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Executive Summary 
 

The Madera Unified School District (District), acting as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA), has prepared this Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the proposed Outdoor 

Education Facility Project (project).  

The project site is located on approximately 26.5 acres in the City of Madera, northwest of the intersection of West 

Almond Avenue and Stadium Road. The project encompasses an approximately 18.61-acre main site (APNs 034-

070-068 and 034-070-067) which is a “County Island”, 1.92 acres of off-site roadway and utility improvements 

within County right-of-way, and approximately 6.0 acres associated with expansion of an existing City-owned 

stormwater basin (APN 012-410-001). Surrounding land uses include low-density residential development to the 

east, a mix of residential and public/institutional uses to the north and south, and light industrial uses to the west. 

The project would involve construction and operation of a new outdoor education and athletic facility designed to 

support the District’s Expanded Learning Opportunities (ELO) program and provide recreational opportunities for 

the broader community. Proposed improvements would include multiple athletic fields (soccer, baseball, softball), 

beach volleyball courts, a parking lot, support buildings, lighting, utilities, and associated infrastructure. The facility 

would accommodate after-school programs, weekend camps, tournaments, and community use. 

Due to ongoing soil investigation and regulatory oversight by the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 

the project would be implemented in two increments. Increment 1 would develop a portion of the western parcel 

and include roadway and utility improvements as well as initial stormwater basin excavation activities, resulting in 

approximately 18.17 acres of disturbance. Increment 2 would occur following DTSC approval and would complete 

development of the remaining portions of the site, totaling approximately 6.62 acres of disturbance. 

The project would also include improvements necessary to support site access and infrastructure, including 

roadway widening, installation of sidewalks, traffic signalization at Almond Avenue and Stadium Road, street 

lighting, fire hydrants, and improvements to a bus stop. To address increased stormwater runoff from new 

impervious surfaces, the project would expand the capacity of an existing City stormwater basin through 

dewatering, excavation, and potential reuse of excavated materials at the main site in compliance with DTSC 

requirements. 

Existing site conditions consist primarily of a former almond orchard with remnants of prior rural residential uses. 

Previously demolished structures would be supplemented by removal of remaining utility features, relocation of 

overhead electrical lines underground, and abandonment of an existing water well in accordance with County 

requirements. 

The main project site is currently located within an unincorporated County island inside the City’s Sphere of 

Influence and is designated for low-density residential use. However, pursuant to California Government Code 

Section 53094, the District would exercise its authority to render local zoning inapplicable where it conflicts with 

the proposed educational use. While annexation into the City of Madera is not required, it is a possible project 

activity, is considered reasonably foreseeable and is evaluated in this IS/MND. 

Based on the analysis contained in the Initial Study, the District has determined that, with implementation of 

mitigation measures, the project would not result in significant environmental impacts. Accordingly, a Mitigated 

Negative Declaration has been prepared. 
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The conclusions of the Initial Study are as follows: 

1. The Initial Study identified potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed project in the 

following subject areas: aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources, geological resources, 

greenhouse gases, tribal cultural resources, hydrology and water quality, and tribal cultural resources. The 

District can avoid or reduce these impacts to an insignificant level by incorporating the mitigation 

measures listed in Table 1 below.  

2. The proposed project would have a less than significant impact or no impact on many of the 

environmental resources and conditions evaluated in the Initial Study. The Initial Study explains why there 

would be no impacts, or why the impacts would be less than significant. 

3. Based on items 1 and 2, above, the District should adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration for the 

proposed project. 
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TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 

AE-1 

Mitigation Measure AE-1: Lighting Design and Operational Controls. Exterior lighting 

associated with the project shall be designed, installed, and operated to minimize light 

spillover, glare, and nighttime lighting impacts on surrounding areas. The following 

requirements shall apply: 

a. Fixture Design and Orientation. All parking area and exterior building lighting shall 

utilize full cut-off or fully shielded fixtures designed and installed so that no light is 

emitted above a 90-degree horizontal plane from the base of the fixture. Fixtures shall 

be installed in a horizontal position as designed to prevent upward light distribution. 

b. Directional Lighting. All exterior lighting and illuminated signage shall be top-mounted 

and directed downward, except where uplighting is required for safety or security 

purposes. Lighting shall be directed and contained to the intended target area to the 

maximum extent feasible. 

c. Security and Architectural Lighting. Exterior building lighting provided for security or 

aesthetic purposes shall consist of full cut-off or shielded fixtures to minimize upward 

light dispersion and off-site light trespass. 

d. Lighting Curfew. Non-essential exterior lighting shall be turned off by 10:00 p.m., 

except where lighting is required for safety, security, or emergency purposes. 

BR-1 

Measure BR-1: Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization The nesting bird season is 

between February 1st and August 31st. The trees and utility poles are expected to be 

removed at the main project site and should be removed before construction begins to 

prevent birds from nesting in those trees during construction, and those trees should be 

removed outside of the nesting bird season. As in, trees should be removed between 

September 1st and January 31st:  

If trees or utility poles must be removed during the nesting bird season, then a qualified 

biologist should perform a pre-construction nesting bird survey to determine whether birds 

are currently nesting on the trees at the project site.  

• If there are no active nests in the trees at the project site, then the trees or utility 

poles can be removed during the nesting bird season, but no later than 30 days after 

the nesting bird survey. Another survey shall be performed once 30 days have passed 

from the initial survey. 

• If an active nest is observed in the trees or utility poles at the project site, then those 

trees or utility poles shall not be removed until a qualified biologist has determined 

that the nest is no longer being used or that the fledglings are no longer dependent on 

the nest. 

o If a biologist is not available for continuous monitoring, then a 250’ buffer should 

be established around the active nest(s) where construction activity is not 

allowed, aside from vehicle access.  

o Though unlikely, a 500’ buffer should be established for any raptor species nests.  
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o If a buffer is not feasible, then a qualified biologist should monitor the nest in the 

meantime and stop nearby construction activity if they determine that nesting 

behavior is being negatively affected by that activity.  

o A hybrid approach may be used where a buffer is set around an active bird nest 

until construction is required near the nest. At this point, a qualified biologist 

may start to monitor the bird nest. 

No bird nests shall be destroyed during the nesting bird season or when the nest is active. 

CULT-1 

 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: Excavation Archeological Monitoring. A qualified 

archaeologist shall monitor initial ground-disturbing activities in areas where excavation will 

exceed three feet below the original ground surface, except for excavation of the 

stormwater basin. Monitoring shall continue until excavation reaches its full design depth. If 

archaeological resources are encountered, work shall be halted in the immediate area, and 

the archaeologist shall evaluate the find and recommend appropriate treatment in 

accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 

CULT-2 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains. If human remains 

are discovered during any phase of construction or ground-disturbing activity, all work in 

the vicinity of the find would immediately stop, and the area would be secured to prevent 

further disturbance. The construction contractor would promptly notify the County 

Coroner, who would determine whether the remains are subject to the provisions of 

California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5. If the Coroner determines that the 

remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner would notify the Native American 

Heritage Commission within 24 hours, as required by Public Resources Code Section 

5097.98. The Native American Heritage Commission would then designate a Most Likely 

Descendant. The project proponent, in consultation with the Most Likely Descendant, would 

ensure that the remains are treated in accordance with the recommendations of the Most 

Likely Descendant, which may include reburial in a location not subject to further 

disturbance or other culturally appropriate measures. Work in the area would not resume 

until the remains have been appropriately treated and the Coroner and Native American 

Heritage Commission have provided clearance. 

GEO-1 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Inadvertent Paleontological Resource Discovery. If 

paleontological resources are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, 

all work within 50 feet of the discovery shall be halted and the construction supervisor shall 

immediately notify the District and retain a qualified paleontologist who meets the 

standards of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (Impact Mitigation Guidelines Revision 

Committee - Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, 2010) to evaluate the find. The 

paleontologist shall assess the significance of the discovered resource in accordance with 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and SVP guidelines. 

If the find is determined to be a significant paleontological resource, the paleontologist shall 

develop and implement a treatment plan in consultation with the lead agency. The 
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treatment plan may include, but is not limited to, recovery and curation of the resource at 

an accredited repository, documentation of the find, and preparation of a report 

summarizing the methods and results of the recovery. Ground-disturbing activities in the 

vicinity of the discovery shall not resume until the paleontologist determines that the site 

has been appropriately managed and cleared for continued work. 

GHG-1 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Natural Gas Prohibition. Building mechanical equipment 

and appliances shall be electrically powered. The installation of natural-gas 

service/infrastructure shall be prohibited. 

HYD-1 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Implement BMPS for Shallow Water Dewatering. 

The contractor shall implement the following BMPs prior to and during basin dewatering: 

• Sediment Control: 

A sediment filter bag or equivalent filtration device shall be installed at the pump 

discharge outlet to reduce suspended sediment. The filter device shall be visually 

inspected periodically during pumping and maintained or replaced as needed. Captured 

sediment shall be disposed of at an appropriate disposal facility. 

• Energy Dissipation: 

Energy-dissipating measures, such as a splash plate or riprap pad, shall be installed at 

the discharge point to prevent erosion of the canal bank. 

• Visual Water Quality Monitoring: 

Discharge shall be visually monitored during dewatering activities for excessive 

turbidity, sediment plume formation, or other visible pollutants. If excessive turbidity or 

visible sediment discharge is observed, pumping shall be temporarily stopped and 

corrective measures implemented before resuming dewatering. 

• Equipment Maintenance and Spill Prevention: 

Pumps, hoses, and fittings shall be inspected for leaks prior to use and periodically 

during operation. Spill response materials shall be maintained onsite and used 

immediately in the event of a release. 

• Pump Intake Protection: 

o The pump intake shall be fitted with a coarse screen or strainer to prevent debris 

and sediment entrainment. 

o The intake shall be elevated above the basin bottom using a float or similar device 

to minimize sediment disturbance. 

o Intake protection measures shall be adjusted or cleaned as needed based on visual 

observations of water clarity. 

• Regulatory Coordination: 

Dewatering activities shall be coordinated with the local irrigation district prior to 

discharge, and all applicable City MS4 permit requirements and discharge conditions 

shall be followed. 

These measures shall remain in effect until dewatering activities are completed. 
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HYD-2 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Implement BMPS for Shallow Water Dewatering 

When basin water levels are or become shallow (less than 12 inches deep), the contractor 

shall implement additional BMPs to prevent sediment entrainment and protect water 

quality: 

• Reduced Pumping Rates: 

Pumping rates shall be reduced as water levels decline to minimize resuspension of 

sediments. 

• Maintained Intake Elevation: 

The pump intake shall continue to be maintained above the basin bottom and adjusted 

as necessary as water levels drop. 

