
 

U.S. Department of  the Interio r January 2024 

San Luis Water District Los Banos 
Creek Detention Reservoir Storage 
Program  
CGB-EA-2023-021 
Draft Environmental Assessment /Initial Study and Mitigated 
Negative Declaration  

  







 

3.2.8.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 43 
3.2.8.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 43 

3.2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials...................................................................................... 45 
3.2.9.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 45 
3.2.9.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 46 

3.2.10 Hydrology and Water Quality ............................................................................................. 47 
3.2.10.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 48 
3.2.10.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 48 

3.2.11 Land Use/Planning .............................................................................................................. 50 
3.2.11.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 51 
3.2.11.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 51 

3.2.12 Mineral Resources................................................................................................................. 51 
3.2.12.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 51 
3.2.12.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 52 

3.2.13 Noise....................................................................................................................................... 52 
3.2.13.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 52 
3.2.13.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 53 

3.2.14 Population and Housing ...................................................................................................... 54 
3.2.14.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 54 
3.2.14.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 54 

3.2.15 Public Services....................................................................................................................... 55 
3.2.15.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 55 
3.2.15.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 55 

3.2.16 Recreation .............................................................................................................................. 56 
3.2.16.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 57 
3.2.16.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 57 

3.2.17 Transportation....................................................................................................................... 57 
3.2.17.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 58 
3.2.17.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 58 

3.2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources .................................................................................................... 59 
3.2.18.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 59 
3.2.18.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 60 

3.2.19 Utilities and Service Systems ............................................................................................... 60 
3.2.19.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 61 
3.2.19.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 61 

3.2.20 Wildfire ................................................................................................................................... 61 
3.2.20.1 Affected Environment ................................................................................................ 62 
3.2.20.2 Environmental Consequences ................................................................................... 62 

3.3 CEQA Mandatory Findings of Significance................................................................................... 63 
4 Consultation and Coordination ......................................................................................... 64 

4.1 Agencies and Persons Consulted ..................................................................................................... 64 
4.2 Public Involvement ............................................................................................................................ 64 
4.3 Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.) .................................................................................... 64 
4.4 Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. § 1531 et seq.) ...................................................................... 64 
4.5 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. § 661 et seq.) ..................................................... 65 
4.6 Title 54 U.S.C. § 306108, Commonly Known as Section 106 of the National Historic 

Preservation Act .......................................................................................................................... 65 
4.7 California Fish and Game Code (Section 1600, et seq.) ............................................................... 65 



 

v 

5 Preparers and Reviewers .................................................................................................... 66 
5.1 Bureau of Reclamation ...................................................................................................................... 66 
5.2 San Luis Water District ..................................................................................................................... 66 
5.3 Consultant Name ............................................................................................................................... 66 

6 References .......................................................................................................................... 66 
 
Table 2-1 Environmental Protection Measures and Commitments ........................................................... 8 
Table 3-1 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Thresholds of Significance .................... 20 
Table 3-2 Estimated Annual Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in Tons per Year .......... 21 
Table 3-3 Estimated Maximum Daily Construction Criteria Air Pollutant Emissions in pounds per 
day ...................................................................................................................................................................... 21 
Table 3-4. Soils of the Proposed Project area .............................................................................................. 23 
Table 3-5. List of Special Status Plants with Potential to Occur Onsite and/or in the Vicinity .......... 24 
Table 3-6 List of Special Status Animals with Potential to Occur Onsite and/or in the Vicinity ....... 26 
Table 3-7 Short-Term Construction Generated GHG Emissions ........................................................... 44 
Table 3-8 Long Term Operational Generated GHG Emissions .............................................................. 44 
Table 3-9 Noise Levels in dBA ...................................................................................................................... 53 
 
Appendix A: Figures 
Appendix B: POC Project Info 
Appendix C: Biological Report and Planning Aid Letter 
Appendix D: Cultural Resources 
Appendix E: Air Quality 























Draft EA/IS 
CGB-EA-2023-021 

11 

Resource Protection Measure  
g. No pets, such as dogs or cats, shall be permitted on the project site to prevent 

harassment, mortality of kit foxes, or destruction of dens. 
h. Upon completion of the project, all areas subject to temporary ground 

disturbances, including storage and staging areas, temporary roads, pipeline 
corridors, etc. will be re-contoured if necessary, and stabilized to promote natural 
revegetation of the area to pre-project conditions. An area subject to "temporary" 
disturbance means any area that is disturbed during the project, but after project 
completion will not be subject to further disturbance and has the potential to be 
revegetated.  

i. In the case of trapped animals, escape ramps or structures will be installed 
immediately to allow the animal(s) to escape, or the Service will be contacted for 
guidance. 

j. New sightings of kit fox shall be reported to the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB). A copy of the reporting form and a topographic map clearly 
marked with the location of where the kit fox was observed will also be provided 
to the Service. 

Biological Resources BIO-5d: (Employee Education Program). Prior to the start of construction, the applicant will 
retain a qualified biologist to conduct a tailgate meeting to train all construction staff that 
will be involved with the project on the San Joaquin kit fox. This training will include a 
description of the kit fox and its habitat needs; a report of the occurrence of kit fox in the 
project vicinity; an explanation of the status of the species and its protection under the 
Endangered Species Act; and a list of the measures being taken to reduce impacts to the 
species during project construction and implementation. The training will include a 
handout with all of the training information included in it. The applicant will use this 
handout to train any construction personn el that were not in attendance at the first 
meeting, prior to those personnel starting work on the site.  

Biological Resources BIO-5e: (Mortality Reporting). The Sacramento Field Office of the USFWS and the Fresno 
Field Office of CDFW will be notified in writing within three working days in case of the 
accidental death or injury of a San Joaquin kit fox during project -related activities. 
Notification must include the date, time, location of the incident or of the finding of a dead 
or injured animal, and any other pertinent information.  

Biological Resources BIO-6a (Preconstruction Survey). Within 24hrs prior to the start of construction, a qualified 
biologist will survey all aquatic areas within the project site, as well as adjacent work areas 
out to 500 feet from aquatic habitat. If any turtles are observed their location will be 
recorded and provided to the construction foreman for avoidance to the extent feasible.  

