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2 -  ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION 

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  Agriculture and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources and Tribal 
Cultural Resources 

 Energy 

 Geology and Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology and Water Quality  Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population and Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 Utilities and Service Systems  Wildfire   

Environmental Determination 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

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

 

Date:  Signed:   06/08/2026
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

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

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

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic building 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 points). 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? 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

The project site is located within the Mariposa TPA Specific Plan and is governed by the General Plan 
and the Mariposa TPA Specific Plan. Scenic resources cited within the Specific Plan include hillside, 
ridge, and ridgetop areas as scenic resources, particularly the preservation of ridges and ridgetops in 
a naturally appearing state.8 Scenic resources cited within the General Plan include the County’s 
forested ridges and valleys, grasslands and rolling hills, free-flowing rivers and streams, agricultural 
landscapes, and the historic character of its towns and settlements.9  

 
8  County of Mariposa. 2019. Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/79426. Accessed March 18, 2026. 
9  Mariposa County. 2006. Mariposa County General Plan – Volume I: Countywide General Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/98206. Accessed May 13, 2026.  
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The nearest eligible State Scenic Highway is SR-49, located 165 feet west of the project site. The 
nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is SR-140, located approximately 0.94 mile east of 
the project site. 10 

The project site is zoned GE, with a Design Review Overlay.11 The project site is generally 
characterized as undeveloped woodlands and grasslands consisting of fencing, utility poles, and a 
series of drainage ditches and culverts. The surrounding areas consist primarily of existing 
commercial and residential development, with undeveloped woodland north of the project site. Distant 
views of hillsides to the northeast are not visible from the project site. 

Sources of light and glare within the project vicinity are currently generated from existing residential 
and commercial developments to the east and west and intermittently from passing motorists on SR-
49 to the west. 

Would the project: 

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

No impact. The General Plan defines a “vista” as a unique view to or from a particular point and 
states that a view may be that of natural beauty, farmlands, settlements, towns, or villages.12 
According to the Specific Plan, the ridges surrounding Mariposa offer views of ridgelines and 
relatively undisturbed hillsides.13 These views are considered a scenic vista because they are unique 
views of natural beauty as defined in the General Plan. Additionally, public views of historically 
significant buildings, structures, and sites are protected pursuant to Section 2.5(b)(2) of the Specific 
Plan.14 

The proposed project is not within the viewshed of any historically significant buildings, structures, or 
sites. Views from the project site include hillsides and ridges to the south and west, and views of 
undisturbed hillsides with woodlands to the north. The project site is partially screened by existing 
vegetation and development.  

All proposed structures would have a maximum height of 14 feet and would thus comply with Section 
17.336, Supplementary Development Standards, of the County Code, which requires that all buildings 
or structures within the TPA Specific Plan Area have a maximum height of 35 feet or two stories, 

 
10  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2026. State Scenic Highways. Website: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/47e2009986264718a5a13a2c81382774#data_s=id%3Awidget_22_output_con
fig_default_geocode_0_0%3A0. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

11  Mariposa County. 2026. Zoning Lookup Dashboard. Website: https://mariposa-county-public-gis-data-portal-
mariposacounty.hub.arcgis.com/apps/d8ea9d86e152487ab14d91ad7134df30/explore. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

12  Mariposa County. 2006. Mariposa County General Plan – Volume I: Countywide General Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/98206. Accessed December 31, 2025.  

13  Mariposa County. 2019. Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/79426. Accessed December 15, 2025. 

14  Ibid. 
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whichever is greater.15 The proposed project would not have the potential to substantially block or 
otherwise affect public views of a scenic vista from the project site. Furthermore, the proposed project 
would be subject to the design review standards contained within the Specific Plan to protect public 
views of hillsides and ridgelines, including building heights.  

Additionally, due to the presence of existing vegetation and development, the proposed development 
would continue to be largely obscured from motorists traveling on SR-49. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not impair visibility of hillsides, ridges, or ridgetops in the vicinity of the project site, and 
there would be no impacts related to a scenic vista. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic building within a State Scenic Highway? 

No impact. The nearest eligible State Scenic Highway is SR-49, located 165 feet west of the project 
site. The nearest officially designated State Scenic Highway is SR-140, located approximately 0.94 
mile east of the project site. 16 At this distance, the proposed project is not visible from the nearest 
officially designated State Scenic Highway and would not have the potential to affect scenic resources 
due to intervening vegetation and development. The proposed project does not contain and is not 
adjacent to any trees, rock outcroppings, or historic buildings that would be considered scenic 
resources. Therefore, there would be no impact.  

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? 

Less than significant impact. According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15387, an urbanized area is a 
“central city or a group of contiguous cities with a population of 50,000 or more, together with 
adjacent densely populated areas having a population density of at least 1,000 persons per square 
mile” (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] § 15387). 17 According to the Department of Finance 
(DOF) estimates for 2026, the County as a whole has a population of 16,846 persons.18 Thus, the 
project site is located within a non-urbanized area.  

 
15  County of Mariposa. 2026. County Code. Title 17 Zoning. Chapter 17.300 Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. 

Section 17.336 Supplementary Development Standards. Section 17.336.020 Building Height. Website: 
https://mariposa.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=17.336_Supplementary_Development_Standar
ds. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

16  California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). 2026. State Scenic Highways. Website: 
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/47e2009986264718a5a13a2c81382774#data_s=id%3Awidget_22_output_con
fig_default_geocode_0_0%3A0. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

17  Association of Environmental Professionals (AEP). 2025. 2025 CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act Statutes and 
Guidelines. Page 342. Website: https://www.califaep.org/docs/CEQA_Handbook_2025combined.pdf. Accessed May 12, 
2026. 

18  California Department of Finance (DOF) 2026. E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 
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The project site is generally characterized as woodlands and grasslands containing fencing, utility 
poles, and a series of drainage ditches and culverts. The surrounding areas consist primarily of 
existing commercial and residential development, with undeveloped woodland located to the north of 
the project site, CAL FIRE and County public services buildings, and associated parking lots. The 
aesthetic features of the existing visual environment surrounding the project site are moderately 
varied, consisting of pockets of development located within undeveloped grasslands and woodland. 
The project site offers views of existing hillsides and ridges. As such, views of undeveloped 
woodlands and grasslands, ridges and hillsides, existing development, and trees would be 
considered the dominant visual features surrounding the project site.  

The proposed project would provide an EV transit yard and canopy, which would be consistent with 
the surrounding public facilities such as CAL FIRE and the County public services buildings, as well 
as the surrounding commercial uses. The development of a transit yard with a solar canopy and EV 
charging stations and infrastructure improvements would not substantially change the existing visual 
character of the area. The addition of pedestrian sidewalks, curbs, and gutters would be consistent 
with the surrounding residential, commercial, and public facilities in the area. The addition of paved 
parking areas and a solar canopy would be consistent with the surrounding parking lots and public 
facilities. These proposed improvements would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of 
the project site and its surrounding area. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or the 
quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project is located within a site where sources of light 
and glare are already generated from overhead lights, outdoor safety lighting, internal lighting from 
existing residential and commercial developments and public buildings to the east and west, and 
intermittently from passing motorists on SR-49 and surrounding roadways to the north, west, and 
south. Although the County does not have an adopted ordinance for noise or construction hours, 
construction of the proposed project would generally occur during daytime hours. Thus, no spillage of 
lighting onto adjacent properties is anticipated during construction. Although increased truck traffic 
and the transport of construction materials to the project site would temporarily increase glare, this 
glare would be minimal and temporary and would be screened from passing motorists on SR-49 and 
the surrounding roadways by existing trees and development.  

During operations, the proposed project would potentially result in increased glare resulting from the 
installation of a 14-foot-high solar canopy featuring PV panels mounted above paved surfaces. 
However, because the proposed canopy would provide overhead coverage for vehicles, any potential 
glare generated would be directed primarily upward, outside of the viewshed of passing motorists on 

 
2021-2026. Website: https://dof.ca.gov/media/docs/forecasting/Demographics/estimates/e-5-population-and-housing-
estimates-for-cities-counties-and-the-state-2020-2026/E-5_2026_InternetVersion.xlsxAccessed April 23, 2026. 
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SR-49 or the surrounding roadways. Furthermore, the project site would be largely screened by 
existing trees and development within the project vicinity. Therefore, impacts on sources of light and 
glare would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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No 
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2.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts 
on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including 
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by 
the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s inventory of forest 
land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment 
Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the 
California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), 
as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to 
the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program of the California Resources Agency, 
to nonagricultural 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 nonagricultural use or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use? 
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Environmental Evaluation 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead 
agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) 
prepared by the California Department 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 
CAL FIRE 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. 

Setting 

Based on the California Important Farmland Finder, the project area does not contain any farmland.19 
The project site is primarily designated Grazing Land, and off-site improvement areas along Lemee 
Lane and Frank Wilson Road are designated Urban and Built-Up Land.20 As discussed in greater 
detail in Section 2.4, Biological Resources, the central portion and majority of the project site contains 
wild oat-annual brome grassland while the northern and southern boundaries of the project site 
contain fragmented interior live oak–blue oak woodland, and the eastern boundary contains interior 
live oak–gray pine woodland.  

According to the General Plan Land Use Map, the nearest lands zoned for agricultural use are lands 
zoned Agriculture Exclusive Zone (AE) by the County along SR-140 approximately 1.11 miles 
northeast of the project site. 21 

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 nonagricultural use? 

No impact. Based on the project site’s distance from farmland and the nature of the proposed 
project, the proposed project would not displace any existing Farmland or convert Farmland to 
different uses. There is no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
within or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

 
19  California Department of Conservation. 2026. California Important Farmland Finder. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/ciff/. Accessed May 11, 2026. 
20  Ibid. 
21  Mariposa County. 2026. Mariposa County GIS Hub Site: Zoning Lookup Dashboard. Website: https://mariposa-county-

public-gis-data-portal-mariposacounty.hub.arcgis.com/apps/d8ea9d86e152487ab14d91ad7134df30/explore. Accessed 
May 11, 2026. 
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b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 

No impact. There is no land zoned for agricultural use or under an existing Williamson Act contract 
within or adjacent to the project site. The nearest lands that are enrolled in a Williamson Act contract 
are located across mountainous terrain approximately 1.32 miles northwest of the project site. 22 The 
nearest lands zoned for agricultural use are lands zoned AE by the County, approximately 1.11 miles 
northeast of the project site; these lands are not under a Williamson Act contract. 23 The project site is 
surrounded by lands zoned as SFR-1/2AC, Professional Office (PO), and Public/Quasi-Public (PQP) 
to the north; lands zoned General Commercial Zone (GC) to the east and south; and SR-49 and 
lands zoned PO to the west. 24 Therefore, the proposed project is not on or adjacent to any 
agricultural zones or Williamson Act contracted lands and would not have the potential to conflict with 
Williamson Act lands or any lands zoned for agricultural use. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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))? 

Less than significant impact. Mariposa County contains forested lands, and the community of 
Mariposa contains mixed riparian woodland habitat. 25 The project site contains 0.38 acre of interior 
live oak (Quercus wislizeni)–blue oak (Quercus douglasii) woodland and 0.08 acre of interior live 
oak–gray pine (Pinus sabiniana) woodland (Exhibit 6). As discussed in Section 2.4, Biological 
Resources, the proposed project would include the removal of trees, including oak trees.  

As discussed previously, lands adjacent to the project site are zoned SFR-1/2AC, PO, PQP, and GC. 
Therefore, the woodland areas on the project site are not zoned for forest or timber production uses. 
Because the project site is not zoned for forest or timberland, the proposed project would not conflict 
with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land, timberland, nor would it require rezoning or 
conversion of land designated for timber production. Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the project 
would substantially diminish forest land by removing or converting a large area of forest resources, 
fragmenting intact forest stands, or causing a long-term change from forest land to a non-forest use.  

 
22  California Department of Conservation. 2025. Williamson Act Enrollment Finder. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/WilliamsonAct/App/. Accessed May 11, 2026. 
23  Mariposa County. 2026. Mariposa County GIS Hub Site: Zoning Lookup Dashboard. Website: https://mariposa-county-

public-gis-data-portal-mariposacounty.hub.arcgis.com/apps/d8ea9d86e152487ab14d91ad7134df30/explore. Accessed 
May 11, 2026. 

24  Ibid. 
25  Mariposa County. 2023. Mariposa Creek Parkway Phase III and Trailhead Project Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 

Declaration. Website: https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/2023020034/AttachmentZip. Accessed May 11, 2026. 
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The woodland vegetation on the project site is limited in extent, occurs in fragmented patches along 
the site margins, and is surrounded by existing roadway, public facility, commercial, and residential 
development. The proposed project would not divide or isolate an intact woodland stand or disrupt a 
broader forested landscape. The project site is not designated for forest production, timberland, or 
other managed forest use, and the proposed project would not alter any adjacent land use 
designations or induce conversion of off-site woodland areas. Additionally, the proposed project would 
not result in the loss of forest land or convert forest land to non-forest use. The Mariposa County 
Voluntary Oak Woodland Management Plan and Landowner Guidelines Resolution 26 specifies that an 
effort will be made to retain oak woodlands of Mariposa County. The mature oak trees on the project 
site constitute oak woodland resources of the type contemplated by the Mariposa County Voluntary 
Oak Woodland Management Plan and Landowner Guidelines Resolution, which encourages retention 
of such resources where feasible. .

27 Accordingly, any necessary removal of on-site trees would be 
limited in scope and would not constitute a substantial loss of forest land or a conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use.  

.

28 Therefore, oak removal would be limited to those trees that cannot be feasibly avoided due to their 
location on the project site. Because the oak woodland guidelines are advisory rather than regulatory, 
the proposed project would not conflict with local oak preservation policies.  

Accordingly, the proposed project would not result in the conversion of forest land to a non-forest use. 
Tree removal would be restricted to the minimum necessary to meet engineering, safety, and design 
standards, and no off-site forest lands or intact woodland stands would be affected. Because the 
proposed project would not substantially diminish forest or woodland resources, impacts to forest land 
would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. As discussed previously, there are no agricultural uses in the vicinity 
of the project site, and because the proposed project is not zoned for forest or timberland and tree 
removal would be restricted to the minimum necessary, the proposed project would not convert forest 
land to non-forest use. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not involve changes 
in the existing environment or convert Farmland to nonagricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

 
26 Mariposa County. 1995. Mariposa County Voluntary Oak Woodland Management Plan and Landowner Guidelines. 

Website: https://calisphere.org/item/b33a378e-aad2-4d31-aeb1-35bf28e21c9d/?order=0. Accessed May 11, 2026. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Ibid. 
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2.3 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? 

    

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or State ambient air quality 
standard? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those 
leading to odors or) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people? 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
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. 

Setting 

Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District (MCAPCD) is the local air district responsible for air 
quality planning, monitoring, regulation, and permitting in Mariposa County. Under the federal 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), Mariposa County is designated nonattainment for 
the 2015 8-hour ozone standard, 29 meaning monitored ozone levels exceed the federal limit and the 
district must prepare and implement ozone attainment plans under the Clean Air Act. For other criteria 
pollutants such as particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) and less than 2.5 
microns in diameter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides (NOX), and sulfur dioxide, the County 
is generally classified as attainment or unclassified under NAAQS. Under the California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards, which are more stringent than federal standards, Mariposa County is also 

 
29  United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 2026. Current Nonattainment Counties for All Criteria Pollutants. 

January 31. Website: https://www3.epa.gov/airquality/greenbook/ancl.html. Accessed May 11, 2026. 
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nonattainment for ozone, 30 while it is typically attainment or unclassified for most other pollutants. As 
a result, MCAPCD’s primary regulatory focus is on reducing ozone precursors to achieve both federal 
and State air quality standards. 