• Final Water Removal: 

For residual shallow water, the contractor shall either cease pumping and allow 

remaining water to dissipate naturally, or remove remaining water using low-impact 

methods such as wet vacuums, with removed material properly disposed. 

• Enhanced Visual Monitoring: 

Final dewatering activities shall include more frequent visual observations to ensure 

sediment is not being discharged. Pumping shall stop if unacceptable discharge 

conditions are observed. 

TC-1 

TC-1: Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources 

If an inadvertent discovery is made and the qualified archaeologist (retained under Mitigation 

Measure CULT-1) determines or suspects that the find is of Native American origin, the District 

shall immediately notify all California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated 

with the project area that requested notification under AB 52. Upon such notification: 

1. Work Halt and Protection 

All work within 50 feet of the discovery shall halt. The discovery shall be protected with 

temporary fencing, flagging, or other measures appropriate to avoid further disturbance. 

2. Tribal Notification and Coordination 

The District shall promptly contact tribes to provide: 

• A description of the discovery 

• Photographic documentation (as appropriate) 

• The archaeologist’s initial assessment 

Tribes shall be given a reasonable opportunity to visit the site, if requested. 

3. Consultation on Treatment 

The District, the qualified archaeologist, and interested tribes shall engage in consultation 

to develop culturally appropriate treatment measures, which may include: 

• Avoidance or preservation in place (preferred) 

• Controlled excavation/data recovery 

• Reburying materials in consultation with tribal representatives 

• Development of a Tribal Cultural Resource Treatment Plan 
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• Recommendations shall be documented in writing. 

4. Resumption of Work 

Construction within the discovery area shall not resume until: 

• The treatment measures have been completed to the satisfaction of the District and 

consulting tribes, and 

• The qualified archaeologist confirms that no additional resources are at risk. 

5. Confidentiality 

The location and nature of any Tribal Cultural Resource shall remain confidential in 

accordance with Public Resources Code §21082.3(c) and shall not be disclosed to the 

public. 
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FIGURE 1: LOCATION MAP 

 

Figure 1: Aerial view showing the City of Madera and the Project site. The project site is shown in the south of the City of 

Madera, west of Hwy 145, and southwest of Hwy 99. The project site includes two separate nearby areas.  
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FIGURE 2: VICINITY MAP 

 

Figure 2: Aerial view of the project vicinity within a 1.25-mile radius. Two project sites are highlighted: a rectangular dirt lot and 

a circular City stormwater basin located immediately north of the lot. The sites are approximately 0.5 miles west of Highway 145 

and 0.7 miles southwest of Highway 99. Surrounding land uses include residential areas to the east, a mix of residential and 

school facilities to the north and south, and light industrial uses to the west. 
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FIGURE 3: EXISTING SITE MAP 

 

Figure 3: Aerial view of the project site within a 0.25-mile radius. Two project areas are shown: a rectangular dirt lot to the south and a somewhat circular City stormwater basin 

to the north. A residential neighborhood lies northeast of the sites, and an M.I.D. irrigation canal runs along the west and northwest perimeter. The figure includes two increment 

boundaries: Increment 1 covers the western two-thirds of the rectangular lot, the north side of Almond Avenue, the east side of Stadium Road, and the entire north basin; 

Increment 2 covers the eastern one-third of the rectangular lot. Existing utilities are shown along Almond Avenue to the south and Stadium Road to the east and remaining on-

site overhead electrical utilities are shown within the east side of the rectangular lot.  
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FIGURE 4: PROPOSED SCHEMATIC SITE MAP 

 

Figure 4: Site plan of the proposed project within a 0.25-mile radius. The south site features large turf areas with five ballfield backstops and open soccer fields in the northern 

two-thirds. The southern third includes a large parking lot, a central ticket booth with restrooms, and an office/storage/training building in the southwest corner. Utility 

connections extend south to Almond Avenue on the east to Stadium Road. The north basin site includes notes for dewatering to the adjacent M.I.D. canal and excavation per city 

requirements. 
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3. Project Description 1 

Project Overview 2 
 3 

The Madera Unified School District (District) proposes to construct and operate the Outdoor Education Facility 4 

Project (project). The project would include new athletic facilities, off-site road, sidewalk, and utility 5 

improvements, and the expansion of a City owned stormwater basin.  6 

The main site would include soccer, softball, and baseball fields, beach volleyball courts, a parking lot, and 7 

associated support buildings. It would accommodate after-school and weekend athletic programs for elementary 8 

students through the District’s Expanded Learning Opportunities (ELO) program, host community sports events, 9 

and serve as a semi-public recreation complex for the broader Madera community. 10 

Due to ongoing soil contamination investigations and regulatory oversight by the Department of Toxic Substances 11 

Control (DTSC), the project would be constructed in two increments: 12 

• Increment 1 would involve development of the primary project site on approximately 11.54 acres of the 13 

15.14-acre western parcel (APN 034-070-068), excluding the parcel’s northeastern portion. This increment 14 

would also include 1.39 acres of off-site roadway/sidewalk and utility improvements, as well as pre-15 

construction dewatering of the City’s stormwater basin (authorized under the City’s MS4 permit) and 16 

excavation of 6.0 acres within the City’s stormwater basin. Collectively Increment 1 activities would 17 

encompass an overall disturbance area of 18.17 acres. 18 

• Increment 2 would proceed following completion of soil investigations and receipt of  approval from 19 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). Preliminary findings indicate that DTSC review for the 20 

Increment 2 area would extend beyond the schedule for Increment 1. Increment 2 would include 21 

construction of the remaining improvements on the 6.62-acre eastern parcel (APN 034-070-067) and the 22 

remaining north areas of parcel APN: 034-070-068 not developed in Increment 1. 23 

Proposed Facility Components 24 

The new facility would consist of the following elements: 25 

• Athletic Fields: five soccer fields, two softball fields, three baseball fields, three beach volleyball courts. 26 

• Structures: A 15,573 sq. ft. general storage/office building with a strength training area, and a 2,630 sq. ft. 27 

restroom/ticket booth building. 28 

• Parking: A parking lot with Approximately 313 parking stalls and internal circulation, with ten accessible 29 

stalls, 34 EV equipped stalls, and 34 EV capable stalls. 30 

• Fencing: A perimeter fence would enclose the athletic fields, with gates remaining open for community 31 

use except during ticketed events. 32 

• Site Utilities: Connections to City water, sewer, storm drainage infrastructure, and PG&E electrical 33 

service.  34 

• Lighting: 22 Pole-mounted athletic field lighting, 18 parking lot lighting, building security lighting, and 35 

streetlights according to City standards. 36 

• Solar and Battery Storage: Consistent with CALGreen code, the project would install on-site solar 37 

photovoltaic panels and battery storage to supplement the project with renewable energy.  38 

Site Conditions and Demolition 39 

The main project site is a former almond orchard that contains remnants of previous rural residential uses. Two 40 

residences and their associated septic systems have already been demolished. Remaining on-site features include 41 
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five light/power poles, a water well pump, and a water well. These features would be removed, and the well would 42 

be properly destroyed in accordance with Madera County requirements. In addition, along the west side of 43 

Stadium Road, within the existing County right-of-way, five PG&E power poles would be removed, and the 44 

associated overhead transmission lines would be relocated underground.  45 

A City of Madera utility easement is located along the western perimeter of the main project site, within which an 46 

existing stormwater main runs from south to north and terminates at an outfall discharging into the City’s 47 

stormwater basin. The stormwater main will remain in place. Two abandoned underground Madera Irrigation 48 

District (MID) pipelines located beneath Stadium Road would remain in place; however, an associated above-49 

ground irrigation structure would be demolished. The project site also includes an existing City of Madera terminal 50 

stormwater retention basin that receives stormwater runoff from surrounding urban areas. The basin is adjacent 51 

to a Madera Irrigation District canal. 52 

Roadway and Utility Improvements 53 

To provide adequate access to the main site and meet City roadway design standards, the following improvements 54 

would be included:  55 

• Roadway Widening: Half-street widening and sidewalk installation along the north side of Almond 56 

Avenue and the west side of Stadium Road, consistent with City requirements. 57 

• Right-of-Way Dedication: Dedication of District-owned land along the site’s south and east frontages to 58 

accommodate the City’s planned ultimate roadway alignments. 59 

• Traffic Signalization: Installation of a new traffic signal and combination signal/lighting standards at the 60 

Stadium Road and Almond Avenue intersection. 61 

• Street Lighting and Hydrants: Installation of street lighting and fire hydrants along the north side of 62 

Almond Avenue and the east side of Stadium Road, in accordance with City standards. 63 

• Bus Stop: Improvements to the existing City bus stop on the west side of Stadium Road, including a new, 64 

bench, shade structure, concrete sidewalk and boarding area. 65 

• Stormwater Drainage: The project is located within the City’s “ST” stormwater drainage area. To offset 66 

increases in stormwater runoff resulting from new impervious surfaces, the Project would expand the 67 

capacity of the existing City stormwater basin located immediately north of the site (APN 012-410-001). 68 

All work would be conducted during dry-weather conditions and would include the following activities: 69 

Stormwater Improvements 70 

The proposed project lies within the City’s “ST” stormwater drainage area. To offset increases in stormwater runoff 71 

resulting from new impervious surfaces, the project would expand the capacity of an existing City stormwater 72 

basin immediately north of the site (APN 012-410-001). All work would be conducted during dry weather and 73 

would include the following activities: 74 

• Pre-Construction Dewatering: Prior to any construction activities, the City stormwater basin would be 75 

dewatered via pumps to the adjacent MID irrigation canal. Dewatering would be approved MID prior to 76 

commencing. Velocity reduction Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be used during dewatering to 77 

ensure that flows do not contribute to erosion. Dewatering would be authorized by the City of Madera 78 

under their Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit for discharges of stormwater to Waters 79 

of the U.S. 80 

• Excavation: Excavation of the basin at minimum of 1 foot and at maximum of 2 feet depth from current 81 

bottom of basin excavation, totaling approximately 14,100 cubic yards of soil. The enlarged basin would 82 

be designed to City stormwater basin designs standards. 83 
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• Engineered Fill: Potential reuse of approximately 14,100 cubic yards excavated material as engineered fill 84 

for the main site, following testing per DTSC requirements for soil import to school sites. 85 

Operations 86 

The new Facility would be used by the District and community athletic groups for the following activities: 87 

• After-School Programs: Weekday sessions between 5:15 p.m. and 8:15 p.m., typically 88 

Monday/Wednesday or Tuesday/Thursday, with 25–150 participants per 60-minute rotation (up to three 89 

rotations per evening). Programs would be held in September, October, March, April, and May. 90 