Biological Resources BIO-6b; (Pond Turtle Awareness Training). Prior to the start of construction, construction 
personnel will be trained on the identification, behavior, and ecology of the northwestern 
pond turtle, and the project -specific measures adopted for its protection. Attendees will be 
given a handout that summarizes the training material and provides a photographic key to 
differentiating between the northwestern pond turtle and the common non -native red-
eared slider. Attendance at all training sessions will be documented on sign-in sheets. 

Biological Resources BIO-6c: (Construction Related Avoidance). If any northwestern pond turtles are found 
within construction zones, work shall stop in the area around the turtle until it leaves the 
construction zone on its own volition.  

Biological Resources Bio-7a: Once construction is complete, all disturbed areas shall be reseeded with native 
forbs and grasses. 

Biological Resources Bio-7b: Any removal of native trees or shrubs with a diameter at breast height of 2 inches 
or greater shall be replaced on-site, in-kind with container plantings so that the combined 
diameter of the container plantings is equal to the combined diameter of the trees or 
shrubs removed. These replacement plantings shall be monitored for five (5) years. 



https://www.pollinator.org/guides
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Resource Protection Measure  
human remains be discovered during the course of the construction of the Project  
permitted by Reclamation or other underlying landowner.  
 
Federal and Tribal Lands 
Under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) (25 USC 
3001) and implementing regulations 43 CFR Part 10, Reclamation is responsible for the 
protection of Native American human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and 
objects of cultural patrimony that are discovered on federally-owned lands. All human 
remains and potential human remains must be treated with respect and dignity at all times. 
In the event that suspected human remains are discovered during proposed project activity 
on Reclamation land, all activities in the immediate area will cease, and appropriate 
precautions will be taken to protect the remains and any associated cultural items from 
further disturbance. Reclamation will follow the procedures outlined in 43 CFR § 10.4 
Inadvertent Discoveries. The Reclamation Interior Region 10 Cultural Resources Branch 
Chief and Reclamation Interior Region 10 NAGPRA Coordinator will be immediately 
notified by telephone and will take responsibly for the discovery by contacting the 
appropriate law enforcement and Reclamation officials. Within three (3) working days of 
confirmation of the discovery [see 43 CFR § 10.4(d)(1)(iii)], the Reclamation Regional 
Archaeologist will notify by telephone or in person, with written confirmation, the Indian 
tribes likely to be affiliated with the discovered human remains (e.g., lineal descendant, 
culturally-affiliated Indian tribe, Indian tribe with other cultural relationship, and Indian 
tribe that aboriginally occupied area). Treatment and handling of the remains will be 
determined through consultation between Reclamation and consulting tribes.  
 
As required by NAGPRA (43 CFR §10.4 (f)), Reclamation officials will coordinate their 
responsibilities under this section with the requirements of Section 106 of the National 
Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) (54 U.S.C. §306108), implementing regulations at 36 CFR 
Part 800, Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (AHPA) (54 U.S.C. §312501-312508), 
and the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) (16 U.S.C. §470aa-mm). Compliance 
with these laws and specifically 36 CFR §800.13: Post-Review Discovery 
 
Other Public and Private Lands in California 
There are numerous California State laws and codes that direct the preservation of 
prehistoric and historical cultural resources, establish the procedures for protecting 
inadvertently discovered Native American human remains, and impose penalties and 
punishments for persons acting in violation of the legal code. Specifically, Section 7050.5 of 
the California Health and Safety Code deals with the discovery of human remains in any 
location other than a dedicated cemetery and directs that in such cases the coroner of the 
county in which the remains are discovered be contacted and further excavation or 
disturbance in the location of discovery be discontinued until the coroner has examined 
the remains and made a determination . 
Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code §7050.5, if known or suspected Native 
American or other human remains are encountered, all ground-disturbing work must cease 
in the vicinity of the discovery, and the County Coroner contacted. The respectful treatment 
and disposition of remains and associated grave offerings shall be in accordance with 
Public Resource Code §5097.98.  

Tribal Cultural 
Resources 

TCR-2: 
Tribal Monitor  
Prior to the start of the Project, the Project Participants shall retain a qualified Tribal 
monitor (Tribal Monitor) who is approved by the Tachi Yokut Tribal Government to provide 
monitoring/consulting services. The Tribal Monitor shall be present to monitor all project 
ground disturbance activities for the presence of tribal cultural resources. The term 
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3.2 Other Resources 

This section of the EA/IS includes the NEPA and CEQA analysis portion of the potentially 
affected environment and the environmental consequences involved with the Proposed Project. 

3.2.1 Aesthetics  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

    

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

    

c) 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? 

    

3.2.1.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area is largely surrounded by large grasslands used for grazing and solar 
power generation. In addition, Interstate 5 (I-5), rural roadways, the California Aqueduct/San 
Luis Canal, LBC and the associated LBCDR, and the DMC lie within the vicinity of the 
Proposed Project area. The closest residence is approximately 0.5 miles from the Proposed 
Project area. The nearest scenic highway segment is where I-5 and State Route (SR) 152 
intersect is located approximately 4.3 miles away to the northwest.  

3.2.1.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impact to aesthetics as no construction 
would occur and conditions would remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action  
Portions of the Proposed Project would be buried underground, and ground disturbance during 
construction activities would be minimal and temporary. Other features such as the box culvert 
and the extension to the existing boat ramp would be consistent with the existing visual character 
of the Proposed Project vicinity. Thus, there would be no visual impact to scenic vistas, and a 
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less than significant impact to the existing visual character of the site. The Proposed Project does 
not propose any new lighting, and thus there would be no impacts to light or glare. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor would it have a cumulative adverse 
impact on aesthetics. There are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that could 
potentially contribute to a cumulative effect on aesthetic resources. 

3.2.2 Agricultural Resources  
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects 
under CEQA, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Department of Conservation (DOC) as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of 
the California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment 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? 