The MCAPCD has identified quantitative emissions thresholds to determine whether the potential air 
quality impacts of a project require analysis in the form of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The 
MCAPCD threshold of significance is 100 tons per year for any criteria air pollutant before the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 31  

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. A significant impact would be one that conflicts with or obstructs 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. The Mariposa County portion of the California State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) consists of United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-
approved MCAPCD rules and regulations. In addition to the compiled local rules, the SIP includes the 
MCAPCD-adopted ozone attainment plan developed to address Mariposa County’s designation as 
nonattainment for the 2015 8-hour ozone NAAQS. The proposed project would comply with the 
applicable MCAPCD rules and regulations; therefore, the proposed project would be consistent with 
the Mariposa County SIP, which is the applicable air quality plan for the project area. For example, 
Rule 202 prohibits visible emissions and Rule 205 is a general nuisance prevention rule. Construction 
emissions, including construction equipment exhaust and windblown dust would be managed in the 
construction contract per the provisions of California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
Standard Specifications, Section 14-9.02, Air Pollution Control, and Section 10-5, Dust Control. 

Furthermore, as demonstrated in Impact 2.3(b), below, the proposed project would not exceed 
MCAPCD’s emission thresholds of significance. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict 
with any applicable air quality plan. Impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air 
quality standard? 

Less than significant impact. Air pollutant emissions associated with the proposed project would 
occur over the short term from construction. Construction activities would result in short-term 
increases in emissions from the use of heavy machinery, soil disturbance, materials used in 
construction and construction traffic. Construction activities are expected to begin in July 2027 and 

 
30  California Air Resources Board (ARB). 2024. 2024 Amendments to Area Designations for State Ambient Air Quality 

Standards. Appendix C - Maps and Tables of Area Designations for State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
Website: https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/barcu/regact/2025/areades/appc.pdf. Accessed May 6, 2026. 

31  Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District (MCAPCD). 2005. CEQA Thresholds of Significance. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=. Accessed 
May 2, 2026. 
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would take approximately 15 months. Emissions would consist of fugitive dust, mainly from ground 
disturbance, as well as volatile organic compounds (VOC) and NOX emissions, which are both ozone 
precursors, 32 from equipment operations and vehicle use. The project’s construction emissions were 
estimated using California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) and are compared to the 
MCAPCD thresholds in Table 1 below. As shown in Table 1, the proposed project would not exceed 
MCAPCD’s emission thresholds and therefore would not result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant during construction.  

Table 1: Construction Emissions 

 

Regional Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

VOC NOX CO SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Project Construction  0.13 1.11 1.38 <0.01 0.07 0.05 

MCAPCD Significance Threshold 
(tons per year) 

100 100 100 100 100 100 

Exceed Threshold? No No No No No No 

Notes: 
CO = carbon monoxide 
MCAPCD = Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District 
NOX = nitrogen oxides 
PM10 = particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
PM2.5 = particulate matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
SOX = sulfur oxides 
VOC = volatile organic compound 

Emissions are presented as total construction emissions rather than annualized values to provide a conservative estimate of 
the project’s potential impacts. 
Source of Emissions: Appendix A. 

 

Operation of the proposed EV transit yard would result in minimal mobile-source emissions. The 
proposed project is intended to support a transition to a zero-emission fleet; therefore, the majority of 
operational vehicle trips would be associated with ZEVs, which do not generate tailpipe emissions. As 
a result, criteria pollutant emissions associated with mobile sources would be negligible. While a 
minimal number of gasoline-powered vehicles may occasionally visit the site for maintenance, repair, 
or support activities, such visits would be infrequent and limited in duration and would not 
substantially contribute to emissions. 

Further, the proposed project would include on-site EV charging infrastructure powered by the solar 
canopy and associated electrical systems. The use of on-site renewable energy would reduce 
reliance on grid electricity and further minimize indirect emissions associated with vehicle charging. 
Given the limited number of vehicle trips, the predominance of ZEVs, and the incorporation of 

 
32  Ozone precursors form ground-level ozone when they react in sunlight. 
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renewable energy generation, operational emissions from the proposed transit yard would be 
minimal. 

In summary, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact related to a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant.  

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would have a significant impact if it exposed 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. Sensitive receptors are defined as 
residences, schools, hospitals, convalescent homes, and other facilities where people spend 
significant amounts of time. The MCAPCD does not have guidelines to determine the significance of 
whether a project would expose sensitive receptors to pollutants.  

The project site is located in an area characterized by low-density residential, vacant land, and 
commercial uses. The primary toxic air contaminant (TAC) that would be generated by construction of 
the proposed project is diesel particulate matter (DPM), which would be released from the exhaust of 
diesel-powered construction vehicles and equipment. Health risks from carcinogenic air toxics such 
as DPM are quantified in terms of individual cancer risk, which is the likelihood that a person exposed 
to concentrations of TACs over a 30-year period will contract cancer based on standard risk-
assessment methodology. However, the anticipated duration of construction activities associated with 
the proposed project would be 15 months. Given the temporary nature of construction and the scale 
of construction proposed, construction of the proposed project would have less than significant health 
risk impacts. Furthermore, as shown in Table 1, construction of the proposed project would generate 
only nominal particulate matter (PM) emissions that are substantially below MCAPCD’s emission 
thresholds. This demonstrates that the proposed project’s short-term construction activities would not 
meaningfully contribute to localized particulate concentrations or elevate health risk levels in the 
surrounding community.  

Post construction, the proposed project would be used as an EV transit yard. The vehicles that 
access the site would largely be electricity or occasionally gasoline powered and would not be a 
significant source of DPM emissions. Therefore, the proposed project’s operation-related health risks 
are considered less than significant. 

Therefore, the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact related to exposing 
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of pollutants.  

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

Less than significant impact. Minor sources of odors would be present during construction from 
diesel engines, which may be considered offensive to some individuals. However, because odors 
would be temporary and would disperse rapidly with distance from the source, construction-generated 
odors would not result in frequent objectionable odorous emissions. This impact is less than 
significant. 
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Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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2.4 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 Wildlife or 
United States 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, and regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or United 
States 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 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? 

    

 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

This section evaluates potential effects on biological resources that may result from proposed 
project implementation. An on-site assessment of biological resources was conducted by FirstCarbon 
Solutions (FCS) Biologists on February 3, 2025.  Prior to the field survey, a FCS Biologist reviewed 
the CDFW California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), a special-status species and plant 
community account database; the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) system; and the California Native Plant Society Rare Plant 
Inventory (CNPS Inventory) database for the Feliciana Mountain, California USGS 7.5-minute 
Topographic Quadrangle Map and the eight surrounding quadrangles (Appendix B). 

The 1.54-acre project site is located in Mariposa County, a census-designated place located in south-
central Mariposa County, just east of SR-49. The central portion and the majority of the project site is 
composed of wild oat (Avena spp.)–annual brome (Bromus spp.) grassland. The northern and southern 
boundaries of the project site contain fragmented interior live oak (Quercus wislizeni)–blue oak 
(Quercus douglasii) woodland while the eastern boundary contains interior live oak–gray pine (Pinus 
sabiniana) woodland that extends off-site into the undeveloped woodland. There are two ephemeral 
drainages that generally travel east to west through the project site. The drainages are connected 
through multiple culverts before conveying water under Lemee Lane to the west (Exhibit 6). 

The wild oat-annual brome grassland is mostly composed of wild oat; however, due to the season, it 
was difficult to identify many plants. Forbs present in this community were mostly non-native or 
disturbance tolerant native species, including longbeak stork's bill clover (Erodium botrys), winter 
vetch (Vicia villosa), clover (Trifolium sp.), and Heermann's tarweed (Holocarpha heermannii). Wild 
oat-annual brome grassland is not listed as a sensitive natural community on the CDFW California 
Natural Community List. 

American mistletoe (Phoradendron leucarpum) was present on some of the trees within the interior 
live oak–blue oak woodland. The shrub understory was sparse, composed of scattered sticky 
whiteleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos viscida), and the herbaceous understory was mostly wild oat and 
ripgut brome with miners lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata) and streambank springbeauty (Claytonia 
parviflora) growing in sections near the drainages. Interior live oak–blue oak woodland is not listed as 
a sensitive natural community on the CDFW California Natural Community List. 

The interior live oak–gray pine woodland is present along the east side of the project site and 
surrounding the eastern reach of the ephemeral drainage. Interior live oak is the dominant tree in this 
community and some were observed with American mistletoe growing on the branches. The shrub 
understory in this community was moderate and mostly composed of sticky whiteleaf manzanita, with 
some toyon (Heteromeles arbutifolia) also present. Ferns and forbs present in this community were 
mostly native, including gold back fern (Pentagramma triangularis), Pacific sanicle (Sanicula 
crassicaulis), and lupine (Lupinus sp.). Interior live oak–gray pine/sticky whiteleaf manzanita 
woodland is not listed as a sensitive natural community on the CDFW California Natural Community 
List. 
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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 Wildlife or United States Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. As discussed above, potential impacts to 
special-status species and associated mitigation are based on the February 2025 reconnaissance-
level field survey conducted by FCS Biologists and on the results of literature reviews to identify 
potential biological resources that could be present on-site, including database searches of the 
CDFW CNDDB; the USFWS IPaC; and the CNPS Inventory (Appendix B).  

The literature review performed by FCS identified a total of 69 special-status species within the 
project vicinity. The database identified 50 potential special-status plant species, nine of which have a 
moderate to high potential to occur on-site, including big-scale balsamroot (Balsamorhiza 
macrolepis), Mariposa pussypaws (Calyptridium pulchellum), Mariposa clarkia (Clarkia biloba ssp. 
australis), beaked clarkia (Clarkia rostrata), small-flowered monkeyflower (Erythranthe inconspicua), 
Congdon's lomatium (Lomatium congdonii), Mariposa lupine (Lupinus citrinus var. deflexus), 
shaggyhair lupine (Lupinus spectabilis), and Hall's wyethia (Wyethia elata). The database identified 
19 special-status wildlife species, five of which have the potential to occur on-site, including Crotch's 
bumble bee (Bombus crotchii), northwestern pond turtle (Actinemys marmorata), pallid bat (Antrozous 
pallidus), western mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and western red bat (Lasiurus frantzii). 
These species are discussed in further detail below. 

Special-status Plant Species 

The project site contains suitable habitat to support nine special-status plant species. Project ground-
disturbing activities, including vegetation removal, could have the potential to impact special-status 
plant species occurring on-site, resulting in potentially significant impacts. Therefore, with the 
implementation of rare plant surveys (Mitigation Measure [MM] BIO-1a), potential impacts to special-
status plant species, including big-scale balsamroot, Mariposa pussypaws, Mariposa clarkia, beaked 
clarkia, small-flowered monkeyflower, Congdon's lomatium, Mariposa lupine, shaggyhair lupine, and 
Hall's wyethia, would be reduced to less than significant levels. Additional discussion of the potential 
special-status plant species is further discussed below. 

Big-scale Balsamroot 

Big-scale balsamroot is a perennial herb in the Asteraceae family with a California Rare Plant Rank 
(CRPR) of 1B.2 from the CNPS. It is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and valley and foothill 
grassland. This species sometimes grows in serpentine soils. There is potentially suitable habitat for 
this species in the wild oat-annual brome grassland, interior live oak–blue oak woodland, and interior 
live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 
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Mariposa Pussypaws 

Mariposa pussypaws is an annual herb in the Montiacea family that is federally listed as threated and 
has a CRPR of 1B.1 from the CNPS. It is found in chaparral and cismontane woodland. This species 
grows in granitic, sometimes gravelly or sandy soils. There is potentially suitable habitat for this 
species in the interior live oak–blue oak woodland and interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the 
project site. 

Mariposa Clarkia 

Mariposa clarkia is an annual herb in the Onagraceae family with a CRPR of 1B.2 from the CNPS. It 
is found in chaparral and cismontane woodland. This species grows in serpentine soils. There is 
potentially suitable habitat for this species in the interior live oak–blue oak woodland and interior live 
oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Beaked Clarkia 

Beaked clarkia is an annual herb in the Onagraceae family with a CRPR of 1B.3 from the CNPS. It is 
found in cismontane woodland and valley and foothill grassland. There is potentially suitable habitat 
for this species in the wild oat-annual brome grassland, interior live oak–blue oak woodland, and 
interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Small-flowered Monkeyflower 

Small-flowered monkeyflower is an annual herb in the Phrymaceae family with a CRPR of 4.3 from 
the CNPS. It is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and lower montane coniferous forest. This 
species grows in mesic soils. There is potentially suitable habitat for this species in the interior live 
oak–blue oak woodland and interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Congdon's Lomatium 

Congdon's lomatium is a perennial herb in the Apiaceae family with a CRPR of 1B.2 from the CNPS. 
It is found in chaparral, cismontane woodland, and lower montane coniferous forest. This species 
grows in mesic soils. There is potentially suitable habitat for this species in the interior live oak–blue 
oak woodland and interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Mariposa Lupine 

Mariposa lupine is an annual herb in the Fabaceae family that is State-listed as threated and has a 
CRPR of 1B.2 from the CNPS. There is potentially suitable habitat for this species in the interior live 
oak–blue oak woodland and interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Shaggyhair Lupine 

Shaggyhair lupine is an annual herb in the Fabaceae family with a CRPR of 1B.2 from the CNPS. 
There is potentially suitable habitat for this species in the interior live oak–blue oak woodland and 
interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 
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Hall's Wyethia 

Hall's wyethia is a perennial herb in the Asteraceae family with a CRPR of 4.3 from the CNPS. There 
is potentially suitable habitat for this species in the wild oat-annual brome grassland, interior live oak–
blue oak woodland, and interior live oak–gray pine woodland on the project site. 

Special-status Wildlife Species 

The project site contains suitable habitat to support five potential special-status wildlife species and 
two protected functional groups, discussed in further detail below. 

Crotch’s Bumble Bee 

Crotch’s bumble bee is a candidate for listing and receives protections under the California 
Endangered Species Act and has a low potential to occur on-site. This species is typically found in 
coastal California east to the Sierra-Cascade crest and south into Mexico. Food plant genera include 
Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and Eriogonum. The project site may 
contain the required host plants Eschscholzia, Clarkia, Phacelia, or Eriogonum for foraging to support 
this species; however, the site was not surveyed during the blooming season. There have been three 
occurrences recorded in the vicinity of the project site in the past 8 years. There was a queen with 
smaller individuals seen on a Phacelia approximately 7 miles southwest of the project site in 2020. 
There was one male recorded on a Salvia approximately 10 miles southeast of the project site in 
2018. There was also an individual recorded on a Lupinus approximately 7 miles north of the project 
site in 2017. Ground-disturbing activities, including vegetation removal, could result in potentially 
significant impacts to Crotch’s bumble bee. Therefore, with the implementation of pre-construction 
surveys, as well as CDFW consultation where required (MM BIO-1b), potential impacts to Crotch’s 
bumble bee would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Northwestern Pond Turtle 

Northwestern pond turtle is a species of special concern and is proposed as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act and has a moderate potential to occur on-site. This species is a thoroughly 
aquatic turtle found in ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and irrigation ditches, usually with aquatic 
vegetation below 6,000 feet elevation. The species requires basking sites and suitable upland habitat 
(sandy banks or grassy open fields) up to 0.5 kilometers from water for egg-laying. The project site 
contains drainages connected to Mariposa Creek and supports nearby grassland habitat. One 
CNDDB occurrence was recorded in the general vicinity of Mariposa on an unknown date. One 
iNaturalist occurrence was recorded approximately 1.5 miles east of project site in 2023, in a 
retention basin. An additional iNaturalist occurrence was recorded approximately 3.5 miles west of 
project site in 2023, in a north section of the Agua Fria Creek. No Critical Habitat has been 
designated for this species on IPaC. Because of the proximity to Mariposa Creek and nearby 
grassland habitats, it cannot be ruled out that northwestern pond turtle individuals may occupy the 
site prior to the start of construction. Therefore, with the implementation of pre-construction surveys, 
as well as CDFW and USFWS consultation where required (MM BIO-1c), potential impacts to 
northwestern pond turtle would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
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Protected Nesting Birds 

The project site’s existing trees, shrubs, and riparian woodland habitats may provide potential nesting 
habitat for birds. A large portion of the project site and undeveloped areas adjacent to the project site 
contain a number of trees and shrubs that could be used by protected nesting birds. Should these be 
present, construction-related activities could result in their loss, which would result in a significant 
impact to protected nesting bird species. With implementation of pre-construction nesting bird 
surveys, as well as the establishment of avoidance buffers where required (MM BIO-1d), potential 
impacts to protected and special-status bird species would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Protected Roosting Bats 

The project site’s existing trees and undeveloped adjacent areas may provide potential roosting 
habitat for bats including special-status species such as pallid bat, western mastiff bat, and western 
red bat. Pallid and western mastiff bats commonly roost in exfoliating bark and tree cavities for cover 
and thermal regulation, while western red bats typically use dense canopy foliage for roosting. If 
present, construction-related activities could result in their loss, which would result in a significant 
impact to protected roosting bats. With implementation of pre-construction roosting bat surveys, as 
well as the implementation of exclusionary practices where required (MM BIO-1e), potential impacts 
to protected roosting bats would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

Summary 

The project site contains suitable habitat for a number of special-status plant and wildlife species; 
therefore, ground-disturbing activities could result in potentially significant impacts. However, these 
impacts are based on reconnaissance-level surveys and literature review identifying species with 
moderate to high potential to occur on-site. With implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-1e, 
including focused rare plant surveys, pre-construction surveys for wildlife (e.g., Crotch’s bumble bee, 
northwestern pond turtle, nesting birds, and roosting bats), consultation with regulatory agencies 
where required, and avoidance or exclusion measures, potential impacts to biological resources 
would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Potential impacts to sensitive natural 
communities and associated mitigation are based on the February 2025 reconnaissance-level field 
survey conducted by FCS Biologists. As previously discussed, the vegetation communities located on 
the project site are interior live oak–blue oak woodland, interior live oak–gray pine/sticky whiteleaf 
manzanita woodland, wild oat-annual brome grassland, ruderal, and developed (Exhibit 7). None of 
these communities are listed as sensitive on the CDFW California Natural Community List, as such 
temporary and permanent impacts would not be significant. As previously discussed, there are two 
drainages on-site that connect to Mariposa Creek to the south of the project site. Creeks, 



E L E C T R I C  V E H I C L E  T R A N S I T  Y A R D  P R O J E C T  
 I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

 

3 8  FCS  
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/4199/41990039/ISMND/41990039 Mariposa EV Transit Yard Project ISMND.docx 

streambeds, and riparian communities are considered sensitive and are generally regulated by the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), CDFW, and the Central Valley RWQCB.  

