salvage and relocation of the Mariposa pussy-paws cannot lawfully occur in the absence of take authorization from the USFWS.

BIO MM-5 Should substantial numbers of Mariposa pussy-paws, slender-stalked monkeyflower, Madera leptosiphon, and orange lupine be found within areas that cannot be avoided, compensatory mitigation may be necessary in addition to salvage and relocation. The need for compensatory mitigation will be determined by the qualified botanist following the survey effort, once the extent of target species coverage on site is known, and once any adjustments to project design have been made to avoid the target species.

Potential Project Impacts to Crotch Bumble Bee

The Crotch bumble bee is a recent candidate for listing under CESA due to a substantial population drop. A number of historic occurrences of this species have been documented in the foothills of the region (CDFW 2019). While the LOA’s field survey was conducted at a time of year not conducive to observing bumble bees or identifying flowering herbaceous plants potentially utilized for foraging by this species, phacelia plants, a preferred foraging plant by this species, were detected on the site. It is likely that other flowering plants suitable or preferred for foraging by this species would also occur on the site. Numerous ground squirrel burrows and gopher burrows observed on the site could provide nesting habitat for this species, and possibly over-wintering habitat. As a result, this species could potentially overwinter, forage, and/or nest within the project site. Project activities have the potential to result in the mortality of over-wintering, foraging, and/or nesting Crotch bumble bees. If a nest is destroyed, many bumble bee adults and larvae could be killed. Construction-related destruction of a Crotch bumble bee nest is considered a potentially significant impact of the project. Given the vast amount of available and similar foothill habitat in the region, loss of habitat for this species is not considered to be a significant impact of the project (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023). Implementation of BIO MM-6 will mitigate the construction-related destruction of a Crotch bumble bee habitat on site.

BIO MM-6 A qualified biologist shall conduct visual surveys of proposed work areas for Crotch bumble bee nests within 10 days prior to starting project activities. If a nest is observed, it will be avoided during construction as advised by the qualified biologist.

(b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation 

Project Impacts to Riparian Habitat

Areas of riparian habitat associated with seasonal creeks occur on the site. Due to the increased biodiversity found in riparian areas and the wide-scale loss of riparian habitat in California, riparian habitat is considered a sensitive and particularly important biotic habitat. Approximately 0.15 acres of the riparian habitat are proposed for removal to stabilize the slope near the proposed north building. Removal of riparian habitat would be considered a significant impact under CEQA (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023). Implementation of BIO MM-7 & MM-8 will reduce the potential impacts to riparian and sensitive habitats to a less than significant level.

BIO MM-7 Where feasible, project elements will avoid impacts to riparian vegetation, defined here as that vegetation associated with the riparian woodland habitat. If avoidance of riparian vegetation is not feasible, prior to project construction, a qualified biologist will survey the living riparian trees potentially affected by project development. The species, location, and diameter at breast height (DBH) of each riparian tree will be recorded using a sub-meter accuracy GPS unit to identify their location. Surveyed trees will be tagged with a numbered metal tag. Upon project completion, a qualified biologist will survey the site to determine what surveyed trees were removed.

BIO MM-8 The applicant will provide compensation for removal of any riparian trees. Replacement plantings will consist of riparian species identified in Section 2.3.3 of the Biological Evaluation and will be implemented at a ratio of 3:1 for trees with a DBH between 4-24 inches, and at a ratio of 10:1 for trees with a DBH greater than 24 inches. The replacement plantings will be placed in openings within the riparian woodland canopy on the site. All plantings will be monitored annually for a minimum of five years. A revegetation plan will be prepared for the project that will detail the methods for planting, irrigating, and maintaining any replacement trees planted within the project area.