    

3.2.2.1 Affected Environment  
Grazing land is the predominant open space landscape surrounding the Proposed Project area on 
all sides. The vicinity of the Proposed Project area contains access roads, scattered rural 
residences, and the San Luis Canal. The site has no remarkable elevation contours or geologic 
features. 





http://valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
http://valleyair.org/aqinfo/attainment.htm
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certain emissions thresholds, thus requiring the federal agency to make a conformity 
determination.  

Table 3-1 below shows the applicable thresholds that have been set within the SJVAPCD, 
governing air quality emissions within the district.  

Table 3-1 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Thresholds of Significance 
Pollutant  Construction Emissions 

(Tons/year) 
Operation Emissions 
(Tons/year) 

VOC/ROG (as an ozone precursor) 10 10 
NOx (as an ozone precursor) 10 10 
PM10 15 15 
PM2.5 15 15 
CO 100 100 
SOx 27 27 
Source: (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2015) 

3.2.3.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Project alternative, there would be no impacts to air quality since no construction 
would take place and operations would remain the same. 

Proposed Action  
Operational emissions of the Proposed Project would not significantly contribute to criteria 
pollutant emissions. Water distribution through the facilities would be operated with electric 
motors, resulting in a mostly passive process with minor emissions generated during the 
pumping of the water at the existing pump stations. Pumping at the pump stations would increase 
from current levels, but not beyond what they were designed to do, and have done in previous 
years. Due to lack of water and storage capacity within the CVP, pumping demand has declined 
over the last thirty years. The generating power plant that produces the electricity to operate the 
electric pumps does produce emissions that impact air quality; however, the generating power 
plant is required to operate under permits issued by the air quality control district. As the 
Proposed Project would not change the emissions generated at the generating power plant, no 
additional impacts to air quality would occur from conveyance of water.   

There would be emissions associated with construction. Construction of the Proposed Project 
would be accomplished with tractors, crawlers, graders, loaders, excavators, backhoes, concrete 
trucks, pumper trucks, water trucks, hauling trucks, and dump trucks. Construction is expected to 
take approximately six months. 

There is one rural residence located approximately 0.5 miles from the Proposed Project Area. 
Short-term air quality impacts would be associated with construction and would generally arise 
from dust generation (fugitive dust) and operation of construction equipment. Fugitive dust 
results from land clearing, grading, excavation, concrete work, and vehicle traffic on paved and 
unpaved roads. Fugitive dust is a source of airborne particulates, including PM10 (particulate 
matter less than 10 microns in diameter) and PM2.5 (particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in 
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quality. The Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, 
present, or future projects in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect on 
air quality resources. 

3.2.4 Biological Resources  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

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 Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or 
federally protected wetlands (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? 

    

3.2.4.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project is located within the LBCDR area of the San Luis Reservoir State 
Recreation Area in western Merced County. The Proposed Project area is situated in a vast 
expanse of open rangeland. Biotic habitats identified in the area include non-native grassland, 
ruderal/developed, wetland/riparian, and aquatic.  
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Methodology 
A reconnaissance-level field survey of the Proposed Project area was conducted on June 1, 2022, 
by a Live Oak Associates, Inc. (LOA) biologist. The survey consisted of walking the area while 
identifying the principal land uses and the constituent plants and animals within each use area. 
The field survey was sufficient to assess the significance of possible biological impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project.  

Regional Setting 
The Proposed Project area is located in the foothills of the Coast Range mountains. The San 
Joaquin Valley lies to the east and the Coast Range mountains to the west. Like most of 
California, this area experiences a Mediterranean climate. Warm dry summers are followed by 
cool moist winters. Summer high temperatures range from 80 to 110 degrees Fahrenheit, and the 
relative humidity is generally very low. Winter temperatures range from 30 to 75 degrees. 
Annual precipitation in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is about 10 inches, almost 85% of 
which falls between the months of October and March. Nearly all precipitation falls in the form 
of rain.  

The Proposed Project area is situated within undeveloped rangeland, with a large solar farm to 
the north. The principal drainage in the vicinity is LBC, which flows east through the Project 
Area to the San Joaquin River. 

Physical Conditions/Soils 
The topography of the Proposed Project area is sloped with elevations ranging from 
approximately 227 to 460 feet National Geodetic Vertical Datum. 

The Project area contains eight soil mapping units. These soils are summarized in Table 3-4 
below. 

Table 3-4. Soils of the Proposed Project area 
Soil Mapping Unit  Parent Material  Drainage Class Hydric Rating  
220: Mollic Xerofluvents, 
channeled  

Gravelly alluvium Poorly drained Predominantly Hydric 

284: Xerofluvents, 
extremely gravelly  

Gravelly alluvium Poorly drained Predominantly Hydric 

207: Los Banos clay 
loam, 2 to 8 percent 
slopes 

Alluvium Well drained No 

109: Apollo clay loam, 2 
to 8 percent slopes  

Residuum weathered from 
sedimentary rock 

Well drained No 

110: Apollo clay loam, 8 
to 15 percent slopes  

Residuum weathered from 
sedimentary rock 

Well drained No 

124: Ayar clay, 8 to 15 
percent slopes  

Residuum weathered from 
sandstone and shale 

Well drained No 

223: Oneil silt loam, 30 
to 50 percent slopes  

Residuum weathered from 
sandstone and shale 

Well drained No 

287: Water  NA NA NA 
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Project-related injury or mortality of the SJKF, the mitigation measures/environmental 
commitments adapted from the USFWS 2011 Standardized Recommendations for Protection of 
the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance listed in Section 
2.3.3 and in Appendix C, will be implemented. 

The amount of regionally available foraging habitat lost to Proposed Project development will be 
negligible. Underground installation of the proposed pipeline will temporarily disturb lands that 
could occasionally be used by the SJKF. Following pipeline construction, all such areas will 
return to pre- Project conditions and are expected to assume their former level of suitability for 
this species. Permanent Proposed Project impacts will be limited to a 1.0-acre area of grassland 
and a negligible area under any above ground pipeline sections. After Project completion, there 
will be many square miles of SJKF foraging habitat remaining within the region. For these 
reasons, Proposed Project-related loss of potential SJKF habitat is considered less than 
significant. 