Construction of the proposed project could result in potential impacts to protected waters in the form 
of the two on-site drainages mapped during the February 2025 field survey. Impacts to these 
drainages would be considered a significant impact. Project-related impacts would likely be regulated 
pursuant to the CWA, Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, and Fish and Game Code Section 
1602, et seq., and would require the project proponent to implement MM BIO-2a, requiring a formal 
aquatic resources jurisdictional delineation in order to quantify the extent of aquatic resources on the 
project site and provide a subsequent jurisdictional determination. 

Furthermore, to reduce impacts to the on-site drainages, the project applicant shall also implement 
MM BIO-2b and MM BIO-2c, which requires the applicant to coordinate with applicable regulatory 
agencies, including the CDFW, Central Valley RWQCB, and USACE, to obtain the appropriate 
permits (e.g., Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement, Waste Discharge 
Requirement [WDR]/Section 401 Certification, Section 404 Pre-construction notification) and/or no 
permit letters, to the extent required by applicable laws and regulations. 

Compliance with regulatory permitting requirements and any conditions of approval determined by 
CDFW, Central Valley RWQCB, and/or USACE would reduce impacts to riparian habitat and/or 
sensitive natural communities to less than significant levels. 
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Exhibit 6
Source: ESRI Aerial Im agery . Mark Thom as & Com pany, Inc. January  2025. 
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Exhibit 7
Source: ESRI Aerial Im agery. Mark T h om as & Com pany, Inc. January 2025. 
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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? 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. The reconnaissance field survey conducted by 
FCS Biologists in February 2025 did not identify any wetlands located on the project site; however, a 
formal aquatic resources jurisdictional delineation was not completed. As outlined above, the project 
would implement MM BIO-2a, requiring a formal aquatic resources jurisdictional delineation in order 
to quantify the extent (if any) of State or federally protected wetlands on the project site. If State or 
federally protected wetlands are identified during the formal aquatic resources jurisdictional 
delineation then impacts to these features would be mitigated through MM BIO-2b and 2c, as 
necessary. Implementation of these measures, as necessary, would reduce potential impacts to State 
or federally protected wetlands to a less than significant level. 

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

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Wildlife corridors are generally described as 
pathways or habitat linkages that connect discrete areas of natural open space otherwise separated 
or fragmented by topography, changes in vegetation, and other natural or human induced factors, 
such as urbanization. The fragmentation of natural habitat creates isolated “islands” of vegetation that 
may not provide sufficient area or resources to accommodate sustainable populations for a number of 
species, thus adversely affecting both genetic and species diversity. Corridors often partially or largely 
eliminate the adverse effects of fragmentation by (1) allowing wildlife to move between remaining 
habitats to replenish depleted populations and increase the gene pool available; (2) providing escape 
routes from fire, predators, and human disturbances, thus reducing the risk that catastrophic events 
(such as fire or disease) would result in population or species extinction; and (3) serving as travel 
paths for individual animals moving throughout their home range in search of food, water, mates, and 
other needs, or for dispersing juveniles in search of new home ranges. 

The project site is not located within or adjacent to a wildlife movement corridor. The project site is not 
mapped as an irreplaceable and essential corridor and is instead mapped as conservation planning 
linkages, as is the entire area of Mariposa. This is likely related to the large areas of undeveloped 
lands in the general Mariposa County surrounding Mariposa. The proposed project is not expected to 
result in significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors and wildlife nursery sites given the 
numerous wildlife barriers surrounding the project site. Wildlife movement barriers within the 
immediate vicinity of the project site include SR-49 to the south, CAL FIRE headquarters to the west, 
Mariposa County Health and Human Services building to the east, and residential developments to 
the northeast. The project site is located in a more rural setting that can be characterized by low-
intensity land uses, limited infrastructure and the presence of open space features, some of which 
include approximately 8 acres of open space between the site itself and the church located to the 
north. 
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While the proposed project may result in minor, temporary impacts to wildlife movement during 
construction, implementation of pre-construction nesting bird and roosting bat surveys, as well as the 
establishment of avoidance buffers and installation of exclusionary devices where required (MM BIO-
1d and MM BIO-1e), potential impacts to wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites would be 
reduced to less than significant levels. 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The Mariposa County General Plan 33 
(General Plan) Goal 11-4 is to “Conserve and enhance the ecosystems, plant communities, wildlife 
habitats, and the inherent diversity of both plant and animal species for the recreational, commercial, 
aesthetic, and basic ecosystems needs.” The General Plan includes multiple implementation 
measures requiring assessment and mitigation for impacts to sensitive habitats, wildlife migration 
corridors, wildlife breeding and nursery sites, occurrences of special-status plant and animal species, 
riparian communities, and jurisdictional aquatic features. As described above, the proposed project 
has the potential to impact special-status plant and animal species, seasonal nesting birds, and the 
potentially jurisdictional on-site drainages. Implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-2c would 
reduce project impacts on biological resources to a less than significant level. 

The Mariposa County Voluntary Oak Woodland Management Plan and Landowner Guidelines 
Resolution 34 specifies that an effort will be made to retain oak woodlands of Mariposa County. Oaks 
of all sizes and species are recommended to be protected except in the case where there is a fire or 
safety hazard. There are mature oak trees present that would be likely covered under the resolution; 
however, it is voluntary and not legally enforceable. 35 Oak removal would be limited to those trees 
that cannot be feasibly avoided due to roadway widening, slope stability, or safety requirements. 
Because the oak woodland guidelines are advisory rather than regulatory, and because the proposed 
project incorporates avoidance, minimization, and revegetation measures consistent with General 
Plan objectives, the proposed project would not conflict with local oak preservation policies. Impacts 
related to oak trees would therefore be less than significant.  

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? 

No impact. The project site does not fall under an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP)/Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or State HCP. Therefore, 

 
33 Mariposa County. 2025. Mariposa County General Plan. Website: https://www.mariposacounty.gov/458/General-Plan. 

Accessed April 15, 2026. 
34 Mariposa County. 1995. Mariposa County Voluntary Oak Woodland Management Plan and Landowner Guidelines. 

Website: https://calisphere.org/item/b33a378e-aad2-4d31-aeb1-35bf28e21c9d/?order=0. Accessed April 15, 2026. 
35 Mariposa County. 2003. Mariposa County Tree Protections in Place. Website: https://ucanr.edu/sites/default/files/2025-

09/Mariposa-County-policy.pdf. Accessed April 15, 2026. 
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the proposed project would not conflict with the provisions of the adopted regional conservation plan 
and no impacts would occur. 

Mitigation Measures 
MM BIO-1a Protocol-level Rare Plant Surveys 

A qualified Plant Biologist shall conduct three surveys within the Rare Plant Survey 
Area for special-status plant species according to the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special-
Status Native Plant Populations and Sensitive Natural Communities (2018, rev. 
2021). These surveys shall be timed to capture the local blooming period of special-
status plant species with a moderate to high potential to occur on-site, including big-
scale balsamroot, Mariposa pussypaws, Mariposa clarkia, beaked clarkia, small-
flowered monkeyflower, Congdon's lomatium, Mariposa lupine, shaggyhair lupine, 
and Hall's wyethia. 

If any special-status plant species are found within the project site impact area, the 
occurrences shall be mapped, recorded, and submitted to the California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB). The Rare Plant Survey Report shall detail any special-
status plant species or sensitive natural communities found on-site, as well as 
propose potential avoidance or mitigation measures based upon specific 
occurrences. 

MM BIO-1b Protocol-level Crotch’s Bumble Bee Surveys 

A qualified Biologist shall conduct focused Crotch’s bumble bee surveys, in 
accordance with survey guidelines described in the 2023 California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Survey Considerations for California Endangered Species 
Act (CESA) Candidate Bumble Bee Species, within 1 year of initiation of ground-
disturbing activities (i.e., grubbing, grading, disking, etc.). If the focused surveys are 
positive for Crotch’s bumble bee, the project applicant shall obtain take authorization 
under CESA in the form of an Incidental Take Permit (ITP) issued by CDFW prior to 
conducting any ground-disturbing activities. Mitigation measures outlined in the ITP 
shall be used to offset impacts to this species. 

Areas scheduled for grading and/or vegetation shall be revegetated utilizing an 
assemblage of native upland vegetation suitable for the area. Invasive, exotic plants 
shall be controlled to the maximum extent practicable during construction. This 
measure shall be implemented in all areas disturbed by activities associated with the 
project unless the CDFW, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and 
the project applicant determine that it is not feasible or practical. 
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MM BIO-1c Northwestern Pond Turtle Pre-construction Survey and Avoidance 

A qualified Biologist with relevant survey experience shall conduct a survey within the 
project site impact area for northwestern pond turtle no more than 5 days prior to 
beginning ground disturbance and/or construction. If any life stage of the 
northwestern pond turtle is detected, construction activities shall not be allowed to 
commence until consultation with California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has occurred. 

Before any activities begin on the project, a qualified Biologist shall conduct Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) training for all construction personnel. At 
a minimum, the training shall include a description of the northwestern pond turtle 
and its habitat, the specific measures that are being implemented to conserve the 
northwestern pond turtle for the current project, and the boundaries within which the 
project may be accomplished. Barrier fencing shall be installed around the worksite to 
prevent northwestern pond turtle from entering the work area. A qualified Biologist 
shall be present during the installation of exclusion fencing. Barrier fencing shall be 
removed within 72 hours of completion of work. 

MM BIO-1d Protection of Active Bird Nests (includes pre-construction survey and 
implementation of avoidance buffer, if found) 

If the proposed project initiates construction/maintenance activities during the avian 
nesting season (February 1–August 31), the project applicant shall retain a qualified 
Biologist to perform pre-construction surveys for nesting birds. The survey shall be 
conducted 5 days prior to the initiation of project activities to determine whether 
active nests are present. If an active nest is located, the qualified Biologist shall 
determine an appropriately sized avoidance buffer based on the species and 
anticipated disturbance level. A qualified Biologist shall delineate the avoidance buffer 
using Environmentally Sensitive Area fencing, pin flags, and/or yellow caution tape. 
No construction/maintenance activities or other foot traffic is allowed to occur within 
the avoidance buffer(s). The Environmentally Sensitive Area buffer zone shall be 
maintained around the active nest site(s) until the qualified Biologist determines that 
the young have fledged and are foraging independently. The qualified Biologist shall 
monitor the active nest during maintenance and/or construction activities and stop or 
divert project activities in the vicinity, as needed, to prevent any potential impacts that 
may result from the construction of the proposed project until the young have fledged. 

MM BIO-1e Protection of Active Bat Roosts (includes pre-construction survey and 
implementation of exclusionary devices, if found) 

Avoidance of Maternity Season: To the extent practicable, vegetation and/or tree 
removal shall be scheduled to avoid the bat maternity season. The bat maternity 
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season typically runs from April 15 through September 1. Any bat evictions must be 
conducted during periods of dry weather and outside of the maternity season. 

Pre-construction Surveys for Bats and Roosts: A qualified Biologist shall survey 
for roosting bats within 14 days of tree removal activities. The qualified Biologist shall 
survey trees and rocky outcrops within the project site impact area and identify any 
snags, hollow trees, or other trees with cavities that may provide suitable roosting 
habitat for bats. If no suitable roosting trees are found, construction may proceed. 
Trees containing suitable roosting habitat would be removed in two steps occurring 
over two consecutive days. On the first day, small limbs containing no cavity, crevice, 
or exfoliating bark would be removed using chainsaws only. On the second day, the 
remainder of the tree would be removed. If bats are found or evidence of use by bats 
is present, the qualified Biologist shall work with California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) to implement measures to avoid or minimize disturbance to the 
colony. 

MM BIO-2a Conduct Delineation of Potentially Jurisdictional Aquatic Resources 

The project applicant shall complete a formal jurisdictional delineation to document 
and quantify the full extent of potentially jurisdictional waters within the project site in 
coordination with the applicable regulatory agencies. The applicant shall also 
coordinate with the applicable regulatory agencies (United States Army Corps of 
Engineers [USACE], Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB], and California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]) to determine whether the aquatic features 
on the Town Planning Area (TPA) Specific Plan Area are protected under Section 404 
and 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act, and/or Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code. 

MM BIO-2b Obtain Approval of and File CDFW Notification of Streambed Alteration 
Agreement Prior to Work  

The project applicant, after coordination with the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW), shall obtain and file a notification of a Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, if and to the extent required by applicable laws and regulations, prior to 
conducting construction and/or maintenance activities within any aquatic resources or 
associated riparian habitat that may qualify as streams or sensitive natural 
communities under CDFW jurisdiction (i.e., those having bed and bank and at least 
periodical flow). If required, the project applicant shall implement all mitigation 
measures imposed by the CDFW related to the subject Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, which may include but not be limited to the implementation of erosion 
and bank stabilization measures, seasonal work restrictions, and/or restoration and 
revegetation of the riparian corridor, as determined by the CDFW.  
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MM BIO-2c Obtain Appropriate Permits Prior to Construction (CWA Sections 404/401 or 
Waste Discharge Requirement) 

Prior to the fill of any potentially jurisdictional waters as part of the proposed project, 
the project applicant shall consult with the United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) to determine the extent, if at all, that waters of the United States may be 
impacted by the proposed project.  

The applicant shall obtain a Section 404 Clean Water Act (CWA) permit for impacts to 
waters of the United States and Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). These permits and certifications 
shall be obtained prior to issuance of grading permits for the implementation of the 
proposed project. If the existing drainage features on-site are found to be exempt 
from being regulated by the USACE as a water of the United States, the applicant 
shall consult with the RWQCB and obtain a Waste Discharge Requirement (WDR) if 
deemed necessary. The applicant shall design the proposed project to result in no 
net loss of functions and values of waters of the United States by incorporating 
impact avoidance, impact minimization, and/or compensatory mitigation for the 
impact, as determined in the CWA 404/401 or WDR. 