• Weekend Camps: Saturday mornings, 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m., with 25–200 participants per 75-minute 91 

rotation (up to three rotations per morning). Camps would be held approximately twice per month in Fall 92 

and Spring. 93 

• Tournaments: Baseball, softball, and soccer tournaments on Saturdays, 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., with 75–94 

225 participants per 90–120-minute rotation (4–6 rotations per day). Tournaments would be held 95 

approximately twice per month year-round. 96 

• Championship Events: Soccer, baseball, and softball championships hosted by community leagues on 97 

Saturdays and Sundays between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m., with 75–150 participants per 90–120-minute 98 

rotation (4–6 rotations per day). Championship events would be held approximately four times per year. 99 

• Community Use: When not programmed for District or organized events, the new Facility would be 100 

available for informal public recreation. 101 

Zoning and Potential Annexation 102 

The project site is an isolated County island within the City of Madera’s Sphere of Influence. The City’s General Plan 103 

Land Use Element (City of Madera, 2009) provides anticipated land use policy within the proposed project area.  It 104 

is designated and prezoned as Low Density Residential. However, the District is a state agency with independent 105 

land-use authority for educational purposes under California Government Code Section 53094. Pursuant to this 106 

authority, the District proposes to adopt a resolution to render the local zoning designation inapplicable to the 107 

project site to the extent that it would conflict with the District’s proposed use of the property for educational 108 

facilities. This action would allow the District to construct and operate the proposed project consistent with its 109 

educational mission, independent of local zoning regulations. The District would continue to coordinate with the 110 

City on matters of mutual concern such as access, circulation, and public services. 111 

Although annexation is not required for project construction or operation, it is a possible activity of the project and 112 

the District anticipates that the property is likely to be annexed into the City of Madera during project construction 113 

or following project completion. Annexation would be processed through the Madera County Local Agency 114 

Formation Commission (LAFCo) in coordination with the City and County. Because annexation is a reasonably 115 

foreseeable future action, the potential environmental effects associated with annexation of the Facility into the 116 

City have been evaluated in this Initial Study. 117 
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4. Project Design Standards 118 

State of California 119 

The Division of State Architects (DSA) is the primary agency responsible for project design standards. DSA requires 120 

compliance with the 2025 California Building Standards Code (Title 24), including: 121 

• Part 1 – California Administrative Code (DSA administrative procedures), 122 

• Part 2 – California Building Code, 123 

• Part 3 – California Electrical Code, 124 

• Part 4 – California Mechanical Code, 125 

• Part 5 – California Plumbing Code, 126 

• Part 6 – California Energy Code, Part 9 – California Fire Code, 127 

• Part 11 – California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen), 128 

• Part 12 – California Referenced Standards Code. 129 

Madera County 130 

The County of Madera (County) is responsible for reviewing the off-site road improvements to W. Almond Avenue 131 

and Stadium Road as this land is within the County of Madera right-of-way. However, road improvements would 132 

be constructed to City of Madera standards because the main project site is anticipated to be annexed to the City 133 

of Madera.   134 

The main project site would not be under the jurisdiction of the City or County of Madera. However, the project 135 

would also be designed to comply with relevant County ordinances and standards. Relevant ordinances and 136 

standards to the project include: 137 

• Madera County Stormwater Resource Plan for design criteria for stormwater and dry-weather runoff 138 

Public (County of Madera, 2017). 139 

• Madera County Standard Plans and Specifications Water Individual Water Standard W-15 Well 140 

Destruction (County of Madera, 2011). 141 

• Madera County Noise Control Ordinance Chapter 9.58. 142 

City of Madera 143 

The City of Madera (City) is responsible for approving an extraterritorial agreement for water, sewer, and 144 

stormwater utility service connections and solid waste disposal. The project would be designed in compliance with 145 

the following City ordinances: 146 

• City of Madera Engineering Design Standards Section 21 – Domestic Water Facilities Design Criteria. 147 

• City of Madera Standard Drawings & Specifications (Sanitary Sewer: S-Series) 148 

• City of Madera Engineering Design Standards Section 20 – Storm Drainage Piping. 149 

• City of Madera Municipal Code Section 10-3-9.108 (trash enclosure screening, gate closure) 150 

• City’s Standard Drawings & Specifications – B-7 (trash enclosure construction, dimensions) 151 

The City would be responsible for reviewing and approving improvements made to the City’s stormwater basin. 152 

The stormwater basin would be comply with City standards, specifically, City of Madera Standard Drawings SD-1: 153 

Storm Drain Basin Requirements. 154 
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5. Actions Required to Implement the Project 155 

To implement the proposed project, the District shall complete the following actions and obtain all required 156 

approvals: 157 

1. Hazardous Materials Investigation and Remediation 158 

• The District has completed a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the project site and 159 

submitted it to the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) in accordance with the DTSC 160 

school site evaluation process. 161 

• Based on its review of the Phase I ESA, DTSC concluded that additional investigation is required 162 

and directed the preparation of a Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) to further 163 

evaluate the presence, nature, and extent of potential hazardous materials and to determine 164 

whether site conditions may pose a risk to human health or the environment. 165 

• If the PEA identifies contamination requiring further action, the District shall complete all DTSC-166 

required investigations and implement any response actions, remediation measures, or land use 167 

controls required by DTSC. 168 

• All DTSC-mandated actions shall be completed and approved by DTSC prior to construction of 169 

each increment of the project, consistent with DTSC approval requirements. 170 

2. Division of the State Architect (DSA) Review 171 

• Obtain plan review and approval from the Division of the State Architect (DSA) prior to 172 

construction. 173 

3. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Compliance 174 

• Complete the CEQA process for the project through adoption of a Mitigated Negative 175 

Declaration. 176 

• Adopt and implement the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) identified in 177 

Section F of the Initial Study. 178 

4. Project Approval 179 

• Approve the project through the appropriate governing body action. 180 

5. Permits and Agency Approvals 181 

• Obtain a well abandonment permit from Madera County. 182 

• Obtain approval from the County of Madera for proposed improvements to W. Almond Avenue 183 

and Stadium Road. 184 

• Secure approved extraterritorial utility service agreements from the City of Madera. 185 

• Submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and comply 186 

with all applicable Construction General Permit requirements. 187 

• Receive an Indirect Source Review (ISR) Air Impact Assessment (AIA) approval letter from the San 188 

Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD). 189 

• Obtain approval of a Dust Control Plan (DCP) from the SJVAPCD prior to and during construction 190 

activities. 191 

6. Project Schedule 192 

Construction of Increment 1 improvements is anticipated to start in August 2026 and conclude in September 2027. 193 

Construction of Increment 2 is anticipated to start in February 2027 and conclude in September 2027.  194 

7. Project Setting 195 

a) Existing Land Uses 196 
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The proposed school site is vacant. Nearby land uses include urban residences to the north, east, and 197 
south. An industrial area is located to the west. A City owned stormwater basin is adjacent on the north 198 
side. The basin is part of the proposed project site.  199 
 200 

b) Public Land Use Policies 201 
The County of Madera General Plan Land Use Element (County of Madera, 1995) provides land use policy 202 
within the proposed project area. The County land use designation for the project site is Rural, 203 
Residential, Single Family. 204 
 205 

c) Zoning 206 

The project site’s parcels are currently zoned as RRS Rural Residential Single Family (County of Madera, 207 

n.d.).  208 

d) Streets and Highways 209 

West Almond Avenue and Stadium Road are the existing streets nearest to the project site. West Almond 210 

Avenue is an east-west arterial adjacent to the south side of the proposed project. Stadium Road is a 211 

north-south arterial adjacent to the east side of the project site. Controlled access to State Route 99 from 212 

West Almond Avenue is about 1-mile east of the project site. 213 

e) Public Utilities and Services 214 

The project site is located in a “County Island” within the City of Madera and will be served through the 215 
City’s water, sewer, and stormwater disposal via an extraterritorial agreement. 216 
facilities. 217 

 218 

f) Storm Drainage 219 

 Existing water, sewer, and stormwater facilities, which serve the urban neighborhoods to the north, east, 220 

and south, are located nearby. Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E) provides electricity and natural gas within the 221 

City. The City’s Public Utilities Department (PUD) provides solid waste collection and sewer collection 222 

services. 223 

 224 

g) Climate 225 

The climatic conditions of the project are typical of the central San Joaquin Valley, consisting of hot, dry 226 

summers and mild, wet winters, characteristic of a Mediterranean climate. The local meteorology of the 227 

area is represented by measurements recorded by the National Weather Service. Temperatures in the 228 

project area range from an average minimum of approximately 36 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) in January, to 229 

an average maximum of 98°F, in July (WRCC, n.d.). 230 

h) Police and Fire 231 

The project area is served by the Madera County Sheriff, the City of Madera Police Department, and the 232 

City of Madera Fire Department. 233 

i) Transit 234 

The Madera Metro provides fixed route services throughout the city. Route 3, Green Line, runs north-235 

south along Stadium Road east of the project site (City of Madera, 2025). There is no Saturday service for 236 

the Green Line. Madera Dial-A-Ride (DAR) is a public, reservation based, public transit system. DAR can be 237 

used for work, medical appointments, school, meetings, senior service, and events. It provides service on 238 

weekdays, Saturday, and Sundays.239 
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9. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required 1 

Implementation of the project would require approval from the following public agencies in addition to the 2 

District: 3 

Table 3 4 
Responsible Public Agencies 5 

Public Agencies Approval(s) 

County of Madera Almond Avenue and Stadium Road design approval. 
Encroachment permits for drive approaches and utility 
connections. 
Right-of-way dedication to the County of Madera for 
Almond Ave. and Stadium Road widening. 

City of Madera Water, Sewer, and stormwater utility connection approval, 
via extraterritorial agreement. 
City of Madera stormwater basin expansion plan approval. 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Compliance with applicable rules and regulations, including 
but not limited to Regulation VIII (Dust Control Plan) and 
Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review). 

Division of State Architect Review and approve the design of school facilities. 

Department of Toxic Substances Control Obtain written approval from the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) confirming acceptance of the 
Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) and approval 
of any required response actions, or a determination that 
the site is suitable for school construction, prior to initiation 
of site grading or construction activities for each increment. 