Project-related Mortality or Disturbance of Western Pond Turtle 
The Western Pond Turtle has recently been proposed threatened. The western pond turtle has 
been documented along Los Banos Creek, upstream of the Dam. However, it has been 
determined that the Proposed Project may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the 
northwestern pond turtle. This is in part due to the wetland/riparian habitat in the Project Area. 
This potential habitat is unsuitable for this species due to the dense stand of emergent marsh 
vegetation across the entire creek channel that would significantly inhibit the movements, 
foraging, and basking opportunities for this species. To protect the Western Pond Turtle, SLWD 
or its designee will implement the mitigation/environmental commitments listed in Section 2.3.3 
Environmental Commitments. 

Project Impacts to Riparian Habitat and Sensitive Natural Communities  
Designated sensitive natural communities are absent from the Project area. A small area of 
riparian habitat will be permanently impacted by Proposed Project implementation, resulting in 
the potential loss of up to two native riparian trees (Fremont cottonwoods) and two non-native 
trees (a eucalyptus and paloverde tree), as well as a few riparian shrubs. Such a small loss of 
native riparian trees and shrubs is considered a less than significant impact. However, it should 
be noted that CDFW will need to be notified of Proposed Project activities in this area and will 
likely require a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, which will require replacement of 
any native riparian trees and shrubs removed by the Proposed Project. 

While the Project will allow the Reservoir to release water more often and lower the levels in the 
Reservoir, it would not release them below levels that they may normally see with evaporation or 
during dry years. Additionally, it will allow for water from the LBC to be put into the Reservoir 
which would then raise the water levels again. Water levels will fluctuate more frequently with 
this Project but there will not be a permanent reduction of water levels in the Reservoir that 
would impact riparian habitats in the area. Historically the reservoir storage levels would drop to 
and below 12,600 AF about once every three years due to drought conditions. When this 
occurred riparian vegetation along the target conservation pool of 20,600 AF survives from soil 
moisture for a period of time but if extended over two years, begins to thin out. While the goal of 
the project will be to reduce the storage to 12,600 AF annually, the project also calls for filling 
the reservoir back to 20,600 AF annually when supplies are available to the Participants or LBC 
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flows are plentiful after March 15th. It is anticipated that water levels would be at historic 
normal Summer Operating levels every year, dry or wet. Late summer and early fall will be 
when water levels would drop to the new target of 12,600 AF. The action of water recession and 
rise in the lake would be gradual and not be expected to cause any erosion. Low lake levels 
during the rainy season could possibly expose soils below ordinary high water, but the roots of 
the trees would be expected to stabilize the soil, along with the roots of opportunistic herbaceous 
vegetation. Furthermore, the annual rainfall in the region is low at only approximately 9.5 inches, 
which further reduces the possibility of any significant erosion that might impact tree species. 
The action is anticipated to occur each year and will enhance the riparian vegetation as the 
process of refilling during March through July will rewet the soil profile annually. 

Project Impacts to Wildlife Movement Corridors 
While the LBC corridor historically served as a likely travel route for fish and wildlife between 
the foothill and valley habitats, the installation of the LBCDD has greatly diminished the value 
of this segment of the creek corridor for fish and wildlife movement. As a result, the Project 
Area does not provide a significant movement corridor for fish or wildlife and the Proposed 
Project will not have an adverse effect on wildlife movement corridors. 

Project Impacts to Critical Habitat 
The Proposed Project will have no effect on designated critical habitat because critical habitat is 
absent from the Project area and adjacent lands. 

Local Policies or Habitat Conservation Plans  
The Proposed Project design appears to be consistent with the goals and policies of the Merced 
County General Plan. No habitat conservation plans are known to pertain to the area. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in more effectively 
managing the LBCDR by maximizing water management opportunities for the region including 
drought mitigation, local wildlife and agricultural supply reliability, optimizing flood control 
releases resulting in downstream benefits, while improving access for recreational use of the 
Reservoir. This would create an improvement of existing conditions and would not result in 
cumulative negative impacts to biological resources of the study area. 

The Proposed Project would be subject to the Environmental Commitments laid out in Table 2-1, 
which would ensure that there would not be significant impacts from the Proposed Project. 
Consequently, there would be no cumulative adverse impacts. The Proposed Project would not 
be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that 
could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect on biological resources. 
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3.2.5 Cultural Resources  

Would the project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

3.2.5.1 Affected Environment  
Kleinfelder, an environmental services consultant, prepared a Cultural Resources Identification 
Report for the Project. Kleinfelder archaeologists surveyed the Proposed Project are of potential 
effects (APE) in June 2022. The APE is located on the west edge of the Central Valley, at the 
eastern extent of the Diablo Range. The Proposed Project is situated six miles southwest of the 
City of Los Banos and one mile west of I-5, just north of the LBCDD and LBCDR. The APE is 
on the Ortigalita Peak NW, California 7.5-minute quadrangle (USGS 1984) 1:24,000, Sections 1 
and 12 of Township 11 South (S.), Range 9 East (E.); and Section 7 of Township 11 S., Range 
10 E., Mount Diablo Base and Meridian. The APE includes the Proposed Project footprint and 
the full extent of temporary construction and long-term operation ground disturbance. 

The APE comprises a total of 12.07 non-contiguous acres and includes the limits of ground 
disturbances as well as temporary staging and access areas for construction. The maximum depth 
of ground disturbance is anticipated to be eight feet for the pipeline, six feet for the boat ramp 
extension, and five feet for the box culvert installation. 

Records Search and Background Search 
A records search of the APE and a 0.5-mile buffer was requested on March 31, 2022 and 
processed by the Central California Information Center (CCIC) at California State University, 
Stanislaus on April 1, 2022. The purpose of the records search was to identify if any prehistoric 
and/or historic-period cultural resources and/or cultural resource studies had been previously 
documented in the APE and/or the surrounding 0.5-mile radius in order to better understand the 
cultural resource sensitivity of the area.  