(c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation

Potential Project Impacts to Waters of the U.S. and Waters of the State
Three seasonal drainages and an ephemeral drainage could potentially fall under the jurisdiction of the RWQCB and CDFW, and may also be considered jurisdictional by the USACE, however, the jurisdictional status of these drainages is determined by the Agencies, via review and approval of an Aquatic Resources Delineation prepared according to agency standards. USACE and RWQCB jurisdiction extends to the ordinary high-water mark, and CDFW jurisdiction extends to the top of bank or outer edge of riparian canopy, whichever is greater. The development plans are anticipated to impact the northern drainage for the slope stabilization effort at the northern building. The central drainage is anticipated to be impacted by the filling of the detention pond, development of the parking lot and roads, and slope stabilization. The southern drainage is anticipated to be impacted by road construction and slope stabilization. The onsite seasonal drainages flow into the Fresno River through existing underground stormwater systems (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023).

Should the site’s seasonal drainages be determined to be waters of the U.S., then impacts to these waters would require Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401 permitting. If the waters are disclaimed by the USACE, they would likely still be regulated by the RWQCB under the Waste Discharge Requirements program, and by CDFW under the Lake and Streambed Alteration program. Given the potential extent of impacts to waters of the U.S. and State, these impacts are considered potentially significant under CEQA and could be a violation of state and federal laws (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023). Mitigation measures BIO MM-9 & MM-10 will reduce the potential impact to waters of the U.S. and State to a less than significant impact.

BIO MM-9 If feasible, project-related activities will avoid direct impacts within the jurisdictional boundaries of the onsite drainages. To determine the limits of potential jurisdiction, it is recommended that an Aquatic Resources Delineation be conducted by a qualified biologist.

BIO MM-10 If avoidance of onsite drainages is not feasible, the project proponent(s) will obtain the appropriate aquatic resources permits, as determined by verification of an Aquatic Resources Delineation, and comply with all conditions therein.

(d-f) Less than Significant Impact

Wildlife Movement Corridors

Wildlife movement corridors are routes that animals regularly and predictably follow during
seasonal migration, dispersal from native ranges, daily travel within home ranges, and interpopulation movements. Movement corridors in California are typically associated with valleys, ridgelines, and rivers and creeks supporting riparian vegetation. The project site does not contain any features likely to support regular or predictable wildlife movement. All of the seasonal creeks on site are disturbed and fragmented, and unlikely to function as wildlife movement corridors (Live Oak Associates, Inc., 2023).

General Plan Policies of Madera County

The Madera County General Plan includes goals and policies designed to protect significant biotic resources of the Planning Area. Resource elements addressed by this plan include wetland and riparian areas, fish and wildlife habitat, vegetation, and open space for the preservation of natural resources. Madera County General Plan policies related to natural resources can be found in Appendix D. There are no known HCPs or NCCPs in effect for the project vicinity.





	V.	CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	
	[bookmark: Check107]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check117]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check110]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
	
	[bookmark: Check111]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check114]|_|
	

	
	

	

	c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
	
	[bookmark: Check119]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check122]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk132624587][bookmark: _Hlk53659977](a) Less Than Significant Impact. A Culture Resource Survey and Archaeological Survey Report was conducted for the project site. The results of this survey did not find any historic or prehistoric materials.  There have been previous grading and ground disturbance on the site.  Impacts are anticipated as less than significant.  The project site is not listed in the California Register of Historical Resources or any local registers. 

[bookmark: _Hlk135667352](b-c) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation.  Request for consultation with local tribes was completed in accordance with Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18.  No comments were received.  Ground disturbing activities associated with implementation of the proposed project could potentially disrupt, alter or eliminate as-yet undiscovered archaeological sites/ potentially including Native American remains. 

The following Mitigation Measure has been added to the Project the reduce cultural resource impacts:

CUL MM-1 If any prehistoric resources or human remains are uncovered during construction, all work is to stop and the Planning Department is to be notified within 24 hours, or on the first workday following for weekends and holidays.  The County Coroner shall be contacted if human remains are found.

_____ 
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	VI.	ENERGY
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
	
	[bookmark: Check123]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check124]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check125]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check126]|_|
	

	
	

	b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency?
	