Compensatory mitigation may consist of (1) obtaining credits from a mitigation bank; 
(2) making a payment to an in lieu fee program that shall conduct wetland, stream, or 
other aquatic resource restoration, creation, enhancement, or preservation activities; 
and/or (3) providing compensatory mitigation through an aquatic resource restoration, 
establishment, enhancement, and/or preservation activity. This final type of 
compensatory mitigation may be provided at or adjacent to the impact site (i.e., on-
site mitigation) or at another location, usually within the same watershed as the 
permitted impact (i.e., off-site mitigation). The project/permit applicant retains 
responsibility for the implementation and success of the mitigation project. 
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Environmental Issues 
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2.5 Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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: 

d) 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 

    

e) 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 Resource 
Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a 
California Native American Tribe. 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

This section describes the existing cultural resource setting and potential effects from the proposed 
project implementation on the project site and its surrounding area. Descriptions and analysis in this 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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section are based, in part, on information provided by the Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC), Central California Information Center (CCIC), National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), California Historical Landmarks list, California 
Points of Historical Interest list, California Built Environment Resource Directory (BERD), and the 
California Historical Resources Inventory. A Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment (Phase I CRA) 
was also prepared for the project by FirstCarbon Solutions and can be found in in Confidential 
Appendix C. 

Central California Information Center  

On February 6, 2025, staff of the CCIC, located at California State University, Stanislaus in Turlock, 
California, conducted a records search for the project site and a 0.5-mile radius beyond the project 
boundaries. To identify any historic properties or resources, the current inventories of the NRHP, the 
CRHR, the California Historical Landmarks (CHL) list, the California Points of Historical Interest 
(CPHI) list, and the California BERD for Mariposa County were also reviewed to determine the 
existence of previously documented local historical resources.  

Results from the CCIC indicate that five historic resources have been recorded within 0.5 mile of the 
project site; however, no resources were located within the project site. In addition, 11 area-specific 
survey reports are on file with the CCIC for the search radius. One of the survey reports (MP-00537) 
assessed the southwestern corner of the project site, suggesting the project site has been partially 
surveyed for cultural resources. A records search map identifying the proposed project boundaries, 
the 0.5-mile search radius, and the relevant non-confidential records search results are included in 
Appendix C. 

Pedestrian Survey 

On February 3, 2025, FCS Senior Archaeologist Dr. Dana DePietro surveyed the project site to 
identify any unrecorded cultural resources within the project boundary. The project site is located at 
the northern terminus of Frank Wilson Road in Mariposa County, in the unincorporated Town of 
Mariposa, and is largely undeveloped with the exception of a two-stage gravel lined parking area that 
served until recently as a camping/RV park in the northwest. The project site is bisected by a 
northeast-southwest running creek that enters a corrugated underground drain in the southwest.  The 
site is situated in a semi-rural area of eastern Mariposa, and is bordered by Lemee Lane to the south, 
a California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) facility to the west, Mariposa 
Health and Human Services to the east, and open undeveloped forest to the north. 

The survey began on the southern corner of the roughly rectangular-shaped site and moved north 
using east/west transects spaced at 10-meter intervals whenever possible. Visibility of native soils 
was generally quite poor across the site (5 to 10 percent) due to grasses, vegetation, and ground 
cover. Observed soils were primarily composed of red-brown (Munsell 7.5 YR 4/6) iron-rich compact 
soil interspersed with medium to large (15 to 30 centimeters) stones composed primarily of schist, 
slate, and quartz. Aside from the gravel parking area and covered creek drainage, the site appears 
not to have been heavily disturbed; however, some dumping has occurred over the years, and 
patches of gravel, sand, and modern debris were observed scattered across the project site. Survey 



E L E C T R I C  V E H I C L E  T R A N S I T  Y A R D  P R O J E C T  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

 

FCS 5 1  
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/4199/41990039/ISMND/41990039 Mariposa EV Transit Yard Project ISMND.docx 

conditions were documented using digital photographs and field notes. During the survey, Dr. 
DePietro examined all areas of the exposed ground surface for prehistoric artifacts (e.g., fire-affected 
rock, milling tools, flaked stone tools, toolmaking debris, ceramics), soil discoloration and depressions 
that might indicate the presence of a cultural midden, faunal and human osteological remains, and 
features indicative of the former presence of structures or buildings (e.g., postholes, standing exterior 
walls, foundations) or historic debris (e.g., glass, metal, ceramics). Particular attention was paid to the 
covered creek drainage that bisects the project site, and to a rectangular stone foundation, now 
situated outside of the current project boundary.. The foundation is approximately 10 feet by 10 feet 
and is of appears to be over 50 years in age, hence it was recorded during the initial pedestrian 
survey conducted at the site and noted in the PI-CRA. Subsequent revisions to the project now place 
the foundation well outside the project boundary where it will no longer be adversely impacted by the 
project. As such, recommended mitigation pertaining to the foundation in the PI-CRA are no longer 
applicable to the project. No additional historic or pre-contact archaeological resources were 
encountered over the course of the pedestrian survey. It should be noted; however, that the visibility 
of native soils was quite low, and the presence of a nearby creek increases the possibility that 
subsurface archaeological features may be present.  

Buried Site Potential 

The potential for yet-identified cultural resources in the vicinity of the project site was reviewed 
against geologic and topographic geographic information system data for the general area and 
information from other nearby projects. The proposed project was evaluated against a set of criteria 
identified by a geoarchaeological overview of the Central Valley that was prepared for Caltrans 
Districts 6 and 9. 36 This study mapped the “archaeological sensitivity,” or potential to support the 
presence of buried prehistoric archaeological deposits, throughout the Central Valley based on 
geology and environmental parameters including distance to water and landform slope. The 
methodology used in the study is applicable to other parts of California and concluded that sites 
consisting of flat, Holocene-era deposits in close proximity to water resources had a moderate to high 
probability of containing subsurface archaeological deposits when compared to earlier Pleistocene 
deposits situated on slopes or further away from drainages, lakes, and rivers. 

According to the geologic map of Krauskopf37 (1985) the entirety of the project site is situated on pre-
Cretaceous metavolcanic rocks west of the Melones Fault (pKmv). Applying the criteria set forth in 
Meyer et al. (2010), all Holocene-era deposits have the potential to contain archaeological deposits, 
which increases with the ease of the slope and proximity to water resources. The terrain of the project 
site is sloping, and the nearest water source, Mariposa Creek, is approximately 300 feet west of the 
project site. Additionally, the pedestrian survey was negative for archaeological resources, and the 
NAHC Sacred Lands File (SLF) produced a negative result for recorded Tribal Cultural Resources 

 
36  Meyer, Jack, William Hildebrandt, Andrew Rosenthal and David Jones 2010 Geoarchaeological Overview of the Central 

Valley Region. Prepared for the California Department of Transportation.  
37  Krauskopf, Konrad B. 1985. Geologic Map of the San Francisco–San Jose Quadrangle, California. U.S. Geological 

Survey. 
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(TCRs) within the project boundary. The combination of these factors suggests a low potential for 
unanticipated buried cultural resources to be impacted by project construction. 

Native American Heritage Commission  

On January 31, 2025, FCS sent a request to the NAHC in an effort to determine whether any sacred 
sites are listed on its SLF for the project site. A response was received on February 3, 2025, 
indicating that the SLF search produced a negative result for Native American cultural resources in 
the project site. The NAHC included a list of 24 Tribal representatives available for consultation who 
may have additional knowledge of the project site. To ensure that all Native American knowledge and 
concerns over potential TCRs that may be affected by the implementation of the proposed project are 
addressed, a letter containing project information requesting any additional information was sent to all 
24 Tribal representatives on February 4, 2025. On February 13, 2025, FCS received a response from 
the Chicken Ranch Rancheria of Me-Wuk Indians indicating they had no comments or concerns 
about the proposed project. No additional responses have been received to date. A copy of the NAHC 
records searches and Native American Tribal correspondences can be found in Appendix C. 

Cultural Resources 

Would the project: 

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

No impact. The records search conducted at the CCIC determined that five historic resources have 
been recorded within 0.5 mile of the project site. No historic built environment resources were 
recorded within the project site. The results of the pedestrian survey were also negative for historic 
built environment  resources.  

Furthermore, a review of 15 historical photographs depicting the project site from 1938 to 2020 
indicates that the project site has remained undeveloped. The project site does not contain any 
buildings, structures, or objects that could potentially qualify as historical resources under CEQA. 
Therefore, potential impacts to historical resources would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Records search results from the CCIC 
indicate that no pre-contact resources have been recorded within the project site, or 0.5-mile search 
radius. Additionally, the pedestrian field survey produced negative results for indicators of 
undiscovered pre-contact and/or historic archaeological resources.  

An analysis of buried site potential indicates that the entirety of the project rests on pre-Cretaceous 
metasedimentary rocks west of the Melones Fault (pKmv), indicating a low potential for 
archaeological resources. Although the potential for encountering archaeological resources is low, it is 
possible that earth-disturbing activities associated with project construction could encounter 
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previously undiscovered archaeological resources. Archaeological resources can include but are not 
limited to stone, bone, wood, or shell artifacts or features, including hearths and structural elements. 
Damage or destruction of these resources would have a potentially significant impact.  

MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 set forth the steps to be taken should any significant cultural resources be 
discovered during construction activities. Implementation of MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 would ensure 
that potential impacts on archaeological resources are reduced to a less than significant level. 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. No human remains or cemeteries are 
known to exist within or near the project site. Therefore, the potential for the disturbance of any 
human remains is considered low. While it is highly unlikely that human remains exist within or near 
the project site, there is always a possibility that subsurface construction activities associated with the 
proposed project, such as grading or trenching, could potentially damage or destroy previously 
undiscovered human remains. In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human 
remains, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, and Public 
Resources Code Sections 5097.94 and 5097.98 must be followed. MM CUL-3 further specifies the 
procedures to follow in the event human remains are uncovered. Along with compliance with required 
guidelines and statutes, implementation of MM CUL-3 would reduce potential impacts to human 
remains to a less than significant level.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

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: 

d) 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 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. A review of the CRHR, local registers of 
historic resources, a records search conducted at the CCIC, and a pedestrian survey failed to identify 
any listed TCRs that may be adversely affected by the proposed project. The NAHC SLF results were 
negative for TCRs in the project site and the subsequent outreach to Tribal representatives revealed 
no impacts related to TCRs. As such, no known eligible or potentially eligible TCRs would be 
adversely affected by the proposed project. Should any undiscovered TCRs be encountered during 
project construction, implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would ensure that potential 
impacts to TCRs would be reduced to a level of less than significant. 
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e) 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 Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American Tribe. 

Less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Tribal consultation efforts were initiated by 
Mariposa County on April 14, 2026, pursuant to Assembly Bill (AB) 52 to identify additional significant 
TCRs meeting the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. While 
no responses or Tribal resources have been received or identified to date, and therefore 
implementation of the proposed project is not considered to result in an adverse change in the 
significance of a known Tribal Cultural Resource pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21074.  
However, while unlikely, construction of the proposed project could result in the inadvertent discovery 
of undocumented TCRs such as Native American archaeological sites, Native American human 
remains and associated objects and materials, features, sacred places, or objects with value to a 
Tribe that is culturally or traditionally affiliated with the proposed project, and the disturbance or 
destruction of these resources. Therefore, the proposed project could result in a potentially significant 
impact on TCRs. To ensure no adverse effects to TCRs, implementation of resource avoidance 
measures provided in MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, and MM CUL-3 would reduce the impact to less than 
significant. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated.  

Mitigation Measures 
MM CUL-1 Prior to the initiation of construction activities, all construction personnel conducting 

ground disturbance at the site shall be provided Worker Environmental Awareness  

Program (WEAP) cultural resources “tailgate” training. The training shall include 
visual aids, a discussion of applicable laws and statutes relating to archaeological 
resources, types of resources that may be found within the project site, and  

procedures to be followed in the event such resources are encountered. The training 
shall be conducted by an Archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards for archaeology. The Archaeologist shall be 
present to monitor ground disturbance during the grading phases to check for the 
inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources or human remains, which may be 
followed by periodic archaeological spot-check monitoring as determined by the 
Archaeologist.  

MM CUL-2 In the event that buried cultural resources are discovered during construction, 
operations shall stop within a 100-foot radius of the find, and an Archaeologist who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 
archaeology shall be consulted to determine whether the resource requires further 
study. The qualified Archaeologist shall make recommendations to the Lead Agency 
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on the measures to be implemented to protect the discovered resources, including 
but not limited to excavation of the finds and evaluation of the finds in accordance 
with Section15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. The lead agency shall adopt these 
recommendations as conditions of project approval. Potentially significant cultural 
resources consist of but are not limited to stone, bone, fossils, wood, or shell artifacts 
or features, including hearths, structural remains, or historic dumpsites. Any 
previously undiscovered resources found during construction within the project area 
shall be recorded on appropriate California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(DPR) forms and evaluated for significance in terms of CEQA criteria. If the resources 
are determined to be unique historic resources as defined under Section 15064.5 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures shall be identified by the Archaeological 
Monitor and recommended to the Lead Agency. Appropriate mitigation measures for 
significant resources could include avoidance or capping, incorporation of the site in 
green space, parks, or open space, or data recovery excavations of the finds. No 
further grading shall occur in the area of the discovery until the Lead Agency 
approves the measures to protect these resources. Any archaeological artifacts 
recovered as a result of mitigation shall be donated to a qualified scientific institution 
approved by the Lead Agency where they would be afforded long-term preservation 
to allow future scientific study. 

MM CUL-3 In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5; Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5; Public 
Resources Code Section 5097.94 and Section 5097.98 must be followed. During the 
course of project development, if there is accidental discovery or recognition of any 
human remains, the following steps shall be taken: 

1. There shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site where human 
remains are discovered and/or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie 
adjacent human remains until the County Coroner is contacted to determine 
whether the remains are Native American and if an investigation of the cause of 
death is required. If the Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, 
the coroner shall contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
within 24 hours, and the NAHC shall identify the person or persons it believes to 
be the “most likely descendant” of the deceased Native American. The most likely 
descendant may make recommendations to the landowner or the person 
responsible for the excavation work, for means of treating or disposing of, with 
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as 
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98; or 

2. Where the following conditions occur, the landowner or his or her authorized 
representative shall rebury the Native American human remains and associated 
grave goods with appropriate dignity either in accordance with the 
recommendations of the most likely descendant or on the project area in a 
location not subject to further subsurface disturbance: 
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• The NAHC is unable to identify a most likely descendant or the most likely 
descendant failed to make a recommendation within 48 hours after being 
notified by the commission; 

• The descendant identified fails to make a recommendation; or 
• The landowner or his authorized representative rejects the recommendation of 

the descendant, and the mediation by the NAHC fails to provide measures 
acceptable to the landowner. 

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 requires the following relative to 
Native American Remains: When an initial study identifies the existence of, or the 
probable likelihood of, Native American Remains within a project site, a Lead Agency 
shall work with the appropriate Native Americans as identified by the NAHC as 
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. The applicant shall develop a 
plan for treating or disposing of, with appropriate dignity, the human remains, and any 
items associated with Native American Burials with the appropriate Native Americans 
as identified by the NAHC.  
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.6 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? 

    

b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan 
for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

Energy use, especially through fossil fuel consumption and combustion, relates directly to 
environmental quality since it can adversely affect air quality and generate greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions that contribute to climate change. Electrical power is generated through a variety of 
sources, including fossil fuel combustion, hydropower, wind, solar, biofuels, and others. Fuel use for 
transportation is related to the fuel efficiency of cars, trucks, and public transportation; choice of 
different travel modes such as auto, carpool, and public transit; and miles traveled by these modes, 
and generally based on petroleum-based fuels such as diesel and gasoline. EVs may not have any 
direct emissions, but do have indirect emissions via the source of electricity generated to power the 
vehicle. Construction, routine operation, and maintenance of transportation infrastructure also 
consume 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? 

Less than significant impact. During construction, the proposed project would result in energy 
consumption through the combustion of fossil fuels in construction vehicles, worker commute 
vehicles, and construction equipment. The types of equipment could include gasoline- and diesel-
powered construction and transportation equipment, including trucks, graders, tractors, and 
excavators.  