The CCIC records search identified one previously documented prehistoric district (P-24-
000621). In addition, three historic-era linear resource segments (P-24-002128, P-24-002129, 
and AE-4133-001) were identified from a 2020 cultural resource inventory by Applied 
EarthWorks, Inc. (Baloian et al., 2020). Fourteen cultural resources studies have been performed 
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within the APE and a 0.5-mile surrounding area, and 16 records have been identified and 
recorded.  

Native American Outreach  
On March 31, 2022, Kleinfelder requested that the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) perform a search of its Sacred Lands File (SLF). The NAHC responded on 
April 14, 2022, with a list of Native American Tribes affiliated with the region to contact for 
additional information. The SLF search did not identify any resources within the vicinity of the 
APE. As the Federal lead agency, Reclamation consulted with the NAHC and local Native 
American tribes as part of its tribal consultation responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA. 
The NAHC supplied a list of four individuals and tribal representatives with ancestral ties to the 
Proposed Project area. No properties of religious and cultural significance to Native American 
tribes were identified in the APE as a result of this consultation. The NAHC Native American 
contacts list is provided in Appendix B. 

Pedestrian Survey 

Pipeline Facilities 
The APE was accessible by foot. Most of this portion of the APE was surveyed aside from an 
approximately 60-foot-long segment of the pipeline alignment that was underwater.  

Ground visibility was approximately 25 percent. Soils consisted of a light brown sandy loam. 
Vegetation consisted of non-native grasses, riparian vegetation, and trees along the Reservoir 
periphery. Kleinfelder identified three previously recorded historic-era cultural resources in the 
APE, including two transmission line segments (P-24-002128 and P-24-002128) and a short 
segment of Canyon Road (AE-4133-001). Both of the transmission lines and the previously 
recorded segment of Canyon Road were in the same condition as described in the DPR 523 
forms completed during the temporary 2020 Project and it was determined that no site updates 
were necessary. 

Boat Ramp 
Most of the APE was accessible by foot and approximately 75 percent of this portion of the APE 
was surveyed. As with the pipeline alignment, a portion (approximately 80 feet) of the proposed 
boat ramp extension was underwater and could not be surveyed.   

Ground visibility was less than 10 percent; most of the APE for the boat ramp is paved or 
underwater. Vegetation on the edges of the existing boat ramp consisted of non-native grasses 
and riparian vegetation. No cultural resources were observed. 

Box Culvert 
This portion of the APE was accessible by foot and 100 percent of the APE was surveyed. 
Vegetation consisted of short non-native grasses and riparian vegetation along LBC. Due to 
dense vegetation along the creek, ground visibility was less than 10 percent. An unrecorded 
segment of Canyon Road was identified within the APE and recorded on DPR 523 forms.  
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3.2.5.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of the Project would not proceed. There would be 
no change to existing conditions and accordingly, no cultural resources would be affected. 

Proposed Action 
The cultural resource inventory of the APE included a review of the natural and cultural 
environment including the prehistory, ethnography, geoarchaeology, and history; a review of 
historic maps; record search results from the CCIC; consultation with the NAHC; and a 
pedestrian survey. As a result of survey efforts, Kleinfelder identified one previously unrecorded 
segment of Canyon Road and four previously recorded resources within the APE. 

Canyon Road, P-24-002128, and P-24-002129 were previously recommended as ineligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with those 
recommendations; therefore, those resources are not considered historic properties for the 
purposes of Section 106, or historical resources for the purposes of CEQA. One historic 
property, Los Banos Creek Archaeological District (LBCAD) (P-24-000621), is located within 
the APE and is assumed eligible for inclusion in the NRHP and the California Register of 
Historical Resources for the purposes of this Proposed Project.  

Based on the current understanding of the Proposed Project, the current boundary of the LBCAD 
has been arbitrarily defined, there are no previously recorded features associated with LBCAD 
within the APE, and the field survey for the Proposed Project resulted in negative findings. 
Accordingly, Reclamation determined a finding of no adverse effect to historic properties 
pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.5. On May 4, 2023 SHPO concurred on this finding of no adverse 
effect to historic properties. 

Based upon the background research and survey results, the APE has a high sensitivity for buried 
prehistoric resources and CUL-1, CUL-2, and CUL-3 as listed in Section 2.3.3 Environmental 
Commitments will be included as environmental commitments/mitigation measures. These 
measures will reduce any impacts to less than significant for purposes of CEQA. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Reclamation has determined that the Proposed Action would not result in impacts to cultural 
resources; therefore, there would be no cumulative impacts. The Proposed Project would not be 
precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that could 
potentially contribute to a cumulative effect on cultural resources. 
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3.2.7 Geology/Soils  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

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 most recently adopted 
Uniform Building Code (1994) creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

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

    

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

    

 

3.2.7.1 Affected Environment  
The topography of the Project area is sloped with elevations ranging from approximately 227 to 
460 feet. The Proposed Project area contains eight soil mapping units, which are listed in Table 
3-4 in Section 3.2.4 Biological Resources 

. A few of the soils contain clay, which is known to be an expansive soil. Expansive soils are 
capable of absorbing water. As they absorb water, the volume of the clay increases. As they lose 
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water, expansive soils will shrink. This swelling and shrinking action can remove support of 
structures that are built upon them, resulting in damage.2 

The only active fault identified in Merced County, and the closest to the Proposed Project area, is 
the Ortigalita fault, which is located approximately 6.3 miles west.3 Nonetheless, the Proposed 
Project area is within a seismically active region and is subject to strong ground shaking. This is 
the principal potential earthquake hazard for the Proposed Project area and could cause damage 
to buildings and infrastructure.  