	[bookmark: Check139]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check140]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check141]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check142]|_|
	



Responses:

(a - b) Less Than Significant Impact. California has implemented numerous energy efficiency and conservation programs that have resulted in substantial energy savings. The State has adopted comprehensive energy efficiency standards as part of its Building Standards Code, California  Codes of  Regulations, Title 24. In 2009, the California Building Standards  Commission adopted a  voluntary  Green  Building  Standards  Code,  also known as CALGreen,  which became mandatory in 2011. CALGreen sets forth mandatory measures applicable to new residential and non-residential structures and additions and alterations on water efficiency and conservation, building material conservation, interior environmental quality, and energy efficiency.
Additionally, California has adopted a Renewables Portfolio Standard, which requires electricity retailers in the state to generate 33 percent of the electricity they sell from renewable energy sources (i.e.,  solar,  wind,  geothermal,  hydroelectric from small generators, etc.) by the end of 2020. In 2018, SB 100 was signed into law, which increases the electricity generation requirement from renewable sources to 60% by 2030 and requires all the state's electricity to come from carbon-free resources by 2045. The main sources of energy consumption would be construction activities and ongoing project operations. Project construction would involve fuel consumption and use of other nonrenewable resources. Construction equipment used for such improvements typically runs on diesel fuel or gasoline. The same fuels are typically used for vehicles transporting equipment and workers to and from a construction site. However, construction-related fuel consumption would be finite, short-term and consistent with construction activities of a similar character. This energy use would not be considered wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary. Equipment overtime would be more energy-efficient in order to assist with meeting State emissions reduction goals. Additionally, under California's Renewable Portfolio Standard, a greater share of electricity would be provided from renewable energy sources over time, so less fossil fuel consumption to generate electricity would occur. The project would be required to comply with the building energy efficiency standards of California Code of Regulations Title 24, Part 6, also known as the California Energy Code. Compliance with these standards would reduce energy consumption associated with project operations, although reductions from compliance cannot be readily quantified at this time. Overall, project construction and operations would not consume energy resources in a manner considered wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary; the  project would also not conflict or obstruct any state or local plans for renewable energy efficiency. project impacts related to energy consumption are considered less than significant.
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	VII.	GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	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 Zone 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.
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	

	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	

	iv) Landslides?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check137]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check138]|_|
	

	

	b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	

	c) Be located on a geological 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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check145]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check146]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check149]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check150]|_|
	

	
	

	

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

	
	

	f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?
		
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check152]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check153]|_|
	




	
	



Responses:
(a i - iv) Less than Significant Impact. According to the California Earthquake Hazards Zone Application (EQ Zapp) located on the Department of Conservation, the project is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone (Department of Conservation, 2022). 

The Earthquake Shaking Potential for California Map located on the Department of Conservations website displays the Level of hazards regarding ground shaking for each county. According to the map, the project site is located in a region where only weaker, masonry buildings would be damaged. However, very infrequent earthquakes could still cause strong shaking. The project does not consist of constructing masonry buildings and therefore the project would have a less than significant impact (Department of Conservation , 2016).

[bookmark: _Hlk101507738](b)  Less Than Significant Impact. The parcel is subject to potential erosion due to rain events; however, with the implementation of HYDRO MM-1, construction project proponents will be required to submit a Notice of Intent and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to the Regional Water Quality Board to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Permit. The SWPPP will include Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control erosion and siltation on the site in order to prevent water quality degradation. Such measures may include, but are not limited to, covering the graded area with straw or straw matting and using water for dust control. Implementation of HYDRO MM-2 will require all stabilized construction on, and off-site access locations shall be constructed per the latest edition of the California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) details to effectively prevent tracking of sediment onto paved areas. If applicable, all BMPS to be inspected weekly and before and after each rain event. Repair or replace as necessary. The contractor shall abide all of the laws, ordinances, and regulations associated with the NPDES and the Clean Water Act. Due to the flat nature of the project site, and given that the site has been previously developed, future development within the project site would result in a less than significant soil erosion impact.

[bookmark: _Hlk118883100](c) Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is not located in an earthquake fault zone and is in an area with a low probability of seismic activity. Lateral spreading, subsidence, and collapse are uncommon in Madera County. Since the project site is not located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or would become unstable due to project activities, there is little to no potential for result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts from these criteria are considered less than significant.