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Based on the CalEEMod estimates for the proposed project (see modeling output files in Appendix A), 
construction-related worker vehicle trips would consume an estimated 899 gallons of diesel and 
gasoline combined, and construction-related equipment would consume an estimated 22,602 gallons 
of diesel and gasoline combined during project construction.  

Limitations on idling of vehicles and equipment and requirements that equipment be properly 
maintained would result in fuel savings. California Code of Regulations Title 13, Sections 2449(d)(3) 
and 2485 limit idling from both on-road and off-road diesel-powered equipment and are enforced by 
the ARB. In addition, given the cost of fuel, contractors and owners have a strong financial incentive 
to avoid wasteful, inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy during construction.  

Because of the temporary nature of construction and the financial incentives for contractors to 
implement energy-efficient practices, project construction activities would not result in wasteful, 
inefficient, and unnecessary consumption of energy. Therefore, the construction-related impact 
related to fuel and electricity consumption would be less than significant. 

During operation, the proposed project is not anticipated to result in wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary electricity consumption as electricity would be used to power EV vehicles, a necessary 
use of electricity. Furthermore, the proposed solar canopy would generate approximately 135,016 
kilowatt-hours per year, and would power most, if not all of the electricity use. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary electricity consumption. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a State or local plan for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency? 

No impact. As described above, construction activities would involve energy consumption in various 
forms and would be limited by California regulations such as California Code of Regulations Title 13, 
Sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485 which limit idling from both on-road and off-road diesel-powered 
equipment and are enforced by the ARB. The proposed project would be required to comply with 
these regulations. There are no renewable energy standards applicable to construction activities for 
the proposed project.  

In addition, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in accordance with the 
applicable State Title 24 energy efficiency standards. Part 11, Chapters 4 and 5 of the State Title 24 
energy efficiency standards establishes mandatory measures for nonresidential buildings, including 
material conservation and resource efficiency. The proposed project would be required to comply with 
these mandatory measures and would be constructed in accordance with Town standards. Thus, the 
proposed project would not conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of reducing energy use or increasing the use of renewable energy. There would be no 
impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.7 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 Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist for the area or based on 
other substantial evidence of a known fault? 
Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42. 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
This section is based, in part, on the Draft Geotechnical Report, prepared on April 11, 2025, by 
Crawford & Associates, Inc. The Draft Geotechnical Report included subsurface exploration, 
laboratory testing, engineering analysis, conclusions, and preliminary recommendations for use in 
design and construction of the proposed project and is included in Appendix D of this document. 

Setting 

Mariposa is situated in the western foothills of the central Sierra Nevada mountain range. The 
Mariposa TPA is primarily underlain by metamorphic rocks. 38 The General Plan has designated the 
TPA as an area with a "High Risk of Seismic Hazard." Areas with this designation are identified as 
areas of weak rock subject to failure, and Mariposa has been designated as high risk because of the 
steep slopes of the surrounding ridges and the layered formation of the underlying metamorphic 
rocks. Potential hazards associated with this designation and these conditions include rock failure, 
slope failure, and landslide hazards. 39

According to the Draft Geotechnical Report, the subsurface conditions at the project site consist 
predominantly of clayey sand and sandy lean clay with varying amounts of gravel underlain by 
metavolcanic rock. 

Paleontological Resources 

Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the fossilized remains or traces of plants, animals, or 
microbes preserved in Earth’s crust. Body fossils include bones, teeth, shells, leaves, and wood, 
while trace fossils include trails, trackways, footprints, burrows, coprolites, and eggshells. 

According to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) guidelines, “Standard Procedures for the 
Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Paleontological Resources,” significant 
paleontological resources are fossils and fossiliferous deposits, here defined as consisting of 
identifiable vertebrate fossils, large or small, uncommon invertebrate, plant, and trace fossils, and 

 
38  Mariposa County. 2019. Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/79426. Accessed May 6, 2026. 
39  Ibid. 

□ □ □ 
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other data that provide taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, paleoecologic, stratigraphic, and/or 
biochronologic information. Paleontological resources are considered older than recorded human 
history and/or older than middle Holocene (i.e., older than approximately 5,000 radiocarbon years). 
The SVP guidelines establish important definitions and standards related to paleontological 
resources. Based on regional geologic mapping and the presence of past paleontological finds, the 
SVP defines four categories of paleontological potential for rock units: high, low, undetermined, and 
no potential.40 A general Localities search of University of California Museum of Paleontology 
(UCMP) Localities, showed that Mariposa County had 15 recorded Localities ranging in epoch age 
from Recent to Late Jurassic.41 

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 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. 

No impact. According to the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the 
State Geologist, the project site is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and no 
known faults cut through the local soil at the site.42 According to the Draft Geotechnical Report, the 
nearest active fault is the Silver Lake fault, located about 50 miles northeast of the project site. The 
Draft Geotechnical Report concluded that the potential for surface fault rupture is insignificant. There 
are no known active faults within the community of Mariposa.43 Therefore, there would be no impact. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

No impact. The project site has not had any historical earthquakes of a magnitude 5.0 or greater, and 
there are no mapped faults on or near the project site.44 The community of Mariposa is distant from 

 
40  Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP). 2010. Standard Procedures for the Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse 

Impacts to Paleontological Resources. Society of Vertebrate Paleontology Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision 
Committee. Website: https://vertpaleo.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/SVP_Impact_Mitigation_Guidelines-1.pdf. 
Accessed May 12, 2026 

41  University of California Museum of Paleontology (UCMP). 2026. UC Museum of Paleontology Localities. Website: 
https://ucmpdb.berkeley.edu/loc.html. Accessed May 12, 2026 

42  California Department of Conservation. 2025. CGS Seismic Hazards Program: Alquist-Priolo Fault Hazard Zones. 
Website: https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/eqzapp/?print_preview=true. Accessed May 6, 
2026 

43  Mariposa County. 2025. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Figure B-11, Earthquake Shaking Potential. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/100615/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-2025. Accessed May 6, 
2026. 

44  Mariposa County. 2025. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Figure B-10, Historical Earthquakes (1769-2015). Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/100615/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-2025. Accessed May 6, 
2026.  
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known active faults, and is anticipated to experience lower levels of shaking less frequently; however, 
very infrequent earthquakes could still cause strong ground shaking.45 Additionally, The Draft 
Geotechnical Report concluded that the potential for ground shaking is generally low. 

Because the proposed project would not introduce habitable structures that are vulnerable to seismic 
ground shaking, the proposed project would not expose people or structures to additional risk 
associated with seismic activity. In addition, implementation of the proposed project would adhere to 
the applicable design parameters of the California Building Standard Code (CBC), which would 
minimize seismic risks. Accordingly, the proposed project would have no impact. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

No impact. The General Plan deems the dangers of liquefaction in the County as minimal.46 
Furthermore, because the proposed project would not introduce habitable structures that are 
vulnerable to seismic-related ground failure, the proposed project would not expose people or 
structures to additional risk associated with seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. In 
addition, implementation of the proposed project would adhere to the applicable parameters of the 
CBC, which would minimize seismic risks. Furthermore, the Draft Geotechnical Report concluded that 
the potential for liquefaction does not exist at the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have no impact. 

iv) Landslides? 

No impact. The General Plan states that the most common geologic hazards in Mariposa County are 
landslides and rock falls. Most of Mariposa County, especially the western portion of the County, has 
a low susceptibility to earthquake damage, and historically there have been no reported earthquake-
induced landslides in Mariposa County. The mountainous areas in the eastern portion of the County 
along the Merced River canyon and in Yosemite Valley reach the high landslide susceptibility range.47 
The project site is located in the western portion of the County, an area with a lower susceptibility to 
landslides.  

According to the General Plan, every landslide event reported in Mariposa County has followed a 
winter storm/rain event; therefore, it is assumed that probability of a future landslide event will be 
highly tied to winter/rain events. Additionally, the General Plan states that the hazard potential is 
greatest in areas with steep slopes when houses and roads are constructed in these areas.48 The 
project site would not include the construction of houses. Furthermore, the project site is not in an 
area with steep slopes, and the project site is not affected by a known active fault that could increase 

 
45  Mariposa County. 2025. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Figure B-11, Earthquake Shaking Potential. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/100615/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-2025. Accessed May 6, 
2026. 

46  Mariposa County. 2006. Mariposa County General Plan – Volume I: Countywide General Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/98206. Accessed May 6, 2026. 

47  Ibid.  
48  Ibid. 
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the risk for earthquake-induced landslides. Furthermore, the proposed project would not increase the 
risk of loss, injury or death associated with landslides beyond the existing conditions because the 
proposed project would not induce population growth in the area. Finally, the Draft Geotechnical 
Report concluded that the potential for slope instability at the project site is low. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact. 

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

Less than significant impact. Construction activities such as clearing, grading, and excavation 
could disturb surface soils and make them vulnerable to wind and precipitation, which could lead to 
soil erosion. Projects that disturb one or more acres of soil are required to obtain a General Permit for 
Discharges of Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General Permit), issued 
by the California State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board). The Construction 
General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP must list Best Management Practices (BMPs) that the proposed project 
will implement to control erosion and prevent the conveyance of sediments off-site. Implementation of 
the conditions of the Construction General Permit would reduce erosion impacts resulting from 
proposed construction to less than significant levels. 

The proposed improvements would minimize soil erosion and topsoil loss through the inclusion of 
drainage improvements, the installation of curb and gutter improvements along Lemee Lane and 
Frank Wilson Road to reduce soil erosion from runoff, a 2,200-cubic-foot vegetated bioswale near the 
southwest boundary of the project site along Lemee Lane, and preservation of an existing gully along 
the northeast of the project site (Exhibit 5). Therefore, impacts related to substantial soil erosion and 
the loss of topsoil would be less than significant. 

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? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. The project site is not located within an 
active fault zone or active liquefaction zone, nor is it on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that 
would become unstable as a result of the proposed project. The Draft Geotechnical Report concluded 
that the potential for lateral spreading to occur at the project site does not exist, and that there are no 
identified hazards associated with subsidence or any other geologic hazards. The proposed project 
would be constructed following the applicable CBC and County building and engineering standards.  

Furthermore, the Draft Geotechnical Report states that undocumented fill is located within the flat 
area of the project site at the proposed canopy structure. Therefore, pursuant to MM GEO-1, solar 
canopy foundations are required to extend into intact native soil/rock (deep foundations) or below the 
fill into intact rock (shallow foundations). The proposed project would be required to implement all 
applicable design recommendations of the Draft Geotechnical Report related to foundation support, 
drilled pier sizes, bearing capacity, depth of footing, and other parameters provided in the Draft 
Geotechnical Report related to foundations, flatwork, charging station footings, pavement, grading, 
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fill, soil, and excavations, as well as the construction considerations provided within the Draft 
Geotechnical Report. Implementation of MM GEO-1 would ensure that the proposed project would 
incorporate recommendations contained in the Draft Geotechnical Report, which would reduce the 
impact to less than significant. Accordingly, with implementation of these requirements and MM GEO-
1, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would not introduce habitable structures that are 
vulnerable to seismic-related ground failure, unstable soils, landslides, or liquefaction. The proposed 
grading would comply with engineering standards to minimize the instability of underlying geologic 
units or soil. Therefore, the proposed project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation 
incorporated related to geologic or soil instability. 

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? 

No impact. According to the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Web Soil Survey map, 
soils on the project site consist of Loafercreek-Bonanza complex.49 According to the General Plan 
EIR, most of the soils found in the County have minimal amounts of clay and low shrink-swell 
potential; however, the General Plan EIR states that soils of the Trabuco–San Andreas–Coarsegold 
Association and the Blasingame–Las Posas Association contain clay loams associated with high 
shrink-swell potential. The General Plan EIR does not include the Loafercreek-Bonanza complex in 
the list of soils with high shrink-swell potential. Therefore, based on the available information, these 
soils are not considered expansive. 

Furthermore, the USDA Web Soil Survey map shows that the soils under the project site have a linear 
extensibility value of 2.7 percent, 50 which indicates a low potential for expansion. 51, 52, Therefore, the 
project site is not located on expansive soil, and there would be no impact. 

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? 

No impact. The proposed project does not include the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems. There would be no impact. 

 
49  United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 2026. Web Soil Survey – Soil Map. Website: 

https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. Accessed May 7, 2026. 
50  United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). 2026. Web Soil Survey – Linear Extensibility. Website: 

https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx. Accessed May 7, 2026. 
51  Thomas, P.J., J.C. Baker, L.W. Zelazny. 2000. An Expansive Soil Index for Predicting Shrink-swell Potential. Soil Science 

Society of America Journal, Vol. 64, January–February 2000. Website: https://www.researchgate.net/. Accessed May 7, 
2026. 2026.  

52  Bateman, P.C. and K.B. Krauskopf. 1987. Geologic map of the El Portal quadrangle, west-central Sierra Nevada, 
California. Map Scale: 1:62,500. Website: https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/Prodesc/proddesc_32.htm. Accessed May 12, 2026. 
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f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature? 

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Significant nonrenewable vertebrate 
and invertebrate fossils have been documented throughout California. The fossil yielding potential of 
a particular area is highly dependent on the geologic age and origin of the underlying rocks. 

The project site is located on Jurassic greenstone of Bullion Mountain, metavolcanic rocks of the 
Melones Fault Zone from the pre-Cretaceous era. These rocks are chiefly metamorphic equivalents 
of basalt and andesite in the form of lava flows, tuff beds, volcanic breccias, and small intrusive 
bodies.53  

Jefferson indicates that two UCMP localities near Hornitos have produced Pleistocene horse and 
mammoth fossils. Hornitos is approximately 14 miles west of Mariposa. The sediments within the 
project site are described as clayey sand and sandy clay. They may be of Pleistocene age and would 
have a potential to contain paleontological resources.54 In addition, the general localities records 
search showed that Mariposa County has 15 recorded localities. If previously unidentified 
paleontological resources are unearthed during construction, the contractor would follow Caltrans’ 
policy that work be halted in that area until a qualified specialist can assess the significance of the 
resource, pursuant to MM GEO-2. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated. 

Mitigation Measures 
MM GEO-1 Incorporate Geotechnical Report Recommendations 

Prior to issuance of grading permits for the proposed project, development of the final 
grading, foundation, and construction plans shall incorporate the applicable site-
specific foundation support, drilled pier sizes, bearing capacity, depth of footing, and 
other parameters related to foundations, flatwork, charging station footings, 
pavement, grading, fill, soil, and excavations, as well as the additional construction 
considerations, as detailed in the Draft Geotechnical Report prepared on April 11, 
2025, by Crawford & Associates, Inc. The applicant(s) of individual development 
proposal(s) within the project site shall each coordinate with the County to tailor the 
grading and foundation plans for the relevant development proposal, as needed, to 
reduce risk related to known soil and geologic hazards. The final grading and 
construction plans for the relevant development proposal shall be reviewed by the 
County to confirm compliance with mitigation.  

 
53  Bateman, P.C., and K.B. Krauskopf. 1987. Geologic map of the El Portal quadrangle, west-central Sierra Nevada, 

California. Map Scale: 1:62,500. Website: https://ngmdb.usgs.gov/Prodesc/proddesc_32.htm. Accessed May 12, 2026. 
54  Jefferson, G. T. 1991. A catalogue of late Quaternary vertebrates from California: Part Two, Mammals. Natural History 

Museum of Los Angeles County Technical Reports Number 7:1-129. 
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MM GEO-2 Paleontological Resources 

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent/developer shall submit 
to and receive approval from the County, a Paleontological Resource Impact 
Mitigation Monitoring Program (PRIMMP). The PRIMMP shall include the provision 
for a qualified professional Paleontologist (or his or her trained paleontological 
representative) to be on-site for any project-related excavations that exceed 5 feet 
below the pre-grade surface. Selection of the Paleontologist shall be subject to 
approval of the County Planning Director, and no grading activities shall occur at the 
project site until the Paleontologist has been approved by the County.  

The approved Paleontologist shall be prepared to quickly salvage fossils as they are 
unearthed to avoid construction delays. The Paleontologist shall also remove 
samples of sediments that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil 
invertebrates and vertebrates. The Paleontologist shall have the power to temporarily 
halt or divert grading equipment to allow for removal of abundant or large specimens.  