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which unconsolidated and/or near-saturated soils lose cohesion 
and are converted to a fluid state as a result of severe vibratory motion. The relatively rapid loss 
of soil stability during strong earthquake shaking results in the temporary fluid-like behavior of 
the soil. The Proposed Project is not located in an area affected by liquefaction.4  

Landslides are deep-seated ground failures (several tens to hundreds of feet deep) in which a 
large section of a slope detaches and slides downhill. Landslide-susceptible areas are 
characterized by steep slopes and downslope creep of surface materials. There is no information 
available on landslides directly within the Proposed Project area. 

3.2.7.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no ground disturbance or excavation performed. 
There would be no impact to geology and soils as conditions would remain unchanged.  

Proposed Action 
The faults most susceptible to earthquake rupture are active faults, which are faults that have 
experienced surface displacement within the last 11,000 years.5 The Proposed Project area is not 
located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone and no mapped active faults are known 
to pass through the immediate Project region. As stated above, the nearest Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone is approximately 6.3 miles west of the Project area. Therefore, the 
potential for fault rupture to affect the Proposed Project would be considered less than 
significant. The Proposed Project would not include habitable structures that could be impacted 
by strong seismic ground shaking. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not be 
affected by liquefaction as the area is not susceptible to it. 

The Proposed Project would not directly or indirectly include the risk of loss, injury or death 
involving seismic related ground failure and impacts would be considered less than significant.  

Construction associated with the Proposed Project includes construction of pipeline, a box 
culvert, and the extension of an existing boat ramp. Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would not expose people or structures, directly or indirectly, to a potential substantial adverse 

 

2 (Geology.com, 2023) 
3 (California Department of Conservation , 2022) 
4 Ibid. 
5 (California Department of Conservation, 2023) 
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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? 

    

3.2.10.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area contains the LBC, the LBCDD, and the LBCDR. Both the LBCDD 
and LBCDR are federally-owned and State-operated. They are used to provide flood control 
protection to the San Luis Canal/California Aqueduct. Additionally, they are able to provide 
flood protection to the City of Los Banos and I-5 because of their proximity to the Dam facilities. 
The Dam is operated to provide a maximum storage of 34,562 AF and a winter conservation 
pool of 20,562 AF. The Project is located in the Federal Emergency Management Agency Digital 
Flood Insurance Rate Map Zone D (FIRM Panel 06047C1025G, 12/2/2008), an unstudied area 
where flood hazards are undetermined, but flooding is possible.13 (See Appendix A, Figure 3-2) 

The Proposed Project area is located in the San Joaquin Valley Basin. The San Joaquin Basin is 
divided into seven subbasins. The Delta-Mendota subbasin, where the Proposed Project area is 
located, is approximately 747,000 acres and provides groundwater for areas in the counties of 
Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, and Fresno. Figure 1-4 in Appendix A shows the way that water is 
conveyed in the Proposed Project area. 

3.2.10.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, a more effective management of the water supplies in the 
LBCDR, maximizing water management opportunities for the region, groundwater recharge, 
flood control and downstream benefits while improving access for recreational use of the 
Reservoir, would not occur. 

 

13 (United States Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 2023) 
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3.2.11.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area is the existing LCBDR area. The surrounding lands are currently 
fallow. Lands are classified by the DOC as Grazing Land. The Proposed Project area and its 
surroundings are zoned A-2.  

3.2.11.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to land use as conditions would 
remain unchanged.  

Proposed Action 
The Proposed Project includes replacing a boat ramp, a box culvert, and the construction of an 
underground water conveyance pipeline, and would not include additional structures with the 
potential to physically divide a community, and would not conflict with any land use plan, policy 
or regulation. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 
In recent years, land use changes within the San Joaquin Valley have involved the urbanization 
of agricultural lands. These types of changes are typically driven by economic pressures and are 
as likely to occur with or without the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would improve 
existing infrastructure in order to more effectively manage available water supplies to meet 
existing demands. These are all improvements that would allow the continuation of existing land 
uses in the SLWD and other areas. Accordingly, no cumulative adverse impacts to land use are 
anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project would not be precedent 
setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that could potentially 
contribute to a cumulative effect related to land use and planning. 

3.2.12 Mineral Resources  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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

    

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

    

3.2.12.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area is located in a region that is designated Mineral Resource Zone 3a 
(MRZ-3a). The MRZ-3a indicates that there are known mineral resources of undetermined 
significance in the particular region. The Merced County General Plan does not identify the area 
as having a high likelihood of known significant sand and gravel resources. 
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3.2.12.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to mineral resources as conditions 
would remain unchanged.  

Proposed Action 
The Proposed Project does not have the potential to impact the availability of any known mineral 
resources of significance or mineral resource recovery sites as there are no recovery sites within 
the in the area, and the known mineral resources are of undetermined significance. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not preclude the recovery of any minerals in the area. There would be no 
impact.  

Cumulative Impacts 
There would be no cumulative impacts to mineral resources as the Proposed Project would not 
preclude the recovery of any minerals in the area. The Proposed Project would not be precedent 
setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that could potentially 
contribute to a cumulative effect related to land mineral resources. 

3.2.13 Noise 

Would the Project:  
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

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 groundborne vibration 
or groundborne 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 th e Project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

    

3.2.13.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area comprises existing canal structures, recreational areas and agricultural 
land. The closest residence (noise receptor) is approximately 0.5 miles away. 
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3.2.13.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no potential noise impacts as conditions would 
remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action 
Operation of the Proposed Project would utilize current pump stations and would not involve the 
construction of new pumps. Pumping at the pump stations would increase from current levels, 
but not beyond what they were designed to do, and have done in previous years. Due to lack of 
water and storage capacity of the CVP, the pumping demand has declined over the last thirty 
years. The current pump station noise levels are consistent with noise levels in the area from 
farming activities. Overall, there would not be a significant increase in noise in the area. 
Construction activities would involve temporary noise sources that are anticipated to last 
approximately six months during construction of the Proposed Project. Typical construction 
equipment would include an excavator, backhoe/loader, and miscellaneous equipment (e.g., 
pneumatic tools, generators and portable air compressors).  

The Merced County General Plan Noise Element (2013) sets the standard noise threshold of 65 
decibels (dBA) at the exterior of nearby residences. The closest residence is approximately 0.5 
miles from the Project area. The noise impact would be less than significant. 