[bookmark: _Hlk118883343](d-e) Less Than Significant Impact. According to Table 18-1B of the Uniform Code (1994) soils meeting all four of the following provisions shall be considered expansive, except that tests to show compliance with Items 1, 2 and 3 shall not be required if the test prescribed in Item 4 is conducted (California Building Code , 2022) :
1. Plasticity index (PI) of 15 or greater, determined in accordance with ASTM D4318.
2. More than 10 percent of the soil particles pass a No. 200 sieve (75 µm), determined in accordance with ASTM D422.
3. More than 10 percent of the soil particles are less than 5 micrometers in size, determined in accordance with ASTM D422.
4. Expansion index greater than 20, determined in accordance with ASTM D4829.

 According to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Services Web Soil Survey, identified soil on the project site that primarily consists of TgF – Tollhouse rocky coarse sandy loam, 30 to 75 percent slopes. The soil characteristics of the project site can be seen in Figure 5. And the project will not be generating wastewater and therefore the project would have a less than significant impact. 


[bookmark: _Hlk118884873](f)  Less Than Significant Impact. Refer to the discussion regarding Cultural Resources.
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	VIII.	 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	
	[bookmark: Check155]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check156]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check157]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check158]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?
	
	[bookmark: Check159]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check160]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check161]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a-b) Less than Significant Impact
Calculating the Greenhouse Impacts on an individual project is difficult to qualify or quantify. The GHG emissions from the proposed project would not individually generate GHG emissions enough to measurably influence global climate change. However, ongoing operation of the pectin plant would result in a net increase of C02 and other greenhouse gas emissions due to vehicle miles traveled, energy use/ and solid waste disposal.  However, the greenhouse emissions generated are anticipated as less that a significant impact because it will generate fewer than 100 trips per day.  The General Plan and Rezone is expected to have a less that significant impact.

General Information

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions:  The potential effect of greenhouse gas emission on global climate change is an emerging issue that warrants discussion under CEQA.  Unlike the pollutants discussed previously that may have regional and local effects, greenhouse gases have the potential to cause global changes in the environment.  In addition, greenhouse gas emissions do not directly produce a localized impact but may cause an indirect impact if the local climate is adversely changed by its cumulative contribution to a change in global climate.  Individual development projects contribute relatively small amounts of greenhouse gases that when added to other greenhouse gas producing activities around the world would result in an increase in these emissions that have led many to conclude is changing the global climate.  However, no threshold has been established for what would constitute a cumulatively considerable increase in greenhouse gases for individual development projects.  The State of California has taken several actions that help to address potential global climate change impacts. 

Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, outlines goals for local agencies to follow in order to bring Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions to 1990 levels (a 25% overall reduction) by the year 2020.  The California Air Resources Board (CARB) holds the responsibility of monitoring and reducing GHG emissions through regulations, market mechanisms and other actions.  A Draft Scoping Plan was adopted by CARB in order to provide guidelines and policy for the State to follow in its steps to reduce GHG.  According to CARB, the scoping plan’s GHG reduction actions include: direct regulations, alternative compliance mechanisms, monetary and non-monetary incentives, voluntary actions, and market-based mechanisms such as a cap-and-trade system. 
Following the adoption of AB 32, the California State Legislature adopted Senate Bill 375, which became the first major bill in the United States that would aim to limit climate change by linking directly to “smart growth” land use principles and transportation.  It adds incentives for projects which intend to be in-fill, mixed use, affordable and self-contained developments.  SB 375 includes the creation of a Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) through the local Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO) in order to create land use patterns which reduce overall emissions and vehicle miles traveled.  Incentives include California Environmental Quality Act streamlining and possible exemptions for projects which fulfill specific criteria.
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	IX.	HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials?
	
	[bookmark: Check163]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check164]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check165]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check166]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check167]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check168]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check169]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check170]|_|
	

	
	

	
c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	
	
[bookmark: Check171]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check172]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check173]
|X|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check174]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check175]|_|


	
	
	[bookmark: Check176]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check177]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check178]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check179]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check180]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check189]|X|
	

	
	

	

	f) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check187]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check188]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires?
	
	[bookmark: Check191]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check192]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check193]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check194]|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk101508507](a) Less Than significant Impact.  The proposed project will include construction of a one 1800 sqft warehouse and one 15,426 sqft warehouse/office for manufacturing. The facility will be regulated under the Hazardous Material Business Plan (Article I, Chapter 6.95, of the California Health & Safety Code).