Collected samples of sediments shall be washed to recover small invertebrate and 
vertebrate fossils. Recovered specimens shall be prepared so that they can be 
identified and permanently preserved. Specimens shall be identified and curated and 
placed into an accredited repository (such as the University of California Museum of 
Paleontology [UCMP]) with permanent curation and retrievable storage.  

A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens, shall be 
prepared upon completion of the steps outlined above. The report shall include a 
discussion of the significance of all recovered specimens. The report and inventory, 
when submitted to the County Planning Department, shall signify completion of the 
program to mitigate impacts to paleontological resources. 



E L E C T R I C  V E H I C L E  T R A N S I T  Y A R D  P R O J E C T  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

 

FCS 6 7  
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/4199/41990039/ISMND/41990039 Mariposa EV Transit Yard Project ISMND.docx 

Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
No 

Impact 

2.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and other 
elements of Earth’s climate system. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), 
established by the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization in 1988, is devoted to GHG 
emissions reduction and climate change research and policy. Climate change in the past has 
generally occurred gradually over millennia, or more suddenly in response to cataclysmic natural 
disruptions. The research by the IPCC and other scientists over recent decades; however, has 
unequivocally attributed the accelerated rate of climatological changes over the past 150 years to 
GHG emissions generated from the production and use of fossil fuels.  

Human activities generate GHG emissions consisting primarily of CO2, methane (CH4), nitrous oxide 
(N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, and various hydrofluorocarbons. 
CO2 is the most abundant GHG emission; while it is a naturally occurring and necessary component 
of Earth’s atmosphere, fossil fuel combustion is the main source of additional, human-generated CO2, 
which is the main driver of climate change. In the U.S. and in California, transportation is the largest 
source of GHG emissions, mostly CO2. 

The MCAPCD has identified quantitative emissions thresholds to determine whether the potential 
GHG emission impacts of a project require analysis in the form of an EIR.  

The MCAPCD threshold of significance is 500 tons per year of CO2 or CH4, before the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 55  

 
55  Mariposa County Air Pollution Control District (MCAPCD). 2005. CEQA Thresholds of Significance. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/59902/Mariposa-General-Plan-Air-Qualitypdf?bidId=. Accessed 
May 2, 2026. 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. During project construction, GHG emissions would be generated by 
construction activities, such as site clearing, operation of heavy-duty construction vehicles, materials 
and debris hauling, paving, and construction worker vehicle trips. These emissions would be 
considered short-term in duration. Construction emissions were estimated using CalEEMod. 
Construction assumptions used to estimate GHG emissions are consistent with those used to 
estimate air pollutant emissions, as described under Impact 2.3(b). The proposed project’s entire 
construction duration would span 15 months and would generate, in total, 235 metric tons carbon 
dioxide equivalent (MT CO2e) which equals 259 tons of CO2e  (Appendix A). Therefore, the proposed 
project would not generate a significant amount of GHG emissions beyond the MCAPCD threshold of 
500 tons per year. 

Operation of the proposed project would also result in minimal GHG emissions. Vehicular travel 
associated with the proposed project would not generate direct combustion emissions because 
vehicles would be powered by electricity rather than fossil fuels. As such, mobile-source emissions 
associated with conventional diesel transit yards would be largely eliminated. Operational energy 
demand associated with vehicle charging would represent an indirect emissions source; however, 
these emissions would be substantially reduced through the installation of an on-site solar canopy 
designed to generate renewable electricity. The use of solar generation would offset grid electricity 
demand and further reduce the proposed project’s carbon intensity, particularly as California’s 
electricity grid continues to decarbonize over time. 

Additional minor sources of GHG emissions could include periodic maintenance activities, occasional 
use of non-electric service vehicles, or limited backup equipment; however, these activities would be 
infrequent and would not materially contribute to overall emissions. 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result in significant GHG emissions. Impacts would be less 
than significant.  

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

No impact. At the statewide level, the primary applicable plan is the 2022 Scoping Plan for Achieving 
Carbon Neutrality, which outlines California’s strategy for reducing GHG emissions and reaching 
carbon neutrality by 2045 through widespread electrification, deployment of ZEVs, and expansion of 
renewable energy resources. The proposed EV transit yard would be consistent with the strategies 
and policy direction set forth in the 2022 Scoping Plan.  

A key component of the Scoping Plan is the transition away from fossil fuel combustion in the 
transportation sector, which is identified as the largest contributor to GHG emissions, through 
accelerated adoption of ZEVs and increased reliance on clean electricity. The proposed project 
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directly supports this strategy by replacing conventional diesel transit operations with an electric fleet, 
thereby eliminating tailpipe emissions and reducing lifecycle GHG emissions.  

In addition, the Scoping Plan emphasizes the need for substantial buildout of renewable electricity 
generation and supporting infrastructure to meet increased electricity demand associated with 
electrification. The inclusion of an on-site solar canopy is consistent with this approach, as it would 
generate renewable energy to offset charging demand, reduce reliance on grid electricity, and lower 
the carbon intensity of operations.  

Overall, the proposed project would advance multiple Scoping Plan objectives, including (1) 
transportation electrification, (2) reduced fossil fuel consumption, and (3) increased renewable energy 
generation. Therefore, operational emissions associated with the EV transit yard would further 
statewide GHG reduction goals and policies. 

Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with applicable GHG emission reduction planning 
efforts. There would be no impact. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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Environmental Issues 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 
Impact with 
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Less than 
Significant 
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No 

Impact 

2.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

Hazardous materials, as defined by the California Code of Regulations, are substances with certain 
physical properties that could pose a substantial present or future hazard to human health or the 
environment when improperly handled, disposed of, or otherwise managed. Hazardous materials are 
grouped into the following four categories, based on their properties: 

• Toxic—causes human health effects 
• Ignitable—has the ability to burn 
• Corrosive—causes severe burns or damage to materials 
• Reactive—causes explosions or generates toxic gases. 

Hazardous waste is any hazardous material that is discarded, abandoned, or slated to be recycled. 
The criteria that define a material as hazardous also define a waste as hazardous. If improperly 
handled, hazardous materials and hazardous waste can result in public health hazards if released 
into the soil or groundwater or through airborne releases of vapors, fumes, or dust. Soil and 
groundwater having concentrations of hazardous constituents higher than specific regulatory levels 
must be handled and disposed of as hazardous waste when excavated or pumped from an aquifer. 
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Sections 66261.20–24 contain technical descriptions of toxic 
characteristics that could cause soil or groundwater to be classified as hazardous waste. 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) was prepared by Provost & Pritchard 
Consulting Group on April 10, 2026, and is included in Appendix E of this document. The purpose of 
the Phase I ESA was to identify potential or known hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, or 
petroleum products that could affect the project site. The Phase I ESA assessed the project site for 
the presence of Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), 56 Controlled RECs (CRECs), 57 

 
56  An REC is defined in the Phase I ESA as, “(1) the presence of hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at 

the subject property due to a release to the environment; (2) the likely presence of hazardous substances or petroleum 
products in, on, or at the subject property due to a release or likely release to the environment; or (3) the presence of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at the subject property under conditions that pose a material 
threat of a future release to the environment. A de minimis condition is not a recognized environmental condition.” 

57  A CREC is defined in the Phase I ESA as, “a REC affecting the subject property that has been addressed to the 
satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or authorities with hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed 
to remain in place subject to implementation of required controls.” 
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Historical RECs (HRECs), 58 and de minimis conditions. 59As defined by the Phase I ESA Would the 
project: 

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project consists of the construction of an EV transit 
yard and associated improvements. The proposed project could result in a significant hazard to the 
public if the proposed project includes the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
or places housing near a facility that routinely transports, uses, or disposes of hazardous materials.  

Construction would involve the minor routine transport and handling of minimal quantities of 
hazardous substances such as diesel fuels, lubricants, solvents, and asphalt. These materials would 
be contained within vehicles or would be stored in adequate containers to ensure releases to the 
environment do not occur. Based on the short-term nature of construction, the small quantities of 
these substances, and the presence of regulatory oversight, the potential for releases to the 
environment would be minimal. Additionally, hazardous substances utilized for the construction phase 
of this development would be maintained in compliance with local and State regulations, including 
California Occupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal/OSHA) regulations regarding regular 
maintenance and inspection of equipment, spill prevention, and spill remediation in order to reduce 
the potential for incidental release of pollutants or hazardous substances on-site. All aspects of 
project construction associated with removal, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous 
materials would be done in accordance with the California Health and Safety Code. Handling of 
hazardous materials would comply with Caltrans Standard Specifications Section 14-11, Hazardous 
Waste and Contamination, which outlines handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. If a 
release were to occur, compliance with these local regulations would ensure impacts to the 
environment remain less than significant.  

The proposed project would not include any housing or other structures. During operations, there 
would be no routine storage or handling of hazardous materials. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant. 

 
58  An HREC is defined in the Phase I ESA as, “a previous release of hazardous substances or petroleum products affecting 

the subject property that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or authorities and 
meeting unrestricted use criteria established by the applicable regulatory authority or authorities without subjecting the 
property to any controls.” An HREC is not considered a REC. 

59  A de minimis condition is defined in the Phase I ESA as, “a condition related to a release that generally does not present 
a threat to human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if 
brought to the attention of appropriate governmental agencies.” A de minimis condition is not considered a REC or a 
CREC. 
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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? 

Less than significant impact. The proposed project does not include any uses or activities that 
would create a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. As 
mentioned above, the proposed project would involve the minor use of hazardous materials typically 
required during construction, such as diesel fuel and other motor lubricants. Contractors would 
comply with applicable federal, State, and local laws pertaining to the safe handling and transport of 
hazardous materials, which would minimize potential spill occurrences. Spills that may occur during 
construction activities would likely be minimal, and potential adverse effects would be localized. Plans 
and specifications typically require contractors to immediately clean up any spills of hazardous 
materials. Sampling, removal, and disposal of potentially hazardous materials would be consistent 
with Caltrans Standard Specifications and Standard Special Provisions. Impacts would be less than 
significant.  

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

No impact. The nearest schools are Mariposa Elementary School, located at 5044 Jones Street in 
Mariposa, approximately 1.4 miles southeast of the project site; and Mariposa County High School, 
located 1.3 miles southeast of the project site. Additionally, Where the Wild Things Play Preschool is 
located 1.1 miles southeast of the project site. There are no schools within 0.25 mile of the project 
site. Therefore, the proposed project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school. 
As such, there would be no impact. 

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? 

No impact. According to the Phase I ESA, the project site is not listed on environmental databases. A 
property to the north, at 5366 SR-49 (listed as CAL FIRE, Department of Forestry and Fire, Mariposa 
Headquarters Firefighting, CDF Mariposa, Mariposa Ranger Unit, CAL FIRE Mariposa) is listed on the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Historical (HIST) underground storage tank 
(UST), Hazardous Waste Tracking System (HWTS), Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST), 
Cortese list, DTSC’s HazNet database, Emissions Inventory Data (EMI), California Environmental 
Reporting System (CERS), Statewide Environmental Evaluation and Planning System (SWEEPS), 
the Hazardous Waste Electronic Manifest (e-Manifest) system, and Aboveground Storage Tank 
(AST). The adjoining property to the southeast, at 5300 SR-49 (Mariposa County Health and Human 
Services Agency), is listed on the RCRA Non-Generator/No Longer Regulated (NonGen/NLR) and e-
Manifest. No violations or evaluations were found. Contamination is not indicated in the records. 
Because of the distance and nature of the closest database listings, these properties are not 
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considered RECs for the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project is not included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites, and there would be no impact. 

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? 

No impact. The Mariposa-Yosemite Airport, located on SR-49 north, 2.67 miles west of the project 
site, is the only public airport in Mariposa County. It serves Mariposa County and the eastern half of 
Madera County. It is classified as a General Aviation Basic Utility Airport and has one runway with an 
adjacent full-length taxiway. The most common types of aircraft using the airport are single-engine 
fixed-wing general aviation aircraft with some use by twin-engine aircraft and helicopters. 60 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requires runway protection zones and height limits on 
structures near airports. In addition, airport planning boundaries define areas near airports within 
which safety or noise restrictions are imposed. Development around the airport must comply with the 
Mariposa-Yosemite Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan and Airport Overlay Zone regulations. 61 

At a distance of 2.67 miles, the proposed project is not located within an adopted airport land use 
plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. Therefore, there would be no impact. 

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would not result in modifications to existing 
roadways in a way that would impede emergency access or evacuation. Proposed driveway 
entrances would be 25 feet wide and would accommodate emergency vehicle access. The nearest 
emergency evacuation route for the project site would be immediately accessible from the proposed 
transit yard via SR-49. The proposed project would not conflict with the Mariposa County Emergency 
Operations Plan (EOP) 62 and the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP). 63 Therefore, the proposed 
project’s impact would be less than significant.  

 
60  Mariposa County. 2006. Mariposa County General Plan – Volume I: Countywide General Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/98206. Accessed April 23, 2026. 
61  Ibid. 
62  Mariposa County. 2021. Mariposa County Emergency Operations Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/97134/Emergency-Operations-Plan-2021. Accessed May 15, 
2026. 

63  Mariposa County. 2025. Mariposa County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/100615/Local-Hazard-Mitigation-Plan-2025. Accessed May 7, 
2026.  
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g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving wildland fires? 

Less than significant impact. The entire project site and the surrounding areas are designated a 
Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (FHSZ) within a State Responsibility Area (SRA).64 During 
construction, equipment may be used that has the potential to increase the risk of wildfire. However, 
construction crews would be equipped with standard incipient stage fire suppression equipment such 
as fire extinguishers and shovels. Professional fire services would be contacted immediately in the 
event of a fire. The proposed project does not have permanent components that would expose 
people or structures to risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. The proposed project 
would not expose people or structures to increased wildland fire risks beyond those that already exist 
under the current conditions. Therefore, project impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

 
64  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). 2026. Find Your Fire Hazard Severity Zone. Website: 

https://osfm.fire.ca.gov/what-we-do/community-wildfire-preparedness-and-mitigation/fire-hazard-severity-zones. 
Accessed May 7, 2026. 
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2.10 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? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk 
release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

    

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

    

 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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Environmental Evaluation 
The information in this section is based, in part, on the Draft Geotechnical Report prepared on April 
11, 2025, by Crawford & Associates, Inc., included in Appendix D of this document. 

Setting 

The major hydrological feature within the community of Mariposa is Mariposa Creek. Mariposa Creek 
begins approximately 3 miles north of the Mariposa TPA within the mountain ridges of the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains. Downstream below the Mariposa TPA, various tributaries flow into Mariposa 
Creek, one being Stockton Creek. The Mariposa Public Utility District’s (MPUD’s) surface water 
sources include Stockton Creek Reservoir and the Merced River as a secondary source. The water 
system also utilizes groundwater pumped from four active hard rock wells. In 2020, 40 percent of the 
total water supply was sourced from groundwater. 65 

Water resources located on the project site include a gully, which would be preserved as part of the 
proposed project, and a series of ditches and storm drain culverts. Mariposa Creek is located 
approximately 300 feet west of the project site, west of a dental care office and parking lot, which are 
located across the street from the project site along SR-49. The drainage on the project site connects 
to Mariposa Creek. 

Would the project: 

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

Less than significant impact. As previously described in Section 2.7 Geology and Soils, as a part of 
the NPDES General Construction Permit, the proposed project would be required to prepare and 
implement a SWPPP during construction in accordance with federal and State requirements. The 
SWPPP would identify structural and nonstructural BMPs intended to prevent erosion during 
construction. Construction site BMPs control various pollutants such as sediment. Design pollution 
prevention BMPs address the generation of pollutants by implementing design features such as 
preservation of existing vegetation, use of swales, and including flared end sections, among other 
things. Temporary BMPs include temporary dikes, sediment traps, and straw bales to prevent 
sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site in stormwater flows. The County would 
ensure the construction contractor uses the appropriate water quality and erosion control BMPs to 
minimize the potential for erosion and sedimentation in accordance with the SWPPP. These BMPs 
would ensure no water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be violated. As a 
result, construction-related impacts to surface and groundwater water quality would be less than 
significant. 