 6 

10. Consultation with California Native American Tribes 7 

In accordance with Public Resources Code Section 21080.3.1 (Assembly Bill 52, 2013–2014), the lead agency is 8 

required to notify, in writing, any California Native American Tribe that has previously requested notification of 9 

projects within the geographic area of a proposed project. This notification must be provided within 14 days of the 10 

agency’s decision to undertake a project subject to CEQA. The notification includes a brief description of the 11 

project and invites the Tribe to indicate whether it wishes to initiate formal consultation. 12 

If the Tribe elects to consult, the lead agency must begin the consultation process within 30 days of receiving the 13 

request. The consultation continues until either: (1) the parties agree on mitigation measures, (2) the parties agree 14 

that mitigation is not necessary, or (3) either party concludes that a mutual agreement cannot be reached despite 15 

a good faith effort. 16 

On November 20, 2025, the District notified all California Native American tribe traditionally and culturally 17 

affiliated with the Project area with a summary of the proposed project via certified mail. As of the publishing of 18 

this Initial Study, no responses were received. A compilation of the Sacred Lands Files search results, tribal 19 

notification letters, and a correspondence tracking sheet are included in Appendix C. 20 
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B. Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 1 

Based on the evaluations in Part E, the project would have a less than significant impact on the environmental 2 

factors listed in Table 4. Those factors that require mitigation to be incorporated into the project to be less than 3 

significant are noted with an “X”. 4 

TABLE 4 5 

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected 6 

X Aesthetics  Agricultural and Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources  Energy Resources 

X Geology and Soils X Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

X Hydrology and Water Quality  Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise and Ground-borne Vibration  Population and Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation X Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities and Service Systems  Wildfire X Mandatory Findings of Significance 

C. Determination 7 

Based on this Initial Study, I find that the _____________________________ Project could have significant effects 8 

on the environment, but mitigation measures incorporated in the project by the ____________________________ 9 

will avoid the effects or render them less than significant. Therefore, a Mitigated Negative Declaration is 10 

recommended for adoption. 11 

 12 

Signature Date 

 13 

Print Name Title 

  14 
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D. Evaluation of Environmental Impacts 1 

1. State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental Checklist 2 

This Initial Study identifies and analyzes the potential impacts of the project on the environmental resources and 3 

conditions listed in Appendix G in the State CEQA Guidelines and describes feasible mitigation measures that could 4 

be incorporated into the project to avoid the impacts or reduce them to an insignificant level and determines the 5 

significance of the impact with or without mitigation. The environmental resources and conditions listed in 6 

Appendix G are categorized as follows: Aesthetics, Agricultural and Forestry Resources, Air Quality, Biological 7 

Resources, Cultural Resources, Energy, Geology and Soils, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Hazards, and Hazardous 8 

Materials, Hydrology and Water Quality, Land Use and Planning, Mineral Resources, Noise, Population and 9 

Housing, Public Services, Recreation, Transportation, Tribal Cultural Resources, Utilities, and Service Systems, 10 

Wildfire, and Mandatory Findings of Significance. 11 

The discussion of each impact in Part E of this Initial Study concludes with a determination that the impact is 12 

potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, less than significant, or does not involve any impact (no 13 

impact).  14 

The “potentially significant” determination is applied if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be 15 

significant. Under the State CEQA Guidelines, a significant effect, or impact, on the environment means a 16 

substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by 17 

the project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic 18 

significance (see Guidelines Section 15382). The District must prepare an Environmental Impact Report for the 19 

project if the Initial Study identifies one or more potentially significant impacts. 20 

The “less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated” determination applies when the incorporation by 21 

the District of mitigation measures in the project would reduce an impact from potentially significant to less than 22 

significant. This Initial Study describes each mitigation measure the District has incorporated into the project to 23 

reduce potentially significant impacts to a less-than-significant level. 24 

The “less than significant” determination applies when the project would not result in a significant effect on a 25 

resource or condition. The less-than-significant determination is used only in cases where no mitigation measures 26 

are required to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.  27 

The “no impact” determination applies when the project would have no impact on a resource or condition, or the 28 

resource or condition does not apply to the project or its location.  29 

The discussion of impacts in this Initial Study lists each potential impact as stated in Appendix G, provides an 30 

analysis of the impact, describes each mitigation measure required to avoid the impact or reduce it to an 31 

insignificant level, and concludes with a determination of the level of significance of the impact. References to 32 

documents that would provide background information on an impact are provided where applicable. 33 

This Initial Study incorporates by reference all documents and other sources of information cited in the Evaluation 34 

of Environmental Impacts (Part E) and Sources Consulted (Part H). 35 
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2. Existing Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Mitigation Measures 1 

In some cases, an impact that might appear to be significant is less than significant because it is subject to 2 

state, regional, or local laws, regulations, or policies – the application of which will reduce the impact to a 3 

less than significant level. The preparation of this Initial Study included a review of applicable laws, 4 

regulations, and policies to determine if they would prevent or reduce the potentially significant impacts 5 

of the project. The Initial Study does not cite the laws, regulations, and policies as mitigation measures 6 

because they would apply to the project regardless of the outcome of the Initial Study. For the project, 7 

applicable laws, regulations, and policies include but are not limited to the following: 8 

State of California: The state requirements include, but are not limited to the following: 9 

• Education Code Section 17213, Public Resources Code Section 21151.8; and California Code of 10 

Regulations, Title 5, Section 14011[h],[i]; Title 14, Section 15093:  11 

Requires the District Board to adopt findings stating: (1) the proposed school site is not a current or 12 

former waste disposal site; (2) the site is not a hazardous substance release site; (3) the site does not 13 

contain pipelines; and (4) whether a qualified freeway and/or qualified traffic corridor is located 14 

within 500 feet of the site. In addition, it requires board-adopted findings for hazardous air emitters 15 

and hazardous material handlers located within a 1/4 mile of the site. 16 

   17 

• Education Code Section 17215 and California Code of Regulations, Title 21, Division 2.5, Chapter 18 

2.1: Airports:  19 

Requires providing notice to the State Department of Education if a proposed school site is within 20 

two nautical miles, measured by air line, of that point on an airport runway or a potential runway is 21 

included in the airport master plan that is nearest to the site. The Department of Education is 22 

required to consult with the Department of Transportation as to the safety of the site concerning 23 

airport operations. 24 

 25 

• Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Article 2, Section 14010, Standards for School Site Selection: 26 

The standards address: possible hazards related to power line easements, railroads, airports, major 27 

streets, above-ground pipelines, underground pipelines, above-ground storage tanks, traffic, noise, 28 

seismicity, geology, soils, flooding, dam flood inundation, incompatible zoning, and other safety-29 

related factors. 30 

 31 

• Title 24, California Code of Regulations, Part 1 through Part 12: 32 

Specifies the State of California building regulations for public schools. The Division of the State 33 

Architect is responsible for administering the regulations. 34 

State Water Resources Control Board 35 

• The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 36 

The(NPDES) program pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act and the State Water Resources Control 37 

Board’s Construction General Permit (Order No. 2022-0057-DWQ). 38 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District:  39 

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) is the regional agency responsible for 40 

protecting air quality in the eight-county San Joaquin Valley air basin—San J, including Madera County. 41 

SJVAPCD adopts and enforces rules that limit emissions.  42 
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• Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions 1 

• Regulation IX – Mobile and Indirect Sources 2 

• Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review (https://www.valleyair.org/rules/1ruleslist.htm) 3 

Madera County: The County’s requirements include: 4 

• County of Madera General Plan 5 

The general plan is the County’s long-range blueprint for how land will be used and how growth 6 
will occur in the unincorporated areas of Madera County 7 

• County of Madera Zoning Ordinances 8 

The zoning ordinances implements the county’s general plan 9 

City of Madera: The City’s requirements include: 10 

• City of Madera General Plan 11 

The General Plan is the City's long-range blueprint for growth and development. It establishes 12 

policies and programs that guide land use, transportation, infrastructure, public services, 13 

housing, economic development, environmental protection, and community facilities within the 14 

City of Madera. 15 

• City of Madera Municipal Code and Zoning Ordinance 16 

The Municipal Code, including the Zoning Ordinance, implements the General Plan by 17 

establishing zoning districts, permitted land uses, development standards, and project review 18 

procedures. The Zoning Ordinance is intended to ensure that new development is consistent 19 

with the goals, policies, and land use designations established by the General Plan. 20 

 21 
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E. Environmental Checklist 1 

The questions in Sections E, 1-20 are taken from the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G: Environmental Checklist 2 

Form, Evaluation of Environmental Impacts. The thresholds of significance used for this Initial Study are the same 3 

as the environmental issues listed in the Appendix G Checklist. 4 

1. Aesthetics 5 

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

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?    X 

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

   X 

c. In nonurbanized 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 a 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? 

  X  

d. Create a new source of light and glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

 X   

Environmental Setting 6 
The project site consists of a vacant field and a stormwater basin situated within a predominantly residential 7 
area. To the north are the Madera High School softball fields and additional housing. Residential development 8 
extends along the eastern and southern boundaries, while a light industrial area is located to the west. 9 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 10 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? 11 

No Impact 12 

The terrain of the project site is level and adjacent to commercial shopping centers to the north and west 13 

and urban subdivisions to the east and south. Distant views of the Sierra Nevada Mountains to the east 14 

and northeast are sometimes visible but frequently obscured due to poor air quality or atmospheric 15 

conditions. The City of Madera General Plan did not identify or designate any scenic vistas within or near 16 

the project area (City of Madera, 2009). The proposed project will not have a substantial adverse effect on 17 

a scenic vista. There is no impact.  18 

b. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to trees, rock outcroppings, and 19 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 20 

No Impact 21 
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The nearest state scenic roadway is Route 49, near Oakhurst, about 20 miles northeast of the project site 1 

(California Department of Transportation, 2025). There are no designated county scenic highways in 2 

Madera County (City of Madera, 2009). There is no impact. 3 

c. In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of 4 
the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from a publicly accessible 5 
vantage point.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning 6 
and other regulations governing scenic quality? 7 

Less than significant impact. 8 
The project site is in an urbanized area to the north, east, and south and an industrial area to the west. 9 

The District proposes an outdoor athletic facility that would not degrade the existing visual character or 10 

quality of public views of the site and its surroundings. Further, as mentioned above, there are no 11 

officially designated scenic areas in the County or the City at or near the site itself. The impact is less than 12 

significant. Moreover, the District is a state agency with independent land-use authority for educational 13 

purposes under California Government Code Section 53094. Pursuant to this authority, the District 14 

proposes to adopt a resolution to render the local zoning designation inapplicable to the project site to 15 

the extent that it would conflict with the District’s proposed use of the property for educational facilities. 16 

This action would allow the District to construct and operate the proposed project consistent with its 17 

educational mission, independent of local zoning regulations. The District would continue to coordinate 18 

with the City on matters of mutual concern such as access, circulation and public services. The impact is 19 

less than significant. 20 

d. Create a new source of light and glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 21 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 22 