Table 3-9 Noise Levels in dBA 

Equipment  
50 feet from Source (dBA 
Leq) 

100 feet from Source (dBA 
Leq) 

1.0 mile from  Source (dBA 
Leq) 

Air Compressor 80 74 40 
Backhoe 80 74 45 
Concrete Mixer 85 79 45 
Grader 85 79 45 
Jack Hammer 88 82 48 
Loader 80 74 40 
Paver 85 79 45 
Roller 85 79 45 
Saw 76 70 43 
Scraper 85 79 48 
Truck (e.g. dump, 
water) 

84 78 48 

Source: Noise level at 50 feet from (John A. Volpe National Transportation Systems Center, 2018) 
Note: Noise Levels at 100 feet and one mile, were extrapolated using a 6 dBA attenuation rate per 
doubling of distance. Each noise level assumes the piece of equipment is operating at full power for the 
expected duration to complete the construction activity. The duration varies widely between each piece of 
equipment. Noise levels also depend on the model and year of the equipment used. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The Proposed Project would not considerably increase cumulative adverse impacts related to 
noise. The Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, 
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present, or future projects in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect 
related to noise. 

3.2.14 Population and Housing  

Would the Project:  
 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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

    

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

    

3.2.14.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area is within the San Luis State Recreation Area and consists of a boat 
dock adjacent to a parking lot, a reservoir and dam, a pump station, access roads, and grazing 
land. The closest residence is approximately 0.5 miles away. The area is zoned A-2 (Exclusive 
General Agriculture). Construction areas are located in grazing land and vacant or disturbed land 
as determined by the FMMP. (Appendix A, Figure 3-2). 

3.2.14.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to population and housing as 
conditions would remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action  
The Proposed Project would not include any features that would require the destruction or 
relocation of existing housing or the construction of replacement housing, nor does it otherwise 
involve any increase or decrease in the number of available dwelling units in the area. It would 
not displace any people. The Proposed Project would assist in improving the efficiency and 
availability of water supplies to meet existing demands and would have no effect on population 
growth. 

The Proposed Project would not directly induce population growth in the region because the 
Proposed Project does not involve construction of new homes or businesses and would draw 
construction workers from the labor force within the region. The Proposed Project would not 
indirectly induce population growth in the region by removing an obstacle to growth, such as 
contributing to potable water supply capacity. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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The Proposed Project is located in a geographic area designated as Grazing Land and zoned for 
Agriculture. Although there is a farming residence within approximately 0.5 miles of the 
Proposed Project, the Project would not displace existing housing or necessitate the construction 
of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The Proposed Project would not result in any cumulative impacts to population and housing. The 
Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future 
projects in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect related to population 
and housing. 

3.2.15 Public Services  

Would the Project: 
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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 following public 
services: 
  Fire protection? 

    

  Police protection?     

  Schools?     

  Parks?     

  Other public facilities?     

3.2.15.1 Affected Environment  
The closest fire station is Merced County Fire Station #71 located approximately 7.5 miles 
northeast of the Proposed Project area. The Merced County Sheriff, Los Banos Substation, is 
located approximately 6.7 miles northeast and the nearest school, Charleston Elementary, is 
located approximately 5.9 miles east. The closest park/recreational area is on the site. 

3.2.15.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to public services as conditions 
would remain unchanged. 
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Proposed Action 
There is one residential structure in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. No new permanent 
employees would be located onsite after construction. Therefore, no new residents or employees 
would occupy the Proposed Project area and service demands per person would not increase. The 
Proposed Project would not require the provision of, or need for, new or physically altered 
government facilities.  

Construction of the Proposed Project would entail delivery of fuel and fueling/maintenance of 
the construction equipment as well as temporary storage of material (pipes, epoxy, concrete 
forms, etc.) daily. Because the Proposed Project does not expand the service area in which public 
services are provided, nor does it introduce any new or expanded facilities normally subject to 
fire or similar emergencies within the Proposed Project area, existing fire protection and police 
services would be able to sufficiently respond to emergency events with existing equipment and 
staffing capacities. Therefore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not require new fire 
or police facilities to maintain response ratios, service ratios, or other measures of performance. 
Impacts would be considered less than significant. 

As the Proposed Project would not result in an increase in population, it would not change 
existing demand for school services or necessitate construction of new parks. Therefore, there 
would be no impact. 

The Proposed Project would not include new housing or bring new businesses to the area that 
would require any additional services or public facilities, including libraries. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would have no impact related to other public facilities. 

Cumulative Impacts 
There would be no cumulative impacts to public services from the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future 
projects in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect related to public 
services. 

3.2.16 Recreation  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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

    

b) Does the Project include recreational 
facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might 
have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 
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3.2.16.1 Affected Environment  
As identified previously in Public Services, the closest park/recreational area is the Los Banos 
Creek State Recreation Area, located within the Proposed Project area. The Los Banos Creek 
State Recreation Area surrounds the LBCDR and was created in 1966 when Reclamation built 
the LBCDD. The Reservoir, with a capacity of 34,562 AF, is a joint-use facility owned by 
Reclamation and operated and maintained by the DWR. Water delivered is used for crop 
production as well as maintenance of wetlands, waterfowl habitat, and vegetation growth.14 

 

3.2.16.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to recreation as conditions would 
remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action  
The Proposed Project includes an element that would increase lake access in two ways:  1) by 
providing a box culvert over the Canyon Road outlet, and 2) extending the existing boat ramp to 
allow lake access during lower water levels. The box culvert would allow vehicles to pass over 
during most flood release scenarios. Currently, access is only provided during times of low or no 
flood flows when it is physically possible for a vehicle to travel across the LBC crossing. 
Extending the boat ramp would allow increased access for boats/recreational users when water 
levels are lower. Although ease of access would increase, it is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility. Any impacts to the environment from 
construction of the box culvert and extension of the boat ramp would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Impacts 
There would be no cumulative impacts to parks and recreation from the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future 
projects in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect related to recreation. 