(b - d) Less Than Significant Impact. There is a less than significant impact the expanding facility will emit hazardous emissions to the surrounding areas. The facility will be regulated under the Hazardous Material Business Plan (Article I, Chapter 6.95, of the California Health & Safety Code).

(e) No Impact. There are no airports within the project site's two-mile radius. The closest airport is the Madera Municipal Airport which is located approximately eight miles northwest of the project site. Therefore, the project would not expose people to a safety risk or excessive noise and would have a less than significant impact.  

(f) No Impact. The project would not interfere with and adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

(g) No Impact.  According to the Madera County General Plan, a Wildland is a nonurban, natural area that contains uncultivated land, timber, range, watershed, brush, or grasslands. Although there are areas of grassland, the project area is located in a heavily agricultural area where the ground has been disturbed and cultivated. The project will not expose people or structures, directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildfires (County of Madera , 1995).
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	X.	HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
	
	[bookmark: Check195]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check196]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check197]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check198]|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
	
	[bookmark: Check199]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check200]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check201]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check202]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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:
	
	[bookmark: Check203]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check206]|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	

	(i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

	
	[bookmark: Check214]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check213]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check212]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check211]|X|
	

	
	

	

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

	
	[bookmark: Check221]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check219]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check218]|X|
	

	

	(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
	
	[bookmark: Check222]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check220]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	(iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
	
	[bookmark: Check223]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check224]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	
	[bookmark: Check227]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check228]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check231]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check232]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check233]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check234]|X|
	

	
	



Responses:


(a) No Impact. Any installation of facilities such as septic tanks would require permits and need to be properly setback from wells to prevent contamination. However, the development of this project should not substantially contribute to ground water contamination. All onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems must comply with Madera County Code (MCC) Title 13 and Madera County Local Agency Management Program (LAMP). Consolidate with designated leach field area will be required for all buildings within the parcel.

(b) Less than Significant Impact. The pectin operation will use approximately 200 gallons  per day which would be minimal and would not affect groundwater or groundwater recharge.

(ci-iv) No Impact. Extensive grading or other soil disturbing activities often leave the soils of construction zones barren of vegetation and, therefore, vulnerable to erosion. Eroded soil can be carried as sediment and deposited in local creek beds and adjacent wetlands. All disturbed areas will be vulnerable to erosion during the winter rainy season. The possible deposition of silt in off-site drainages would constitute a potentially significant adverse effect of the project site. With the implementation of Hydro MM-1 and Hydro MM-2 the project will have a less than significant impact. 

Hydro MM-1 Prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit a copy of: (1) the approved. 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and (2) the Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
comply with the General National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) from 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. The requirements of the SWPPP 
and NPDES shall be incorporated into design specifications and construction contracts. 
The Applicant or person responsible shall meet County of Madera construction site. requirements regarding the control of surface water, and runoff. Runoff created at the project site shall meet the following minimum requirements:
• Sediments generated on the project site shall be retained using adequate     
  treatment 
  control or structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)
• Construction-related materials, wastes, spill or residues shall be retained at the 
  project site to avoid discharge to streets, drainage facilities, receiving waters or     
  adjacent properties by wind or run-off

Hydro MM-2 Prior to the onset of construction, a qualified engineer will prepare an erosion control plan consistent with the requirements of a Madera County grading permit and a General Construction Permit. The plan will include a requirement to implement the specified erosion control measures prior to the onset of the rainy season, and to monitor the site periodically throughout the rainy season to ensure that the erosion control measures are successfully preventing onsite erosion and the concomitant deposition of sediment in onsite and offsite drainages. The plan must address both the potential for soil erosion and non-point source pollution, and include the following elements:
1.	Protection of exposed graded slopes from sheet, rill and gully erosion. Such protection could be in the form of erosion control fabric, hydro mulch containing the seed of native soil-binding plants, straw mechanically imbedded in exposed soils, or some combination of the three.
2.	Protection of natural drainage channels from sedimentation. Straw bale check dams or waddles should be installed below graded areas so that any sediment carried by surface runoff is intercepted and retained behind the check dams before it can enter a drainage channel.
Use of best management practices (BMPs) to control soil erosion and non-point source pollution. BMPs may include measures in 1 and 2 above, but they may include any number of additional measures appropriate for this particular site and this particular project, including grease traps in parking lots, landscape management practices to reduce the use of pesticides and herbicides, the discharge of stormwater runoff from “hardscapes” into grassy swales or detention basins, regular site inspections for pollutants that could be carried by runoff into natural drainages.