 
65  Provost & Pritchard Consulting Group. 2021. Mariposa Public Utility District 2022 Municipal Services Review. Website: 

https://www.mariposapud.org/files/b6ec0cd27/MPUD+MSR+Public+Review+Draft+2021-1122_F.pdf. Accessed May 7, 
2026. 
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During operation, the proposed project would introduce new impervious surfaces, including a parking 
lot, which could generate stormwater runoff containing pollutants commonly associated with vehicle 
use (e.g., oil, grease, metals, and tire wear). The proposed project would be subject to applicable 
post-construction stormwater quality requirements under the NPDES program (e.g., Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit provisions), which require the implementation of 
permanent BMPs to treat runoff from new impervious surfaces. The project incorporates permanent 
stormwater management features designed to capture and treat runoff prior to discharge. Specifically, 
a 2,200-cubic-foot vegetated bioswale would be constructed near the southwest boundary of the site 
to promote infiltration, filtration, and pollutant removal. In addition, an existing gully along the 
northeast portion of the site would be preserved to maintain existing drainage patterns and provide 
additional conveyance and attenuation capacity. The project would also include installation of a new 
storm drain system (including a 30-inch storm drain pipe, 12-inch discharge pipe, risers, and a 
manhole) to direct runoff in a controlled manner and reduce the potential for uncontrolled erosion or 
pollutant transport. These design features would function as structural BMPs by reducing runoff 
volumes and improving water quality prior to discharge. 

Therefore, the proposed project does not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements and would not create substantial runoff water or otherwise degrade water quality. 
Impacts would be less than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. According to the Draft Geotechnical Report, groundwater was 
encountered at a depth ranging between 4.2 feet and 14 feet in four test pits at the project site. Field 
exploration data indicate that groundwater may be perched above the weathered rock and flowing 
through rock fractures at this site and particularly within surficial deposits and fill in the vicinity of the 
culvert, and will be influenced by the amount of precipitation, seasonal changes, and 
surface/subsurface drainage characteristics.  

During construction, the proposed project would not require the use of groundwater. Because 
construction of the proposed project would not use any groundwater, construction of the proposed 
project would not result in any impacts associated with the depletion of groundwater supply or 
recharge.  

During operations, the proposed project would introduce new impermeable surfaces to the project site 
that would have the potential to impact groundwater recharge. However, as described in Chapter 2 
Project Description, the proposed project would install a 2,200-cubicfoot vegetated bioswale along its 
southwestern boundary and would retain the existing gully along the northeastern border of the 
project site. These features would promote infiltration, maintain existing drainage patterns, and 
partially offset the reduction in permeable surface area. The proposed project would not include 
groundwater extraction and would not directly deplete groundwater supplies. Although the 
introduction of impervious surfaces could incrementally reduce groundwater recharge, the 
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incorporation of on-site infiltration features would minimize this effect. Therefore, impacts to 
groundwater recharge would be less than significant. 

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

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

Less than significant impact. The proposed project would modify the existing drainage pattern 
through the introduction of new impervious surfaces and installation of a storm drain system that 
would collect and convey runoff. These changes could increase runoff volumes and velocities, which 
in the absence of controls could result in erosion or siltation on- or off-site. 

To minimize impacts related to sedimentation during grading and excavation activities, the proposed 
project would prepare a sediment control plan for all grading activities conducted between November 
1 and April 1 requiring a grading permit pursuant to County Code Section 17.336.080(A), Grading. 66.  

Furthermore, as part of the NPDES General Construction Permit, the proposed project would be 
required to prepare and implement a SWPPP during construction in accordance with federal and 
State requirements. The SWPPP would identify structural and nonstructural BMPs intended to 
prevent erosion during construction. The SWPPP would include temporary soil stabilization, 
temporary sediment control, tracking control, wind erosion control, non-stormwater management, and 
waste management material pollution control for the construction site. In general, this may include the 
use of BMPs such as temporary dikes, sediment traps, or straw bales to prevent sediment and other 
pollutants from leaving the project site in stormwater flows. Implementation of the SWPPP would 
minimize erosion and siltation on- and off-site. 

The proposed project is designed to manage stormwater and minimize erosion and siltation during 
operation. Runoff from impervious surfaces would be directed into a new storm drain system, which 
would convey flows in a controlled manner and reduce the potential for uncontrolled sheet flow and 
erosion, while the vegetated bioswale would promote infiltration, reduce runoff velocities, provide 
attenuation of peak flows, stabilize soils, and minimize the potential for downstream sediment 
transport. 

Furthermore, an existing gully along the northeastern portion of the site would be preserved, 
maintaining natural drainage pathways and reducing the potential for disruption of existing flow 
regimes. Standard design features such as outlet protection and energy dissipation devices would be 
incorporated, as necessary, to prevent erosion at discharge points. 

 
66  County of Mariposa. 2026. County Code. Title 17 Zoning. Sub-Title: 17.300 Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan 

Zoning Regulations and Districts. Chapter 17.336 Supplementary Development Standards. Section 17.336.080 Grading. 
Website: https://mariposa.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=17.336.080_Grading. Accessed May 
12, 2026. 
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Therefore, impacts on erosion and siltation would be less than significant. 

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

Less than significant impact. As described above, the proposed project would introduce new 
impervious surfaces, which could increase the rate and volume of surface runoff. However, runoff 
would be directed into a new storm drain system designed to convey flows in a controlled manner, 
while a vegetated bioswale would reduce runoff velocities and provide attenuation of peak flows. 
These features would limit increases in runoff rates and volumes and prevent conditions that could 
result in on- or off-site flooding. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding, and impacts would be less 
than significant.  

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

Less than significant impact. As described above, the proposed project would introduce new 
impervious surfaces, which could increase the rate and volume of surface runoff. However, runoff 
would be directed into a new storm drain system designed to convey flows in a controlled manner, 
while a vegetated bioswale would reduce runoff velocities and provide attenuation of peak flows. The 
proposed project’s stormwater management features would comply with applicable post-construction 
stormwater quality requirements under the NPDES program (e.g., MS4 permit provisions), which are 
administered by the County. As part of the development review process, the proposed project would 
be required to demonstrate that drainage and water quality control measures are consistent with 
County standards and applicable stormwater regulations. This review would ensure that the project’s 
runoff is adequately controlled and treated, and that the capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems would not be exceeded. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? 

No impact. The project site is not located within a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)-
designated flood hazard zone.67 The closest FEMA-designated flood hazard zone, Mariposa Creek, is 
a FEMA-designated Regulatory Floodway and is classified as having a 1 percent annual chance flood 
hazard.68 Mariposa Creek is located approximately 300 feet west of the project site, opposite SR-49, 
and sits at lower elevation. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede or redirect flood flows 
and there would be no impact.  

 
67  Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 2026. National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL) Viewer. Website: 

https://hazards-fema.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=8b0adb51996444d4879338b5529aa9cd. 
Accessed May 12, 2026. 

68  Ibid. 
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

No impact. As previously discussed, according to the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
06043C0588C, 69 the project site is located within Zone X, which represents an area with minimal 
flood hazard.  

Tsunamis are sea waves that are generated in response to large-magnitude earthquakes, which can 
sometimes produce coastal flooding. Seiches are the oscillation of large bodies of standing water, 
such as lakes, which can occur in response to ground shaking. According to the General Plan, the 
risk of seiches in Mariposa County is low. 70 The project site is not located within a tsunami hazard 
zone. 71 Additionally, the project site is not located near any large bodies of water, which precludes the 
potential for tsunamis and seiches from impacting the project site. The nearest large body of water is 
Lake McClure, located 14 miles northwest of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not risk the release of pollutants due to project inundation, and no impact would occur. 

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

Less than significant impact. The project site is within the Mariposa Creek watershed, which feeds 
into the San Joaquin River Basin. The project site is within the Central Valley RWQCB, which 
implements the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) for the region.72 The Basin Plan establishes 
water quality objectives for surface and groundwater, beneficial uses, and implementation measures 
for surface water and groundwater resources within the RWQCB’s jurisdiction. A significant impact 
would occur if the proposed project would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable 
water quality control plan. This could occur if project-related construction or operational activities 
would result in discharges that exceed water quality objectives or otherwise impair designated 
beneficial uses identified in the Basin Plan. 

The proposed project would be required to comply with the goals and policies outlined in the Basin 
Plan, including BMPs to protect surface water and groundwater quality. Project compliance would 
also include adherence to applicable discharge requirements to ensure that water quality objectives 
are met and maintained over the long-term. As previously discussed, the proposed project would 
implement BMPs to ensure there are less than significant impacts to water quality and groundwater 
quality. Specifically, the proposed project would minimize impacts to water quality and groundwater 

 
69  National Flood Insurance Program. 2009. Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 06043C0588C. Website: 

https://msc.fema.gov/portal/downloadProduct?productID=06043C0588C. Accessed May 15, 2026. 
70  Mariposa County. 2006. Mariposa County General Plan – Volume I: Countywide General Plan. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/98206. Accessed May 14, 2026. 
71  California Geological Survey. 2026. Tsunami Hazard Area Map. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/ts_evacuation/. Accessed May 15, 2026. 
72  California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region. 2019. The Water Quality Control Plan (Basin 

Plan) for the California Regional Water Quality Control Board Central Valley Region, Fifth Edition. Revised February 
2019. Website: https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb5/water_issues/basin_plans/sacsjr_201902.pdf. Accessed May 15, 
2026. 
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through a proposed new storm drain system, a vegetated bioswale to reduce runoff, and compliance 
with applicable post-construction stormwater quality requirements under the NPDES program (e.g., 
MS4 permit provisions). As part of the development review process, the proposed project would be 
required to demonstrate that drainage and water quality control measures are consistent with County 
standards. Therefore, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan. Impacts would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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2.11 Land Use and Planning 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating an environmental effect? 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

A significant impact may occur if a project were sufficiently large enough or otherwise configured in 
such a way as to create a physical barrier within an established community. A typical example would 
be a project that involves a continuous right-of-way, such as a roadway, which would divide a 
community and impede access between parts of the community. The proposed project is not of the 
scale or nature that could physically divide an established community as the project site is a transit 
yard with associated improvements. 

Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No impact. The proposed project would include construction of an EV transit yard with a solar 
canopy, charging stations, a parking lot, street lighting, perimeter fencing, access gates, and drainage 
improvements. The proposed project would also include curb, gutter, and sidewalk improvements. 
These activities would not divide an established community and could provide improved connectivity 
due to the addition of sidewalks. These proposed improvements would not result in the division of an 
established residential neighborhood or community. The proposed right-of-way agreement would not 
substantially change the existing land uses or conflict with zoning regulation or land use policies. 
Therefore, there would be no impact. 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

No impact. A significant impact may occur if a project is inconsistent with applicable land use plans 
or zoning designations and would cause adverse environmental effects, which these regulations are 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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designed to avoid or mitigate. The adopted land use regulations applicable to the project site include 
the General Plan, Mariposa TPA Specific Plan, and Zoning Code. The following is an analysis of the 
proposed project’s consistency with the applicable land use regulations.  

According to the General Plan Land Use Map, 73 the project site is located within the planning area of 
the Mariposa TPA Specific Plan (Exhibit 3). 74 The proposed project’s zoning is GE with a DRO Zone. 
A portion of the site adjacent to Frank Wilson Road is designated SFR-1/2 AC with a DRO Zone 
(Exhibit 4) and is surrounded by lands zoned as GC on the northwest, MFR on the southwest, SFR-
9.0 on the south, and PQP on the east (Exhibit 4). 75 The proposed project does not conflict with the 
General Plan land use designations or zoning designations.  

The proposed project would comply with the County’s goals, policies, and strategies. Specifically, the 
proposed project would comply with the following General Plan Land Use Element policies and goals: 

Goal 5-7 Designate land areas and establish siting criteria for public facilities to support current 
and future populations. 

Policy 5-7a Public facilities and services may be sited in all General Plan land use classifications 
with due consideration for area-specific issues.  

The proposed project would comply with the following General Plan Transportation Element policies 
and goals:  

Goal 9-1 All development shall have safe and adequate access.  

Goal 9-2 Maintain an effective transit system. 

Goal 11-5 Avoid erosion and loss of soils due to development activities.  

Policy 11-5a Minimize impacts of grading activities.  

The proposed project would comply with all applicable zoning requirements and regulations and is 
consistent with General Plan land use and transportation goals and policies. The proposed project 
would not conflict with any development standards from the Mariposa TPA Specific Plan and would 
comply with the applicable grading standards contained within the Mariposa TPA Specific Plan. 
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the applicable land use plans and policies, and 
there would be no impact. 

 
73  Mariposa County. 2017. Mariposa County General Plan Land Use Diagram, Update March 14, 2017. Website: 

https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/70262/181108-GREEN_MAP_March2017?bidId=. Accessed 
December 16, 2025. 

74  Mariposa County. 2019. Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/79426. Accessed December 15, 2025. 

75  Mariposa County. 2025. Zoning Lookup Dashboard. Website: https://mariposa-county-public-gis-data-portal-
mariposacounty.hub.arcgis.com/apps/d8ea9d86e152487ab14d91ad7134df30/explore. Accessed December 15, 2025. 
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Mitigation Measures 
None required. 
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2.12 Mineral Resources 
Would the project: 

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

    

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

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

According to the General Plan, the County has a rich history of mineral resources.76 The County is 
situated astride the southern extreme of the mineralized fault belt running through the Central Sierra 
Mountains, which is commonly referred to as the “Mother Lode.” Although it is generally recognized 
that the richest portion of the Mother Lode Fault System is north of Mariposa County, the County has 
a historic record of precious metal mining production, and it is believed that valuable deposits of ore 
still exist in the County. 77 Mariposa County has one active slate quarry, Yosemite Slate Quarry, on 
Highway 140 on Agua Fria Road, which is located 2.23 miles southwest of the project site.78 With the 
exception of sand and gravel extraction and processing within State classified MR-1 gravel resource 
areas 79, most mines in the County are now closed or only intermittently active. According to the 
Specific Plan, there have been several gold mines in Mariposa, with the most important being the 
Mariposa Mine located east of Second Street, 1.6 miles southeast of the project site. 80  

 
76  County of Mariposa. 2006. Conservation and Open Space Element. Section 11.1.03 Mineral Resources. Pages 11-2 to 

11-3. Website: https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/101881/Mariposa-General-Plan-Vol-1---Adopted-
Dec-2006-updated-thru--Reso-2026-117?bidId=. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

77  Ibid. 
78  Ibid. 
79  County of Mariposa. 2006. General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR). Chapter IV Environmental Impacts and 

Mitigation Measures. Page 4-8. Website: https://www.mariposacounty.gov/794/Volume-IV---Final-Environmental-Impact-
R. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

80  Mariposa County. 2019. Mariposa Town Planning Area Specific Plan. Website: 
https://www.mariposacounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/79426. Accessed December 15, 2025. 

□ □ □ 

□ □ □ 
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The County is not mapped as a California Geologic Survey (CGS)-designated Mineral Resource 
Zone81 and is not classified under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) of 1975.82 There 
are no mines or quarries on or adjacent to the project site. There are no sand and gravel extraction 
operations currently operating on the project site.  

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? 

No impact. The project site does not have a mapped Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) designation, and 
there are no SMARA-recognized mineral resource sites in the County. Furthermore, there are no 
known mineral resources associated with the project site or areas adjacent to the project site. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of a known mineral resource, and there 
would be no impact.  

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? 

No impact. The project site is not recognized by the General Plan as a gravel resource area,83 and 
no sand or gravel extraction operations or other mineral resource operations are currently taking 
place on the project site. The majority of the project site is zoned GE with a DRO Zone overlay. A 
portion of the site adjacent to Frank Wilson Road is designated SFR-1/2AC with a DRO Zone overlay 
(Exhibit 4). 84 These zones do not delineate mineral resources or mineral resource recovery sites. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the loss of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site, and there would be no impact.  

Mitigation Measures 
None required. 

 
81  California Geologic Survey (CGS). 2026. Mineral Land Classification. Website: 

https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/minerals/?page=Mineral-Land-Classification&views=About---MLC-
Reports#data_s=id%3AdataSource_4-1953ea286d4-layer-26%3A103. Accessed April 23, 2026.  