The proposed project will increase light and glare in its vicinity. Project buildings and parking areas will be 23 

lit in the evenings for the safety and security of the students and staff. Headlights from vehicles arriving 24 

and departing the school during evening hours would be the only potential source of glare from the 25 

project. The project lighting would not be unusual within the existing urban environment surrounding the 26 

site. However, to ensure that adjacent existing and future land uses are not significantly impacted, the 27 

following mitigation measures will be incorporated into the project. 28 

Mitigation Measure AE-1: Lighting Design and Operational Controls. Exterior lighting associated with the 29 

project shall be designed, installed, and operated to minimize light spillover, glare, and nighttime lighting 30 

impacts on surrounding areas. The following requirements shall apply: 31 

a. Fixture Design and Orientation. All parking area and exterior building lighting shall utilize full cut-off 32 

or fully shielded fixtures designed and installed so that no light is emitted above a 90-degree 33 

horizontal plane from the base of the fixture. Fixtures shall be installed in a horizontal position as 34 

designed to prevent upward light distribution. 35 

b. Directional Lighting. All exterior lighting and illuminated signage shall be top-mounted and directed 36 

downward, except where uplighting is required for safety or security purposes. Lighting shall be 37 

directed and contained to the intended target area to the maximum extent feasible. 38 

c. Security and Architectural Lighting. Exterior building lighting provided for security or aesthetic 39 

purposes shall consist of full cut-off or shielded fixtures to minimize upward light dispersion and 40 

off-site light trespass. 41 
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d. Lighting Curfew. Non-essential exterior lighting shall be turned off by 10:00 p.m., except where 1 

lighting is required for safety, security, or emergency purposes. 2 

With implementation of Mitigation Measures AE-1 this impact would be less than significant with 3 

mitigation incorporated.  4 
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2.  Agriculture and Forestry Resources 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

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

   X 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland 
Production? 

   X 

d. Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of 
forestland to non-forest use? 

   X 

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

   X 

Environmental Setting 2 
The project site consists of a vacant field and a groundwater/stormwater basin situated within a 3 

predominantly residential area. There are no designated, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned 4 

timberland production on or near the project site (City of Madera, 2009). The project site is surrounded by 5 

fully developed urban land uses including industrial, residential, and public institutional land uses 6 

Regulatory Setting 7 
As stated in Section E.1 Aesthetics, part c, of this Initial Study, the District would consider the local zoning 8 
designation inapplicable to the project site to the extent that it would conflict with the District’s proposed use 9 
of the property for educational facilities. 10 

The project site is located within the County of Madera, and is zoned as Rural, Residential, Single Family 11 
District (RRS) (County of Madera, n.d.). The County of Madera’s General Plan has Land Use policies regarding 12 
agricultural land conversion. The County of Madera General Plan policies include: 13 

1. Policy 1.A.4. The County shall encourage infill development and development contiguous to existing cities 14 
and unincorporated communities to minimize premature conversion of agricultural land and other open 15 
space lands. 16 

The project site is located within the City of Madera General Plan planning area and has a General Plan land 17 
use designation for low density residential. The City of Madera General Plan policies include: 18 

1. Policy LU-10, which establishes a growth boundary limiting development in the City of Madera. The 19 
project site is located within this growth boundary. 20 
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2. Policy LU-12, which limits infrastructure installation to within the growth boundary. As mentioned 1 
previously, the project site is within the growth boundary. 2 

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP): The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 3 

produces maps and statistical data used for rating California’s agricultural land resources. Agricultural land is 4 

rated according to soil quality and irrigation status, where the best quality land is designated as Prime 5 

Farmland. Maps are updated every two years using computer mapping, aerial imagery, public review, and field 6 

investigations. The FMMP was updated in 2020. The project site is redesignated as Prime Farmland (California 7 

Department of Conservation, 2025).  8 

Williamson Act: The Williamson Act, formally known as the California Land Conservation Act of 1965, allows 9 

local governments to establish contracts with private landowners that restrict enrolled properties to 10 

agricultural or compatible open space uses. In exchange, participating landowners benefit from significantly 11 

reduced property tax assessments, which are calculated based on the land’s agricultural or open-space value 12 

rather than its full market value. No Williamson Act contracts apply to the project site (California Department 13 

of Conservation, 2025). 14 

Would the project: 15 

a. Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown 16 
on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 17 
Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use? 18 
 19 
Less than Significant Impact 20 

The project site is designated as Prime Farmland and implementation of the proposed project would 21 

result in the permanent conversion of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural uses. This change represents an 22 

irreversible conversion of agricultural land. 23 

However, the project is consistent with applicable land use policies of the City of Madera and County of 24 

Madera General Plans that address agricultural land preservation and orderly urban development. The 25 

project site is located within an urbanized area and is surrounded by existing urban land uses, including 26 

residential, commercial, and institutional development. As a result, the project qualifies as an infill 27 

development. 28 

The project site would be located within the City of Madera’s urban growth boundary, therefore abiding 29 

by Policy LU-10 and LU-12. The excavation of the existing stormwater basin may provide a benefit to 30 

agriculture in the region as it would increase the basin’s capacity for groundwater recharge, should the 31 

City of Madera pursue that option at this location. The site would be converted into athletic fields that 32 

could feasibly be converted back to farmland as the soil would not be significantly degraded due to the 33 

land use change. This area could be returned to farmland in the future, so the Prime Farmland resource 34 

would not be permanently lost. 35 

As discussed above, the project would be consistent with the City and County General Plan. The project 36 

may potentially benefit agriculture in the region should the basin be used as a groundwater recharge 37 

facility in the future. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 38 

b. Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 39 
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No Impact 1 

No Williamson Act contracts apply to the project site. The proposed project would not conflict with a 2 

Williamson Act contract. Additionally, the project is zoned for Rural Residential by the County of Madera 3 

and has a general plan land use designation for low density residential by the City of Madera. The project 4 

would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use. There would be no impact. 5 

c. Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forestland, timberland, or timberland zoned 6 
timberland production? 7 
 8 
No Impact 9 
The project site is not forestland, timberland or zoned for timberland production. There would be no 10 

impact.  11 

 12 
d. Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of forestland to non-forest use? 13 

 14 
No Impact 15 
The project site is not forestland, timberland or zoned for timberland production. There would be no 16 

impact. 17 

 18 

e. Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result 19 
in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forestland to non-forest use? 20 
 21 
No Impact 22 

The site is in an area surrounded by residential, industrial, and public institutional uses and could 23 

therefore not impact nearby agricultural land uses, nor are there any aspects of the project that would 24 

impact agricultural land further away. There would be no impact. 25 

 26 
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3. Air Quality 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

  X  

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations?   X  

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

  X  

An Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis report was prepared for this project by Blair, Church & Flynn 2 

and is included as Appendix A to this Initial Study. This Initial Study incorporates information and analysis from 3 

this report to evaluate impacts on air quality.  4 

Environmental Setting 5 

In summary, the project is located within the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB) The SJVAB is within the 6 

jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD. Air quality in the SJVAB is 7 

influenced by a variety of factors, including topography, and local and regional meteorology. The climate is 8 

semi-arid, with an annual normal precipitation of approximately 11 inches. Temperatures in the project area 9 

range from an average minimum of approximately 38°F, in January, to an average maximum of 98°F, in July 10 

(WRCC, n.d.). 11 

Regulatory Setting 12 

The SJVAPCD is tasked with implementing programs and regulations required by the Federal Clean Air Act 13 

(FCAA) and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA). In that capacity, the SJVAPCD has prepared plans to attain 14 

Federal and State ambient air quality standards. According to the CEQA Guidelines, the significance criterion 15 

established by the applicable air quality management district or air pollution control district may be relied 16 

upon to make the following determinations. The project is within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air 17 

Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD The SJVAPCD guides air quality analysis under CEQA in its Guidance for 18 

Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (GAMAQI) (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 19 

2015). 20 

The GAMAQI guidance document includes recommended thresholds of significance to be used for the 21 

evaluation of short-term construction, long-term operational, odor, toxic air contaminant, and cumulative air 22 

quality impacts. Accordingly, the SJVAPCD-recommended thresholds of significance are used to determine 23 

whether implementation of the proposed project would result in a significant air quality impact. The 24 

thresholds of significance are summarized below. 25 
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• Short-term Emissions—Construction impacts associated with the proposed project would be considered 1 

significant if project-generated emissions exceeded 100 tons per year (TPY) of CO, 10 TPY of ROG or NOx, 2 

27 TPY of SOx, or 15 TPY of PM10 or PM2.5. 3 

• Long-term Emissions—Operational impacts associated with the proposed project would be considered 4 

significant if project-generated emissions would exceed 100 TPY of CO, 10 TPY of ROG or NOx, 27 TPY of 5 

SOx, or 15 TPY of PM10 or PM2.5. 6 

• Conflict with or Obstruct Implementation of Applicable Air Quality Plan—Due to the region’s non- 7 

attainment status for ozone, PM2.5, and PM10, if project-generated emissions of ozone precursor 8 

pollutants (i.e., ROG and NOx) or PM would exceed the SJVAPCD’s significance thresholds, then the 9 

project would be considered to conflict with the attainment plans. 10 

• Local Mobile-Source CO Concentrations—Local mobile source impacts associated with the proposed 11 

project would be considered significant if the project contributes to CO concentrations at receptor 12 

locations more than the CAAQS (i.e., 9.0 ppm for 8 hours or 20 ppm for 1 hour). 13 

• Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs) would be considered significant if the probability of 14 

contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (i.e., maximum individual risk) exceeded 20 in 1 15 

million or would result in a Hazard Index greater than 1. 16 

• Odor impacts associated with the proposed project would be considered significant if it could frequently 17 

expose members of the public to objectionable odors. 18 

 19 

In addition to the above thresholds, the SJVAPCD recommends daily emissions thresholds for the evaluation of 20 

project impacts on localized ambient air quality conditions. Accordingly, the proposed project would also be 21 

considered to result in a significant contribution to localized ambient air quality if on-site emissions for ROG, 22 

NOx, PM10, PM2.5, CO, or SO2 associated with either short-term construction or long- term operational 23 

activities would exceed a daily average of 100 pounds per day (lbs/day) for each of the pollutants evaluated 24 

(San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2015). 25 

Thus, projects with emissions below the thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants would be determined 26 

not to conflict with or obstruct the implementation of the SJVAPCD air quality plans. 27 

The SJVAPCD GAMAQI also provides guidance on screening projects for offensive odors. These screening levels 28 

can be used to qualitatively assess a project’s potential adverse effect on nearby receptors. 29 

Would the project: 30 

a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?  31 

In accordance with SJVAPCD-recommended methodology for the assessment of air quality impacts, 32 

projects that result in significant air quality impacts at the project level are also considered to have a 33 

significant cumulative air quality impact. As noted in the following impact analysis and in Appendix A Air 34 