(d)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project is not located in a flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zone, and would not have the potential to release pollutants from flooding with the implementation of 

(e)  No Impact. The project would not increase groundwater use beyond the sustainable yield and would not have the potential to obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan. 
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	XI.	LAND USE AND PLANNING
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Physically divide an established community?
	
	[bookmark: Check235]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check236]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check237]|_|
	

	

	b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
	
	[bookmark: Check239]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check240]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check241]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check242]|_|
	

	
	

	
	



Responses:

(a-b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not divide an established community.  While there are residential zone districts in the surrounding area, there has not been development.  The parcel to the south is zoned PDD (Planned Development District) with an existing rock and landscaping supply business.  With the Rezone, General Plan and Area Plan amendments, the project would not conflict any land use plan policies or regulations adopted to avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. 
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	XII.	MINERAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	
	[bookmark: Check253]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check251]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check247]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
	
	[bookmark: Check254]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check252]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a - b) No Impact. The project site is not within an area identified as having a known mineral resource of value to the state or region. The site is not in an area delineated in the Madera County General Plan or other land use plan as a locally important mineral resource recovery site.
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	XIII.	 NOISE
Would the project result in:
	
	
	
	

	

	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 ordinances, or applicable standards of other agencies?
	
	[bookmark: Check258]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check257]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check256]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check255]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	
	[bookmark: Check259]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check260]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check261]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check262]|_|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check274]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check273]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check272]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check271]|X|
	

	
	

	



Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact. The proposed project will have some noise impacts as far as construction and grading are concerned. Operation of the proposed project would generate levels of noise typical of truck repair and long-term stay facility; however, the project site is located in an agricultural area. During project construction, heavy equipment would be used for grading, excavation, paving, and building construction, which would increase ambient noise levels when in use and could potentially have an impact however with the implementation of of NOISE MM-1 the project would have a less than significant impact. 

NOISE MM-1 The following measures shall be incorporated into the project on-site construction operations:

· Pursuant to Section 9.58.020(G) of the Madera County Municipal Code, construction activities are limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and from 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. Construction activities are prohibited on Sundays.
· All equipment and vehicles should be powered off when not in use. Unnecessary idling of internal combustion engines should be prohibited.
· All mobile or fixed noise-producing equipment used on the project site that are regulated for noise output by a federal, state, or local agency shall comply with such regulations while in the course of project activity.
· Select quiet equipment, particularly air compressors, whenever possible. All noise producing project equipment and vehicles using internal combustion engines should be equipped with manufacturer-recommended mufflers and be maintained in good working condition. Electrically powered equipment should be used instead of pneumatic or internal combustion powered equipment, where feasible.
· Project area and site access road speed limits shall be established and enforced during the construction period.

 b) Less Than Significant Impact. During project construction, heavy equipment would be used for grading, excavation, paving, and building construction, which would generate localized vibration in the immediate vicinity of the construction. 


c)  No Impact. This project is not located near either of the municipal airports (Chowchilla and Madera) and is outside of the two-mile analysis requirement and therefore would not have an impact.
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	XIV.	POPULATION AND HOUSING
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and business) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
	
	[bookmark: Check285]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check283]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 
	
	[bookmark: Check286]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check284]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a-b) No Impact. The Project would not induce unplanned population growth either directly or indirectly. The project site is currently vacant and will not displace a substantial number of existing people or housing. 
 

_____
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	XV.	PUBLIC SERVICES
	
	
	
	

	

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

	
	

	

	
i) Fire protection?
	