82  California Geologic Survey (CGS). 2022. Publications of the SMARA Mineral Land Classification Project Dealing with 
Mineral Resources in California. Page 22. Website: 
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/documents/publications/SMARA-Publications-California-a11y.pdf. Accessed April 
23, 2026. 

83  County of Mariposa. 2006. Conservation and Open Space Element. Section 11.1.03 Mineral Resources. Pages 11-2 to 
11-3. Website: https://www.mariposacounty.gov/DocumentCenter/View/101881/Mariposa-General-Plan-Vol-1---Adopted-
Dec-2006-updated-thru--Reso-2026-117?bidId=. Accessed April 23, 2026. 

84  Mariposa County. 2026. Zoning Lookup Dashboard. Website: https://mariposa-county-public-gis-data-portal-
mariposacounty.hub.arcgis.com/apps/d8ea9d86e152487ab14d91ad7134df30/explore. Accessed March 18, 2026. 
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2.13 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 
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 the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    

 

Environmental Evaluation 
Setting 

Noise Fundamentals 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. Sound becomes unwanted when it interferes with 
normal activities, causes physiological harm, or interferes with communication, work, rest, recreation, 
and sleep. The vibration of sound pressure waves in the air produces sound. Sound pressure levels 
are used to measure the intensity of sound and are described in terms of decibels. The decibel (dB) is 
a logarithmic unit, which expresses the ratio of the sound pressure level being measured to a 
standard reference level. The 0 point on the dB scale is based on the lowest sound level that the 
healthy, unimpaired human ear can detect. Changes of 3 dB or less are only perceptible in laboratory 
environments. Audible increases in noise levels generally refer to a change of 3 dB or more, as this 
level has been found to be barely perceptible to the human ear in outdoor environments. Only audible 
changes in existing ambient or background noise levels are considered potentially significant. 

An increase of 10 dB represents a 10-fold increase in acoustic energy, while an increase of 20 dB is 
100 times more intense, and an increase of 30 dB is 1,000 times more intense. Each 10 dB increase 
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in sound level is perceived as approximately a doubling of loudness. Sound intensity is normally 
measured through the A-weighted sound level. A-weighted decibels (dBA) approximate the subjective 
response of the human ear to a broad frequency noise source by discriminating against very low and 
very high frequencies of the audible spectrum. They are adjusted to reflect only those frequencies 
that are audible to the human ear.  

Noise Descriptors 

There are many ways to rate noise for various time periods, but an appropriate rating of ambient 
noise affecting humans also accounts for the annoying effects of sound, including during sensitive 
times of the day and night. The predominant rating scales in the State of California are Leq, 
Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL), and day/night average sound level (Ldn) that are based 
on dBA. The Leq is the total sound energy of time varying noise over a sample period. The CNEL is 
the time varying noise over a 24-hour period, with a 5 dBA weighting factor applied to the hourly Leq 
for noises occurring from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. (defined as relaxation hours) and a 10 dBA 
weighting factor applied to noise occurring from 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (defined as sleeping hours). 
The Ldn is similar to the CNEL scale but without the adjustment for events occurring during the 
evening relaxation hours. CNEL and Ldn measurements are typically within 1 dBA of each other and 
are normally exchangeable. These additions are made to the sound levels at these times because 
there is a decrease in the ambient noise levels during the evening and nighttime hours, which creates 
an increased sensitivity to sounds. For this reason, sound is perceived to be louder in the evening 
and nighttime hours as compared with daytime hours and is weighted accordingly. Many cities rely on 
the CNEL noise standard to assess transportation-related impacts on noise-sensitive land uses. 

Characteristics of Groundborne Vibration 

Groundborne vibration consists of rapidly fluctuating motion through a solid medium, specifically the 
ground, which has an average motion of zero and in which the motion’s amplitude can be described 
in terms of displacement, velocity, or acceleration. Several different methods are used to quantify 
vibration amplitude such as the maximum instantaneous peak in the vibration velocity, which is known 
as the peak particle velocity (PPV) or the root mean square (rms) amplitude of the vibration velocity. 
Construction activities, such as blasting, pile driving, and operating heavy earthmoving equipment, 
are common sources of groundborne vibration. Construction vibration impacts on building structures 
are generally assessed in terms of PPV.  

As vibration waves propagate from a source, the vibration energy decreases in a logarithmic nature 
and the vibration levels typically decrease by 6 VdB (vibration in decibels) per doubling of the 
distance from the vibration source. As stated above, this drop-off rate can vary greatly depending on 
the soil type, but it has been shown to be effective enough for screening purposes, in order to identify 
potential vibration impacts that may need to be studied through actual field tests. The vibration level 
(calculated below as PPV) at a distance from a point source can generally be calculated using the 
vibration reference equation: 

PPV = PPVref * (25/D)^n (in/sec) 
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Where: 

PPVref = reference measurement at 25 feet from vibration source 
D = distance from equipment to property line 
n = vibration attenuation rate through ground 

According to Section 7 of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment Manual, an “n” value of 1.5 is recommended to calculate vibration propagation through 
typical soil conditions.85 

Applicable Plans, Policies and Regulations 

Mariposa County General Plan  

The General Plan Noise Element provides goals and policies to guide compatible land uses and the 
incorporation of noise attenuation measures for new uses to protect people living and working in the 
Town of Mariposa from an excessive noise environment. The County’s applicable policies include the 
following Policies and Implementation Measures (IMs): 

Goal 15-1 Preserve the quality of life in Mariposa County by controlling noise at its source. 

Policy 15.1a Control noise at its source. 

IM 15.1a(2) County development standards shall require means of controlling noise at its source 
as opposed to imposing mitigation as the means of offsetting noise impacts. 

IM 15.1a(3) The County shall develop and implement standards that will reduce vibration from 
construction activities to a level that is less than perceptible at adjacent property 
lines. 

Goal 15-2 Protect County residents from the harmful and annoying effects of exposure to 
excessive noise. 

Policy 15-2a Siting and construction of facilities intended for noise-sensitive uses shall comply with 
the noise reduction standards of applicable State building codes. 

IM 15-2a(1) The State building standards for the proper insulation of new dwellings for noise 
reduction shall be enforced. 

Policy 15-2b New projects with extensive noise potential shall incorporate mitigation measures. 

IM 15-2b(1) Where proposed nonresidential land uses are likely to produce excessive noise 
levels at existing or planned noise-sensitive uses, an acoustical analysis shall be 
required as part of the project review process. An acoustical analysis should: 

 
85 Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September. 
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• Be prepared by a person qualified in environmental noise assessment and 
architectural acoustics, 

• Include representative noise level measurements to adequately describe local 
conditions, 

• Recommend appropriate mitigation to achieve compliance with the adopted 
policies and standards, 

• Estimate noise exposure after the prescribed mitigation measures have been 
implemented, and 

• Describe a post -project mitigation measure effectiveness assessment program. 

IM 15-2b(2) Noise created by new transportation noise sources shall be mitigated. 

Policy 15-2c Ensure that new development does not produce noise levels that create an 
unacceptable noise environment in those existing areas of the County where the 
noise environment is deemed acceptable, and also in those locations deemed noise-
sensitive. 

Mariposa County Short-term Noise Ordinance and Permanent Noise Standards 

Mariposa County currently does not have an adopted noise ordinance. 

Existing Noise Conditions 

The project site is generally located east of SR-49 and east of Frank Wilson Road and Lemee Lane 
and is bounded by the CAL FIRE Mariposa Headquarters and woodlands and hillsides to the north, 
SR-49 and a residential building to the west, undeveloped land to the south, beyond which is a 
parking lot and the Mariposa County Health & Human Services Agency building, and undeveloped 
woodland, commercial buildings, and parking lots to the east. Dominant noise sources in the project 
vicinity consist of traffic from SR-49 and from the adjacent roadways and parking lots, and sirens from 
fire engines associated with the CAL FIRE Mariposa Headquarters. 

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 ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than significant impact. 

Short-term Construction Noise 

For the purposes of this analysis, a significant impact would occur if construction activities would 
result in a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels in excess of the County’s applicable 
noise standards. Because the County does not establish substantial temporary noise level increase 
thresholds for construction activities, this analysis uses the noise limits established by the FTA to 
identify the potential for impacts due to substantial temporary construction noise. The FTA identifies 
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construction noise limits in the Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual.86 During 
daytime hours, a significant temporary increase would be an increase in excess of the average daily 
noise levels of 80 A-weighted decibel (dBA) Ldn over an 8-hour time period (Leq(8-hour)) as measured at 
a receiving residential land use and 85 dBA Leq(8-hour) as measured at a receiving commercial land use. 

On-site Construction Noise Impact 

Construction is anticipated to last approximately 15 months. Construction is completed in discrete 
steps, each of which has its own mix of equipment and, consequently, its own noise characteristics. 
These various sequential phases would change the character of the noise generated on the site and, 
therefore, the noise levels surrounding the site as construction progresses. Despite the variety in the 
type and size of construction equipment, similarities in the dominant noise sources and patterns of 
operation allow construction-related noise ranges to be categorized by work phase. Typical operating 
cycles for these types of construction equipment may involve 1 or 2 minutes of full-power operation 
followed by 3 or 4 minutes at lower power settings. Impact equipment, such as impact pile drivers, are 
not planned to be used during construction of this proposed project. 

The loudest phase of construction is typically the site preparation and grading phase, as that is when 
the loudest pieces of heavy construction equipment would operate. For example, the maximum noise 
level generated by each grader is assumed to be 85 dBA maximum noise/sound level (Lmax) at 50 feet 
from this equipment. Each front-end loader would also generate 80 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. The 
maximum noise level generated by each backhoe is approximately 80 dBA Lmax at 50 feet. A 
conservative but reasonable assumption is that this equipment would operate simultaneously and 
continuously over at least a 1-hour period in the vicinity of the closest existing residential receptors 
but would move linearly over the project site as they perform their earthmoving operations, spending 
a relatively short amount of time adjacent to any one receptor.  

A characteristic of sound is that each doubling of sound sources with equal strength increases a 
sound level by 3 dBA. The worst-case construction noise levels would only occur during the site 
preparation phase of development. 

The closest residential noise-sensitive receptor to the project site is a single-family residential building 
located west of the project site with the street address 5346 SR-49. The façade of this building would 
be located approximately 110 feet from the nearest construction footprint where multiple pieces of 
heavy construction equipment would potentially operate simultaneously. At this distance, reasonable 
worst-case construction noise levels would range up to 75 dBA Lmax, intermittently, and could have an 
hourly average of up to 75 dBA Leq. These reasonable worst-case construction noise levels would 
only occur periodically throughout the day while construction equipment operates along the nearest 
project boundaries. Additionally, these noise levels would drop off at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of 
distance as the equipment moves over the project site. Therefore, the calculated reasonable worst-
case 8-hour average noise level for construction would be 70 dBA Leq(8-hour) as measured at the 

 
86  Federal Transit Administration (FTA). 2018. Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual. September. 
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the proposed project’s impacts related to riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities, 
State or federally protected wetlands, and wildlife nursery sites would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. The proposed project’s impacts on local policies and ordinances protecting 
biological resources would also be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Because the 
proposed project would have potential impacts on special-status plant species and special-status 
wildlife species (Crotch’s bumble bee, the northwestern pond turtle, nesting birds, and roosting bats), 
implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-1e would be required. Additionally, because the 
proposed project would have potential impacts to aquatic resources and potentially jurisdictional 
waters, implementation of MM BIO-2a through MM BIO-2c would be required. Because the proposed 
project would have potential impacts to local policies and ordinances protecting biological resources, 
implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-2c would be required. 

With the implementation of surveys, avoidance and minimization measures, consultation 
requirements, and employee training contained in MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-1e, the proposed 
project would avoid or minimize potential impacts on special-status plant species and special-status 
wildlife species. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project would not 
substantially degrade the quality of the environment, reduce fish or wildlife habitat, reduce fish or 
wildlife populations below self-sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the 
number or range of a rare or endangered plant or animal. 

Based on the analysis provided in Section 2.5, Cultural Resources and Tribal Cultural Resources, the 
proposed project’s impacts to California history or prehistory would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated. There are no known historic or prehistoric resources on the project site. 
Additionally, there are no known archaeological resources on the project site, but there is a possibility 
that subsurface excavation could result in the discovery of previously undiscovered prehistoric 
archaeological resources. Implementation of MM CUL-1 and MM CUL-2 would ensure that potential 
impacts on archaeological resources are reduced to a less than significant level. Additionally, there is 
a low potential that subsurface construction activities, such as grading or trenching, could potentially 
damage or destroy previously undiscovered human remains. MM CUL-3 specifies the procedures to 
follow in the event human remains are uncovered. Implementation of MM CUL-3, combined with 
compliance with required guidelines and statutes, would reduce potential impacts on human remains 
to a less than significant level. In addition to reducing impacts on historic and prehistoric resources, 
implementation of MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3 would also reduce any impacts on TCRs. 

Based on the discussion provided above, compliance with required guidelines and statutes and 
implementation of the mitigation measures would ensure that the project would not 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. 
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with incorporation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-
1e; MM BIO-2a through MM BIO-2c; and MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3.  
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects)? 

Less than significant impact. The analysis presented in this document includes a review of the 
proposed project's potential impacts related to air quality, noise, and transportation, among other 
environmental issue areas that could result in cumulative impacts. As presented throughout this 
document, the proposed project’s cumulative impacts would either be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated, less than significant, or there would be no cumulative impacts.  

Section 2.3, Air Quality, analyzed cumulative impacts related to pollutants and determined that 
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. According to the analysis, the proposed project 
would not exceed MCAPCD’s emission thresholds and therefore would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant during construction; operational air quality impacts 
associated with the proposed project would be minimal; and no significant long-term air quality 
impacts are anticipated. The analysis concluded that the proposed project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or State ambient air quality standard during construction or 
operation of the proposed project. No air quality mitigation measures were required. Additionally, 
noise and VMT impacts are less than significant. Therefore, as demonstrated in this Draft IS/MND, 
the proposed project would not result in cumulatively significant impacts related to air quality, noise, 
or transportation. 

No additional mitigation measures would be required to reduce cumulative impacts. Therefore, the 
proposed project would result in less than significant cumulative impacts. 

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

Less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Based on the discussion provided in 
the Project Description and the analysis presented in Sections 2.1 through 2.19 of this Draft IS/MND, 
the proposed project would not cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly, because the proposed project’s potential impacts would be mitigated to a less than 
significant level. Therefore, with implementation of MM BIO-1a through MM BIO-1e, MM BIO-2a 
through MM BIO-2c, MM CUL-1 through MM CUL-3, and MM GEO-1 and MM GEO-2, the proposed 
project would not result in substantial adverse effects on human beings. Furthermore, the proposed 
project would have a beneficial effect to human beings because it would advance several key 
strategies outlined in the 2022 Scoping Plan for reducing GHG emissions and reaching carbon 
neutrality by 2045, including those for transitioning away from fossil fuel combustion in the 
transportation sector, supporting the buildout of renewable electricity generation, and supporting 
infrastructure to meet increased electricity demand associated with electrification. The proposed 
project would support these strategies by replacing conventional diesel transit operations with an 
electric fleet and by installing an on-site solar canopy that would power most if not all of the electricity 



E L E C T R I C  V E H I C L E  T R A N S I T  Y A R D  P R O J E C T  
I N I T I A L  S T U D Y / M I T I G A T E D  N E G A T I V E  D E C L A R A T I O N  

 

 

FCS 1 1 9  
Https://adecinnovations.sharepoint.com/sites/PublicationsSite/Shared Documents/Publications/Client (PN-JN)/4199/41990039/ISMND/41990039 Mariposa EV Transit Yard Project ISMND.docx 

use on-site, thus reducing reliance on grid electricity. Therefore, impacts would be less than 
significant.  

Mitigation Measures 
MM BIO-1a, MM BIO-1b, MM BIO-1c, MM BIO-1d, MM BIO-1e, MM BIO-2a, MM BIO-2b, MM BIO-2c, 
MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, MM CUL-3, MM GEO-1, and MM GEO-2. 
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