Quality & Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis, short-term construction and long-term operational emissions 35 

would not exceed applicable thresholds. As discussed in Section E.17 Transportation and the Vehicle Miles 36 

Traveled (VMT) analysis included in Appendix E, the project would also not conflict with any applicable 37 

VMT plans thresholds, which relates to air quality.  38 

Additionally, the Project would comply with applicable SJVAPCD Rules and Regulations. The following 39 

SJVAPCD requirements apply to the project: 40 
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• SJVAPCD Regulation VIII (Fugitive Dust Control) – The project would be required to implement 1 

measures to mitigate fugitive dust from construction activities.  2 

• SJVAPCD Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review or “ISR”) – projects that are above the applicability size 3 

thresholds must prepare and submit to SJVAPCD an Air Impact Assessment (AIA) application. 4 

SJVAPCD would complete an assessment of project emissions for NOx and PM10 and require air 5 

quality mitigation fees or measures if project emissions are determined to be over the threshold of 6 

2.0 TPY. 7 

For these reasons, the project’s impact would be less than significant. 8 

b. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region 9 

is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality? 10 

Less than Significant Impact 11 

The proposed project is in Madera, California, in Madera County, which is within the San Joaquin Valley 12 

Air Basin (SJVAB), which is designated as nonattainment for 1-hour ozone, 8-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. 13 

The SJVAB attainment status for air pollutants criteria is displayed below in Table 5.  14 

TABLE 5. 15 

SJVAB ATTAINMENT STATUS DESIGNATION 16 

Pollutant Federal Designation State Designation 

Ozone, 1 hour No Standard Nonattainment/Severe 

Ozone, 8 hour Nonattainment/Extreme Nonattainment 

PM10 Attainment Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

Carbon Monoxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment/Unclassified 

Nitrogen dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Sulfur dioxide Attainment/Unclassified Attainment 

Lead (particulate) No Designation/Classification Attainment 

Hydrogen sulfide No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Sulfates No Federal Standard Attainment 

Visibility-reducing particulates No Federal Standard Unclassified 

Vinyl Chloride No Federal Standard Attainment 

For more information visit website url: https://ww2.valleyair.org/air-quality-information/ambient-air-

quality-standards-valley-attainmnet-status/  

Source: (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, n.d.) 

Potential air quality impacts associated with the proposed project could occur during construction or 17 

operation. Short-term construction and long-term air-quality impacts associated with the proposed 18 

project are discussed as follows: 19 

Short-Term Construction Emissions 20 

The project would result in a short-term increase in air pollutant emissions. Construction-generated 21 

emissions are temporary, occurring only during construction activities, but have the potential to result in 22 

a significant air quality impact. The construction of the project would result in temporary generation of 23 

emissions caused by off-road and on-road construction equipment exhaust, as well as emissions released 24 
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from earth moving (fugitive dust), asphalt concrete paving, and painting (VOCs). Estimated construction-1 

generated annual emissions, per phase, associated with the proposed project are summarized in Table 5 2 

in Appendix A. Construction of the proposed project would generate maximum uncontrolled annual 3 

construction emissions of approximately 0.28 TPY of ROG, 1.38 TPY of NOx, 1.78 TPY of CO, <0.005 TPY of 4 

SO2, 0.15 TPY of PM10T, and 0.10 TPY of PM2.5T. These emissions would remain below the SJVAPCD’s 5 

significance thresholds of 10 TPY for ROG and NOx, 100 TPY for CO, 27 TPY for SO2, and 15 TPY for PM10T 6 

and PM2.5T. 7 

Estimated average daily on-site construction emissions are summarized in Table 6 in Appendix A. 8 

Construction of the proposed project would generate maximum on-site emissions of approximately 11.41 9 

lbs/day of ROG, 29.16 lbs/day of NOx, 28.81 lbs/day of CO, 0.06 lbs/day of SO2, 9.09 lbs/day of PM10T, and 10 

5.10 lbs/day of PM2.5T. Daily on-site construction emissions would not exceed the SJVAPCD’s 11 

recommended localized ambient air quality significance thresholds of 100 lbs/day for any of the criteria 12 

pollutants. Additionally, project construction would be required to comply with applicable CARB and 13 

SJVAPCD rules and regulations. This would further reduce construction-related emissions. For these 14 

reasons, the impact of construction-generated emissions would be considered less than significant. 15 

Long Term Operational Emissions 16 

Estimated annual operational emissions for the proposed project are summarized in Table 7 in Appendix 17 

A. Upon completion of the project, the project is expected to generate approximately 0.87 TPY of ROG, 18 

0.46 TPY of NOx, 2.72 TPY of CO, and <0.005 TPY of SO2, 0.32 of PM10T, and 0.09 PM2.5T. These emissions 19 

would primarily result from mobile sources, building operations (including energy use), and area sources 20 

such as occasional use of cleaning products, architectural coatings, and maintenance activities. 21 

Operational emissions from the project in 2027 would remain below SJVAPCD’s emissions significance 22 

thresholds. 23 

Table 8 summarizes the estimated increase in annual average daily on-site operational emissions 24 

compared to the existing project site operation. As mentioned, maximum daily emissions would primarily 25 

stem from area sources, such as landscape maintenance activities and the use of consumer products. 26 

Upon completion of the project, maximum daily on-site emissions are estimated at 5.93 lbs/day of ROG, 27 

2.70 lbs/day of NOx, 17.23 lbs/day of CO, 0.03 lbs/day of SO2, 2.02 lbs/day of PM10T, and 0.54 lbs/day of 28 

PM2.5T. 29 

Even at maximum levels, daily on-site emissions would remain below the SJVAPCD’s localized ambient air 30 

quality significance threshold of 100 lbs/day for all criteria pollutants. The long-term operation of the 31 

proposed project would not result in a significant impact on regional or local air quality conditions. 32 

Additionally, project operation would be required to comply with the 2025 Building Energy Efficiency 33 

Standards, which include the requirement to install onsite solar photovoltaic systems and an energy 34 

storage system (ESS) and EV charger equipped parking stalls. This would further reduce operational-35 

related emissions. For these reasons, the project’s impact would be less than significant. 36 

c. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 37 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 38 

According to the SJVAPCD GAMAQI (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2015), the 39 

determination of whether project emissions would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 40 

concentrations is a function of assessing potential health risks. Sensitive receptors are facilities that house 41 
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or attract children, the elderly, people with illnesses, or others who are especially sensitive to the effects 1 

of air pollutants. Hospitals, schools, convalescent facilities, and residential areas are examples of sensitive 2 

receptors. When evaluating whether a development proposal has the potential to result in localized 3 

impacts, Lead Agency staff need to consider the nature of the air pollutant emissions, the proximity 4 

between the emitting facility and sensitive receptors, the direction of prevailing winds, and local 5 

topography.  6 

Sensitive land uses near the proposed project site consist mainly of education and residential land uses. 7 

The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site include the residential homes bordering the project site 8 

to the northeast of the proposed field area and bordering the basin excavation area to the west. Other 9 

residential sensitive receptors include residential homes across Stadium Road and West Almond Avenue, 10 

approximately 50 feet away from the project site. The nearest educational land use is the Madera High 11 

School baseball/softball field complex located approximately 120 feet north of the proposed basin 12 

excavation site area. Long-term operational and short-term construction activities and emission sources 13 

that could adversely impact these sensitive receptors are discussed as follows: 14 

Long-Term Operation 15 

Toxic Air Contaminants 16 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in the long-term operation of any major 17 

onsite stationary sources of TACs, nor would project implementation result in a significant increase in 18 

diesel-fueled vehicles traveling along area roadways. No major stationary sources of TACs were 19 

identified in the project vicinity that would result in increased exposure of students and residents to 20 

TACs. For these reasons, long-term increases in exposure to TACs would be considered less than 21 

significant. 22 

Carbon Monoxide 23 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is the primary criteria air pollutant of local concern for the proposed project. 24 

Under certain meteorological and traffic conditions, such as areas with heavy congestion, CO levels 25 

can reach unhealthy concentrations. When inhaled, CO is readily absorbed into the bloodstream, 26 

reducing oxygen delivery to the body and potentially causing health effects ranging from mild 27 

headaches to severe outcomes, including death. Those most vulnerable include individuals with 28 

anemia and those suffering from chronic lung or heart conditions. 29 

CO emissions from mobile sources are directly influenced by traffic volume, speed, and congestion. 30 

However, CO disperses quickly under normal atmospheric conditions, limiting its transport. As a 31 

result, CO modeling is recommended for sensitive land uses near signalized intersections expected to 32 

operate at poor levels of service (LOS). From a traffic study prepared by TJKM Transportation 33 

Consultants, included in Appendix F of the IS/MND, the nearest intersection of Stadium and Almond 34 

Avenue would operate at a level of service of C or better during weekday and weekend peak hours, 35 

therefore long-term exposure to localized CO concentrations would be considered less than 36 

significant. 37 

Short-Term Construction 38 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos 39 

Naturally occurring asbestos, which was identified by CARB as a TAC in 1986, is in many parts of 40 

California and is commonly associated with ultramafic rock. However, the project site is not located 41 
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near any regions likely to contain ultramafic rock (U.S Geologic Survey, 2011). Therefore, the risk of 1 

exposure to naturally occurring asbestos during construction is considered less than significant.  2 

Asbestos-Containing Materials 3 

Demolition activities can negatively impact air quality, particularly concerning the proper handling, 4 

removal, and disposal of asbestos-containing materials (ACM). ACM may be present in buildings 5 

constructed before 1970 and can also be found in various materials, such as utility pipes and pipeline 6 

insulation. If a project involves disturbing or potentially disturbing ACM, it must comply with 7 

applicable regulations, including the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 8 

61, Subpart M - Asbestos NESHAP). These regulations require, among other things: (1) notification to 9 

the local air pollution control district at least 10 business days before activities begin, (2) an asbestos 10 

survey conducted by a Certified Asbestos Consultant, and (3) proper removal and disposal of 11 

identified ACM. The SJVAPCD administers these regulations through its Rule 4002 (San Joaquin Valley 12 

Air Pollution Control District, 2007). 13 

The project would not include demolition of structures that contain asbestos. There is a potential of 14 

encountering and disturbing unknown underground ACM pipe during earthwork activities. However, 15 

since the proposed project would be required to comply with Rule 4002 in the scenario that ACM is 16 

encountered, the risk of exposure to asbestos-containing materials is considered less than significant. 17 