	
[bookmark: Check290]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check289]|_|
	
	
	
|X|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check288]|_|
	

	

	ii) Police protection?
	
	[bookmark: Check294]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check293]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	
	
	|_|
	

	

	iii) Schools?
	
	[bookmark: Check298]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check297]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	

	iv) Parks?
	
	[bookmark: Check302]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check301]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	

	v) Other public facilities?
	
	[bookmark: Check306]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check305]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a – i-ii) Less Than Significant Impact. The project could increase the risk of emergency services being provided to the project site; however, the increase would be minimal and would not require new or physically altered governmental facilities. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

[bookmark: _Hlk92876193](a – iii through v) No Impact. The project would not result in new or physically altered governmental facilities to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any public services. And therefore, the project will have no impact.

_____ 
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	XVI. RECREATION
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
	
	[bookmark: Check310]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check309]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check308]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	

	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?
	
	[bookmark: Check314]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check313]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check312]|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a – b) No Impact. The Project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks, recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. The project is for commercial use and will not have any effect on recreational uses in the area. 
_____ 






















	
	

Potentially
Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant
With Mitigation
Incorporation
	

Less Than Significant Impact
	


No
Impact

	XVII.	TRANSPORTATION
Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	

	a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities?
	
	[bookmark: Check318]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check317]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check321]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check320]|_|
	

	
	

	

	b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
	
	[bookmark: Check323]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check324]|X|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	

	
	

	
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
	
	
[bookmark: Check333]|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check331]|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check329]|X|
	

	
	

	

	d) Result in inadequate emergency access?
	
	[bookmark: Check334]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check332]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check11]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check330]|X|
	

	



Responses:

[bookmark: _Hlk94452795](a - b) Less Than Significant Impact. The project would not conflict with a circulation plan, nor would it conflict with section 15064.3, subdivision (b). The project also does not propose a feature that would result in a geometric design feature which would result in a dangerous intersection.

A traffic memo was prepared by Peters Engineering Group. According to the Memo provided by Peters Engineering the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Land Use Code 150 for Warehousing Complexes and ITE Land Use 710, for General Office Building was used; and it was determined that there would be less than 100 trips per day generated (Peters Engineering Group, 2023) from this project and as a result, the project would have a less than significant impact.

(c) No Impact. The project will not result in a geometric design feature that will result in sharp curves or dangerous intersections. As previously stated, the trip generation as a result of the project will approximately twenty-four vehicle tris a year and as a result the project will not have an impact. 

(d) No Impact. The project will not result in inadequate emergency response and therefore have no impact.
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	XVIII.	 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES
Would the project:
	

	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 a 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. 
	


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
		
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|X|



	
	
|_|
	
	
	
|_|
	
	
	
[bookmark: Check336]|_|
	
	
	
|X|




	
	



Responses:

(a – i, ii) No Impact. In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1, notification letters were sent to tribal representatives of California Native American tribes that have requested to be notified of projects within the project area of Madera County. Tribal representatives were advised of the Project and invited to request formal consultation with the County regarding the Project within 30 days of receiving the notification letters. notification letters were sent to representatives on July 31st, 2023, and in accordance with SB 18 tribes were notified regarding the proposed general plan amendment on September 7th, 2023.

As of the preparation of this Initial Study, more than 30 days following the County’s transmittal of notification letters, no tribal representatives requested consultation. 
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	XIX.	 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Would the project:
	

	
	

	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	
	[bookmark: Check342]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check341]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
	
	[bookmark: Check350]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check349]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it had adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?
	
	[bookmark: Check354]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check353]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|

	
	

	
	

	d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 
	
	[bookmark: Check359]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check357]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	
	[bookmark: Check360]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check358]|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a - e) No Impact. The project will not result in the construction or relocation of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities. The project site will have sufficient water supply on site as there will be water storage tanks. Solid waste collection with sorting for recyclables and garbage is required. Senate Bill 1383 is required to be implemented If applicable at time of project approval.
_____ 
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	XX.	 WILDFIRE
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would the project: 
	

	
	

	a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check337]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check344]|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	

	d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|_|
	
	
	|X|
	

	
	

	
	



Responses:

(a)No Impact. The project site is not located in a Very High Fire hazard severity zone.  The types of activities occurring on the project site typically do not contribute to or exacerbate wildfire risks. The project does not propose any habitable structures for long term use. 