3.2.17 Transportation  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

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) Would the Project conflict or be inconsistent 
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, 
subdivision (b)? 

    

 

14 (United States Bureau of Reclamation, 2023) 
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Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

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?     

3.2.17.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area would be located approximately 4.3 miles southeast of where I-5 and 
SR 152 intersect. A portion of the Project Area contains a rural county road named Canyon 
Road, which provides access to the LBCDR.  

3.2.17.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no additional impact to existing traffic patterns 
in the area. Conditions would remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action 
The Proposed Project would not conflict with any program or county transportation ordinance or 
policy. Construction would be temporary and would not result in significant impacts. The 
Proposed Project would adhere to all applicable local Merced County, State, and federal 
guidelines for both road and general construction. It would not increase hazards due to a 
geometric design or incompatible uses. Construction would also not limit emergency access 
routes in the area. In addition, once the box culvert is constructed, it would allow increased 
access to the LBCDR recreational facilities during most flood release scenarios. 

In accordance with Senate Bill (SB) 743, the California Natural Resources Agency adopted new 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b) in December 2018 by. These revisions to the 
CEQA Guidelines criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts are 
primarily focused on projects within transit priority areas and shift the focus from driver delay to 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, creation of multimodal networks, and promotion of a mix 
of land uses. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT)  is a measure of the total number of miles driven to or 
from a development and is sometimes expressed as an average per trip or per person. The 
provisions of SB 743 became applicable statewide on July 1, 2020. The County has not yet 
formally adopted its updated transportation significance thresholds or its updated transportation 
impact analysis procedures.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 suggests that the analysis of VMT impacts applies mainly to 
land use and transportation projects. Furthermore, projects that generate or attract fewer than 110 
operational trips per day would generally be exempt from further consideration with respect to 
VMT and impacts are assumed to be less than significant. Per this guidance, since the Proposed 
Project is neither a land use nor a transportation project, and would generate very few additional 
operational trips, it can be assumed to not have an impact on VMT. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
The Proposed Project, when added to other projects, would not contribute to significant road 
improvements or degradation in environmental conditions. The Proposed Project would not be 
precedent setting. There are not any past, present, or future projects in the area that could 
potentially contribute to a cumulative adverse effect related to transportation. 

3.2.18 Tribal Cultural Resources  

Would the Project:  
Potentially 
Significant 
Impact  

Less than 
Significant 
With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

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 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 ©  of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivisi© (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

3.2.18.1 Affected Environment  
On March 31, 2022, Kleinfelder requested that the California Native American Heritage 
Commission (NAHC) perform a search of its Sacred Lands File (SLF). The NAHC responded on 
April 14, 2022, with a list of Native American Tribes affiliated with the region to contact for 
additional information. The SLF search did not identify any resources within the vicinity of the 
APE. As the Federal lead agency, Reclamation consulted with the NAHC and local Native 
American tribes as part of its tribal consultation responsibilities under Section 106 of the NHPA. 
The NAHC supplied a list of four individuals and tribal representative with ancestral ties to the 
Proposed Project area. No properties of religious and cultural significance to Native American 
tribes were identified in the APE as a result of this consultation. The NAHC Native American 
contacts list is provided in Appendix B. 
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3.2.19.1 Affected Environment  
The Proposed Project area is located in the vicinity of the LBCDR. The Proposed Project area 
does not currently use any wastewater treatment services. Solid waste disposal during 
construction would be provided by the Merced County Regional Waste Authority, which 
operates two landfills. The Billy Wright Landfill is the closest landfill located approximately 3.2 
miles northwest of the site.  

3.2.19.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
There would be no impact to utilities and service systems as no construction would occur and 
conditions would remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action  
Neither construction nor operation of the Proposed Project components would include any 
activities that would require the relocation or construction of new expanded water, wastewater 
treatment, storm drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, require 
new wells or public water or any new or expanded wastewater infrastructure or service.  

The Proposed Project is anticipated to generate solid waste from construction activities. Any 
material generated from this Project would be transported off site for recycling or disposal. The 
Billy Wright Landfill , which is located approximately 3.2 miles northwest of the Proposed 
Project area, accepts construction waste and has adequate capacity for waste generated by the 
Proposed Project.15 The Proposed Project will comply with all federal, State, and local 
requirements related to solid waste. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The Proposed Project would not be precedent setting, nor would it have a cumulative adverse 
impact on utilities and service systems. There are not any past, present, or future projects in the 
area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect on utilities and service systems. 

3.2.20 Wildfire  

Would the Project:  

Potentiall
y 
Significan
t Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

a) If located in or near state responsibility areas or 
lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the Project: 
 
Substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose Project 

    

 

15 (CalRecycle, 2022) 
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Would the Project:  

Potentiall
y 
Significan
t Impact  

Less than 
Significant With 
Mitigation 
Incorporation  

Less than 
Significant 
Impact  

No 
Impact  

occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a 
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  
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? 

    

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? 

    

3.2.20.1 Affected Environment  
The Project is located in a Moderate Fire Hazard Severity Area within an SRA. The nearest very 
high fire hazard severity zone is approximately 15 miles away in San Benito County, California.  

3.2.20.2 Environmental Consequences  

No Action 
Under the No Action alternative, there would be no impact to wildfire as conditions would 
remain unchanged. 

Proposed Action  
The Proposed Project, due to its lack of proximity to very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
not substantially impair adopted emergency response or evacuation plans. Additionally, it would 
not exacerbate fire risk, nor would it necessitate installation of infrastructure that could 
exacerbate fire risk. Project construction would not hinder evacuation responses. The box culvert 
would allow for increased access for both pedestrians and emergency vehicles, and the proposed 
pipeline would be constructed to not impede any existing roadways. Project construction would 
not result in significant impacts.  

Cumulative Impacts 
There would be no cumulative impacts to wildfire from the Proposed Project. The Proposed 
Project would not be precedent setting, nor are there are not any past, present, or future projects 
in the area that could potentially contribute to a cumulative effect related to wildfire. 
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Appendix A: Figures  
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