Lead-Coated Materials 18 

Demolishing structures coated with lead-based paint can negatively impact air quality and pose 19 

health risks to nearby individuals. Lead-based paint is commonly found in buildings constructed 20 

before 1978, and improper demolition can release lead-containing particles into the environment. 21 

Activities such as sandblasting or using heat guns to remove paint can generate significant lead 22 

emissions. To prevent lead exposure, proper abatement must be conducted before demolition. 23 

Federal and state regulations, including the Lead in Construction Standard (29 CFR 1926.62) and 24 

California Code of Regulations (CCR Title 8, Section 1532.1), govern the handling of lead-containing 25 

materials during construction, demolition, and maintenance activities.  26 

There are no buildings proposed for demolition as a part of the proposed project. Therefore, the risk 27 

of exposure to lead-based paint is considered less than significant. 28 

Lead Soil Contamination 29 

There is a potential for lead soil contamination at the project site from historical land use and/or 30 

aerial deposition. The project would be required to complete all Preliminary Environmental 31 

Assessment (PEA) requirements with DTSC review, approval, and oversight to identify and remediate 32 

any on-site lead soil contamination prior to initiating construction activities. Furthermore, the project 33 

would require the implementation of a dust control plan per SJVAPD Regulation VIII. Through the 34 

implementation of these two plans/regulations, the impact from potential lead contaminated soil 35 

would be less than significant. 36 

Localized PM Concentrations 37 

Fugitive dust emissions would primarily result from site preparation, grading, and vehicle movement 38 

on both unpaved and paved surfaces. If left uncontrolled, these emissions could contribute to 39 
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nuisance impacts for nearby receptors. The project would be subject to SJVAPCD Regulation VIII – 1 

Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions, which would require the contractor to prepare and submit a dust control 2 

plan and implement dust control measures over the course of construction, such as site watering. 3 

Through the implementation of a dust control plan, the impact would be less than significant.  4 

Deisel Particulate Matter 5 

Construction of the project would generate short-term diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions 6 

from off-road equipment and on-road diesel trucks, which could temporarily increase localized 7 

concentrations near sensitive receptors. A modified screening-level health risk prioritization analysis, 8 

based on CAPCOA guidance and conservatively assuming close receptor proximity and using the 9 

maximum annual DPM emission rate for the entire duration, indicates that the project would result in 10 

a modified total facility score of approximately 3.53 when adjusted to reflect the one-year 11 

construction duration. This score falls at the low end of the intermediate range and represents a 12 

conservative estimate of potential risk. Given the short-term and intermittent nature of construction 13 

emissions, the conservative exposure assumptions applied, and the dispersed nature of emission 14 

sources across the large project site, DPM emissions would not expose sensitive receptors to a 15 

substantial cancer risk. Therefore, construction-related toxic air contaminant impacts would be less 16 

than significant. 17 

d. Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of 18 
people? 19 

Less than Significant Impact 20 

According to the SJVAPCD GAMAQI (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2015), due to the 21 

subjective nature of odor impacts, the number of variables that can influence the potential for an odor 22 

impact, and the variety of odor sources, there are no quantitative or formulaic methodologies to 23 

determine the presence of a significant odor impact. Rather, SJVAPCD recommends that odor analyses 24 

strive to fully disclose all pertinent information. The intensity of an odor source’s operations and its 25 

proximity to sensitive receptors influence the potential significance of odor emissions. SJVAPCD has 26 

identified some common types of facilities that have been known to produce odors in the San Joaquin 27 

Valley.  28 

During construction and operation, the project may produce odors associated with construction and 29 

maintenance, such as vehicle/landscape equipment exhaust odor, asphalt degassing, and paint fumes, 30 

although these odors are expected to be intermittent and would no longer be present once construction 31 

is complete.  32 

The projects would be used as an educational and recreational facility. Therefore, the project would not 33 

produce significant odors that would adversely affect a substantial number of people. This impact would 34 

be less than significant. 35 
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4. Biological Resources 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 X   

b. Have a substantially 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 U. S. 
Wildlife Service? 

 X   

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? 

   X 

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

  X  

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

   X 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

   X 

A Biological Resources Evaluation (BRE) report was prepared for this project by Blair, Church & Flynn and is 2 

included as Appendix B to this Initial Study. The BRE includes a literature review, database analysis, and a 3 

summary of observations made during a site visit on November 4, 2025. This Initial Study incorporates 4 

information and analysis from this report to evaluate impacts on biological resources.  5 

Would the project: 6 

a. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 7 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 8 

regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 9 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated  10 

The BRE identified 36 animal species and 17 plant special status species that have occurred within the 9-11 

topographic quadrangle search area as defined by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) or 12 

may have the have the potential to occur according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see Table 1 13 

Special Status Plant Species, and Table 2 Special Status Wildlife Species, in Appendix B). 14 
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The project site has been substantially disturbed by ongoing maintenance activities, including periodic 1 

plowing of the vacant lot and routine vegetation management within the adjacent stormwater basin. As a 2 

result, the site does not support the natural communities or habitat conditions favored by most species 3 

identified in the CNDDB 4 

Two species from Table 2 – Literature Review – Wildlife Species of Appendix B were observed during the 5 

site visit. A Double-crested cormorant (Nannopterum auritum) was seen flying overhead, and a California 6 

Gull (Larus californicus) briefly stopped in the basin then flew away.  Other species listed in the BRE were 7 

observed at either the main project site or the stormwater basin site.  8 

The stormwater basin may offer temporary resting or foraging habitat for migratory birds. During 9 

construction, however, the basin would be drained and excavated to increase stormwater retention 10 

capacity, temporarily eliminating habitat. While the basin remains dry, it would not provide suitable 11 

foraging or resting conditions. Migratory birds would continue to have access to other stormwater basins 12 

throughout the City of Madera during this period. Once excavation is complete, the basin would resume 13 

collecting stormwater and urban non-stormwater runoff, restoring its potential use by birds. Accordingly, 14 

construction activities would result in only temporary effects on migratory birds, and the impact would be 15 

less than significant. 16 

Tree removal at the main project site has the potential to significantly impact nesting bird species if 17 

conducted during the nesting season. Although only a few trees are present on the site—and all are less 18 

than 2 meters tall—they could still be used by birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) 19 

for nesting between February and August. Removal of these trees while active nests are present could 20 

result in a significant impact on nesting birds. To avoid this outcome, the project shall implement the 21 

following mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 22 

Measure BR-1: Nesting Bird Avoidance and Minimization The nesting bird season is between February 1st 23 

and August 31st. The trees and utility poles are expected to be removed at the main project site and 24 

should be removed before construction begins to prevent birds from nesting in those trees during 25 

construction, and those trees should be removed outside of the nesting bird season. As in, trees should be 26 

removed between September 1st and January 31st:  27 

If trees or utility poles must be removed during the nesting bird season, then a qualified biologist should 28 

perform a pre-construction nesting bird survey to determine whether birds are currently nesting on the 29 

trees at the project site.  30 

• If there are no active nests in the trees at the project site, then the trees or utility poles can be 31 

removed during the nesting bird season, but no later than 30 days after the nesting bird survey. 32 

Another survey shall be performed once 30 days have passed from the initial survey. 33 

• If an active nest is observed in the trees or utility poles at the project site, then those trees or 34 

utility poles shall not be removed until a qualified biologist has determined that the nest is no 35 

longer being used or that the fledglings are no longer dependent on the nest. 36 

o If a biologist is not available for continuous monitoring, then a 250’ buffer should be 37 

established around the active nest(s) where construction activity is not allowed, aside 38 

from vehicle access.  39 

o Though unlikely, a 500’ buffer should be established for any raptor species nests.  40 
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o If a buffer is not feasible, then a qualified biologist should monitor the nest in the 1 

meantime and stop nearby construction activity if they determine that nesting behavior 2 

is being negatively affected by that activity.  3 

o A hybrid approach may be used where a buffer is set around an active bird nest until 4 

construction is required near the nest. At this point, a qualified biologist may start to 5 

monitor the bird nest. 6 

• No bird nests shall be destroyed during the nesting bird season or when the nest is active. 7 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1, this impact would be less than significant with 8 

mitigation incorporated. 9 

b. Have a substantially adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 10 

identified in local or regional plans, policies, and regulations or by the California Department of Fish and 11 

Game or U. S. Wildlife Service? 12 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 13 

During the site visit no riparian or sensitive natural communities were observed. Review of the CNDDB 14 

corroborated this finding. The BRE reviewed the CNDDB for the presence of riparian or sensitive natural 15 

communities.  Additionally, the City of Madera and the County of Madera General Plans do not designate 16 

the project site as a protected natural areas (County of Madera, 1995) (City of Madera, 2009). Potential 17 

downstream water quality impacts from pre-construction stormwater basin dewatering would be 18 

mitigated by the implementation of Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-2, as discussed in Section E.10 19 

Hydrology and Water Quality. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation 20 

incorporated. 21 

c. Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 22 

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 23 

means? 24 

No Impact  25 

The BRE reviewed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Mapper and the Federal Emergency 26 

Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Zone maps, which indicate that no wetlands occur within the project 27 

site. While the adjacent canal and a nearby temporary stormwater basin are mapped in the National 28 

Wetland Mapper, they are not classified as riparian habitat or sensitive natural communities. Because no 29 

state or federally protected wetlands are present, the project would not result in a substantial adverse 30 

effect on such resources. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 31 

d. Interfere substantially with the movement of any resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 32 

established native resident migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 33 

sites? 34 

 Less than Significant Impact 35 

Excavation of the stormwater basin would require it to be temporarily dewatered, resulting in the short-36 

term loss of foraging habitat for migratory birds. The basin is hydrologically disconnected from any 37 

waterways and does not provide migratory fish habitat. The basin may also be dewatered periodically for 38 

routine maintenance by the City of Madera under existing conditions. Following excavation, the basin 39 
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would resume collecting urban runoff and reestablish available habitat. Therefore, the project’s impact on 1 

migratory birds and fish would be less than significant. 2 

e. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 3 

policy or ordinance? 4 

 5 

No Impact 6 

The project would require the removal of several ornamental trees located at the main project site. All 7 

trees observed during the site visit were less than 2 meters in height. Neither the City nor the County of 8 

Madera require replacement of trees removed as part of development activities (City of Madera, 2025; 9 

County of Madera, 2025). Therefore, the project would have no impact. 10 

 11 

f. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Conservation Community 12 

Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 13 

 14 

No Impact 15 

There is no Critical Habitat, Proposed Critical Habitat, Movement Corridors, or Habitat Conservation Plans 16 

within the project area. Therefore, there would be no impact. 17 
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5. Cultural Resources 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.5? 

  X  

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of an archaeological resource pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.5? 