Madera County developed an Operational Area Emergency Operations Plan which, was updated in January of 2010 and a Multi-Hazard Functional Plan which, is responsible for establishing emergency management organization required to mitigate any emergency or disaster affecting Madera County. Both documents Identify policies, responsibilities and procedures required to protect the health and safety of Madera County communities, public and private property and the environmental effects of natural and technological emergencies and disasters. And establish the operational concepts and procedures associated with Initial Response Operations (field response) to emergencies, the Extended Response Operations County Emergency Operations Center (EOC) activities and the recovery process. Madera County also developed a Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) which is responsible for evacuation procedures. The LHMP states the Sheriff’s Department uses a system know as “MCALERT”. There is nothing in both documents That indicate the project would impact a response plan or emergency evacuation plan. The project does not propose any actions or structures that expose people or structures to significant risks. Furthermore, the project would not generate runoff, post-fire slope instability, or negatively impact drainage.

(b)  Less Than Significant With Mitigations. The Project is located in a High Fire hazard Severity zone and as a result the risk of exposure to pollutant concentrations or the uncontrolled spread of wildfire is possible. However with practices such as vegetation management, trimming or removing trees that could contribute to a fires spread, and a defensible zone the project would have a less than significant impact with the implementation of Wildfire MM-1. 

Wildfire MM-1 The project will provide a defensible zone of 30 feet from any structure constructed and will consist of the following: 

	Vegetation:

· Ornamental and native shrubs shall be thinned, relocated, or removed to provide no more than 50% density and/or coverage, and positioned to limit plant continuity and inhibit fire progression.
· Remove all dead vegetation, including dead portions of live vegetation. This includes all dead or dying grass, plants, branches, leaves, and weeds.
· Maintain all grasses at a maximum height of four inches.
· Maintain shrubs and hedges exceeding 6 feet in height such that limbs are not within 4 feet of the ground or 1/3 of its height (whichever is less).

TREE MAINTENANCE:
· Trees shall be maintained (i.e., cleaned, thinned, raised) to reduce the spread of fire. Trees shall be trimmed to achieve a 30% canopy reduction from an unmaintained condition.
· Tree branches shall have six feet of clearance above roofs, combustible fences, and combustible structures. Tree branches shall be trimmed to limit fuel continuity as per the vertical spacing
· Dead trees shall be removed. 

ORGANIC WOOD CHIPS AND MULCH:
· Organic mulch and wood chips shall be kept to a depth of 3 inches.
· PROPANE TANKS

FIREFIGHTER ACCESS:
· Remove hazardous items that would hinder existing firefighter access to all sides of the structure.

(c) No Impact.  The project will not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure and will have no impact. 

(d) Less Than Significant With Mitigation. Prior to construction the land will be graded and prepped for construction however due to the fact that the Project is located in a mountains area region of the County there is a risk of exposure to downstream flooding or landslides as a result of runoff. However, with the implementation of Hydro MM-2 the project will have a less than significant impact.

_____ 
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	XIX.	MANDATORY FINDINGS OF
             SIGNIFICANCE
	
	
	
	

	

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

	
	[bookmark: Check366]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check365]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check364]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check363]|_|
	

	
	

	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 
	
	[bookmark: Check371]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check372]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check373]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check374]|_|
	

	
	

	c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
	
	[bookmark: Check378]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check377]|X|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check376]|_|
	
	
	[bookmark: Check375]|_|
	

	
	



Responses:

(a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. The analysis conducted in this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration results in a determination that the Project, with the incorporation of mitigation measures, would have a less than significant impact on the environment. As a result, the project would not have the potential to substantially degrade the quality of the environment and, therefore will have a less than significant impact.

(b) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the project would not result in significant cumulative impacts and all potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

(c)  Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporation. For the reasons discussed in Sections I through XX, above, the Project, with mitigation incorporation of mitigation measures, would have a less than significant impact potential to result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse direct or indirect effects on human beings.  

_____ 
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