 X   

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

A Cultural Resource Inventory report was prepared for this project by Johnston & Associates and is included in 2 

Appendix C of this Initial Study. The study provides a summary of the project regulatory and environmental 3 

setting for both pre-contact and historical resources, study methods, findings, historic resource evaluations, 4 

and management recommendations. This Initial Study incorporates information and analysis from this report 5 

to evaluate potential impacts to Cultural Resources. 6 

Regulatory Setting 7 

Under CEQA, lead agencies must assess whether discretionary projects could significantly impact cultural 8 

resources. A significant impact occurs if a project would substantially alter or damage a historical resource—9 

defined as a building, site, structure, object, or district with historical, cultural, architectural, archaeological, or 10 

scientific value (14 CCR §15064.5[b]). Such resources are those listed in or eligible for listing in the California 11 

Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). If adverse effects cannot be avoided, mitigation is required to reduce 12 

harm to the resource’s significance (PRC §21083.2[c]), and these measures must be enforceable (14 CCR 13 

§15064.5[b][4]). 14 

For this Initial Study, a cultural resource includes archaeological sites or historical-era properties (typically 45 15 

years or older). Whether a resource is considered “historical” depends on its eligibility for the CRHR based on 16 

established significance criteria (14 CCR §15064.5[a]). 17 

Would the project: 18 

a. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to State CEQA 19 
Guidelines Section 15064.5? 20 

Less than Significant 21 
As documented in the Cultural Resources Inventory Report included as Appendix C, a records search and 22 

field survey were conducted to identify potential historical resources within the project site. The 23 

investigation determined that no buildings, structures, objects, or features eligible for listing on the 24 

California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) or considered significant under State CEQA Guidelines 25 

Section 15064.5 are present. All former residential structures and associated outbuildings have been 26 

removed from the site. Remaining features include a modern water tank, water pump and well, and 27 

telephone/electrical poles, which do not meet the criteria for historical significance. 28 



Environmental Checklist 

Cultural Resources 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 45 Outdoor Education Facility 

Because the project site does not contain historical resources as defined by CEQA, implementation of the 1 

proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. 2 

Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 3 

b. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archeological resource pursuant to State 4 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5? 5 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 6 

As discussed in the Cultural Resources Inventory Report included as Appendix C, no historical resources 7 

were identified within the project site. However, based on the site’s soil characteristics, topography, and 8 

proximity to historic water sources, there is a moderate potential for buried archaeological resources at 9 

depths greater than three feet below the original ground surface. The project site has historically been 10 

used for agriculture and has been subject to repeated plowing and ripping, which substantially reduces 11 

the likelihood of intact archaeological deposits within the upper three feet of soil. Note that excavation of 12 

the existing stormwater basin would have very low potential for archeological artifacts as the bottom of 13 

the basin is currently approximately 20 feet below original ground surface elevation. 14 

Excavation activities that extend deeper than three feet could encounter previously unknown 15 

archaeological resources. To address this potential impact, Mitigation Measure CULT-1 would be 16 

implemented to ensure that any such resources are appropriately identified and managed, reducing the 17 

impact to a less than significant level. 18 

Mitigation Measure CULT-1: Excavation Archeological Monitoring: 19 

A qualified archaeologist shall monitor initial ground-disturbing activities in areas where excavation will 20 

exceed three feet below the original ground surface, except for excavation of the stormwater basin. 21 

Monitoring shall continue until excavation reaches its full design depth. If archaeological resources are 22 

encountered, work shall be halted in the immediate area, and the archaeologist shall evaluate the find 23 

and recommend appropriate treatment in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5. 24 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1, potential impacts to archaeological resources would 25 

be reduced to less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 26 

c. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries?  27 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 28 

There are no known human remains within the project site, and the site is not located within or adjacent 29 

to a cemetery. Therefore, the likelihood of encountering human remains during construction is 30 

considered low. However, because ground-disturbing activities can uncover previously unknown remains, 31 

accidental discovery cannot be entirely ruled out. 32 

In the event that human remains are encountered during construction, the project would implement 33 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2, which requires compliance with California Health and Safety Code Section 34 

7050.5 and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. These statutes mandate that work in the vicinity of 35 

the find would stop immediately, the County Coroner would be notified, and if the remains are 36 

determined to be of Native American origin, the Native American Heritage Commission would be 37 

contacted to identify a Most Likely Descendant. The remains would then be treated in accordance with 38 

applicable law and cultural protocols before work resumes. 39 
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Mitigation Measure CULT-2: Accidental Discovery of Human Remains: 1 

If human remains are discovered during any phase of construction or ground-disturbing activity, all work 2 

in the vicinity of the find would immediately stop, and the area would be secured to prevent further 3 

disturbance. The construction contractor would promptly notify the County Coroner, who would 4 

determine whether the remains are subject to the provisions of California Health and Safety Code Section 5 

7050.5. If the Coroner determines that the remains are of Native American origin, the Coroner would 6 

notify the Native American Heritage Commission within 24 hours, as required by Public Resources Code 7 

Section 5097.98. The Native American Heritage Commission would then designate a Most Likely 8 

Descendant. The project proponent, in consultation with the Most Likely Descendant, would ensure that 9 

the remains are treated in accordance with the recommendations of the Most Likely Descendant, which 10 

may include reburial in a location not subject to further disturbance or other culturally appropriate 11 

measures. Work in the area would not resume until the remains have been appropriately treated and the 12 

Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission have provided clearance. 13 

With implementation of this Mitigation Measure CULT-2, potential impacts related to the disturbance of 14 

human remains would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 15 
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6. Energy Resources 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

  X  

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency?   X  

Environmental Setting 2 

The State of California uses the second most energy in the United States due to its large population and 3 

economy. However, California is ranked the 4th lowest user of energy per capita in the nation due to its energy 4 

efficiency efforts and mild climate. With the state’s large size, transportation takes up the largest amount of 5 

energy consumption at 42% of total energy usage. Residential, commercial, and industrial energy usage each 6 

comprise close to 20% of the state’s energy usage (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2024). 7 

The consumption of non-renewable energy is directly related to air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) 8 

emissions. The demand for fossil fuels from transportation, building operations, and energy generation 9 

contributes to the emission of criteria air pollutants and greenhouse gases. These environmental impacts are 10 

discussed in detail in Section E.3 Air Quality, and Section E.8, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, and the Air Quality & 11 

Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis in Appendix A. 12 

Regulatory Setting 13 

The California Building Standards Code (CBC) contains general building design and construction requirements 14 

for various safety, access, and energy efficiency standards. These standards are commonly referred to as “Title 15 

24”. Title 24 of CBC mandates that new buildings and facilities be designed and constructed following 16 

minimum energy efficiency standards for electrical and mechanical systems to ensure that energy is used 17 

efficiently by new facilities. Title 24 also includes CALGreen regulations focused on sustainability, energy 18 

efficiency, water conservation, photovoltaic solar panels, battery storage, and electric vehicles (EV) parking 19 

stalls (Division of State Architects, 2025).  20 

Would the project: 21 

a. Result in a potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 22 

consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 23 

 24 

Less than Significant Impact 25 

Construction-Related Energy Consumption 26 

Project construction would require the temporary consumption of energy in the form of diesel fuel, 27 

gasoline, and electricity to support grading, stormwater basin excavation, construction of athletic fields 28 

and associated small buildings, parking lot construction, and roadway widening. Construction activities 29 
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would involve the use of standard heavy equipment (e.g., excavators, graders, compactors, paving 1 

equipment), construction vehicles, and worker commuting. 2 

Energy consumption during construction would be temporary and limited to the construction period. The 3 

project would utilize standard construction practices and equipment that meet applicable federal and 4 

state energy efficiency standards, including emission and fuel efficiency requirements for off‑road diesel 5 

equipment. No specialized, energy‑intensive construction methods are proposed. Construction activities 6 

would be scheduled and phased to minimize idling time and unnecessary equipment use, consistent with 7 

typical contractor practices and local regulations. 8 

Although construction would result in a short‑term increase in energy demand, this use would not be 9 

considered wasteful or inefficient and would not represent an unnecessary consumption of energy 10 

resources. Accordingly, construction‑related energy use would be less than significant. 11 

Off-Site Operational Mobile-Source Energy Consumption 12 

Project operation would generate energy demand associated with vehicle trips made by visitors, 13 

employees, and maintenance personnel traveling to and from the project site. However, the project 14 

would provide a recreational facility serving an existing nearby community and would not induce 15 

substantial new travel demand. Many users would be able to access the site via shorter vehicle trips or 16 

alternative transportation modes, including walking and bicycling. 17 

As discussed in the project's Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis (Appendix E), transportation impacts 18 

would be less than significant because the project would provide a local recreational destination that 19 

would primarily replace trips to more distant recreational facilities. As a result, the project would not 20 

substantially increase regional vehicle travel or associated transportation fuel consumption and could 21 

reduce the length of some recreational trips. 22 

The project would also include EV charging infrastructure, which would support the use of electric 23 

vehicles and reduce reliance on petroleum-based fuels. Accordingly, operational mobile-source energy 24 

consumption would not represent a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary use of energy resources. Impacts 25 

related to off-site operational mobile-source energy consumption would be less than significant 26 

On-Site Operational Energy Consumption 27 

Operation of the proposed buildings and outdoor athletic facilities would involve ongoing energy use 28 

associated with interior lighting, limited building systems, outdoor field and parking lot lighting, and 29 

routine landscape maintenance. However, this energy use would not be wasteful, inefficient, or 30 

unnecessary. 31 

The proposed buildings would be small, low-intensity support structures with limited occupancy and 32 

operating hours. Operational energy demand would primarily be associated with lighting and basic 33 

electrical loads. All new buildings would comply with the California Green Building Standards Code 34 

(CALGreen) and the California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24). In accordance with 35 

CALGreen requirements, the project would include on-site renewable energy generation through solar 36 

photovoltaic (PV) systems, as well as on-site battery energy storage to support load management, grid 37 

resilience, and efficient energy use. These systems would offset a portion of operational electricity 38 

demand and reduce reliance on off-site energy sources. 39 
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Outdoor facility operations would include lighting for athletic fields and parking areas. Site and field 1 

lighting would utilize energy-efficient fixtures designed to meet safety and operational needs while 2 

minimizing electricity demand and over-illumination. Lighting would be operated primarily during 3 

scheduled activities and would not be continuously illuminated. Energy supplied by on-site solar 4 

generation, supported by battery storage, would further reduce net operational energy demand during 5 

peak use periods. 6 

Landscape maintenance would involve periodic use of maintenance equipment and service vehicles, 7 

resulting in minor and infrequent energy consumption typical of similar athletic and recreational facilities. 8 

Such use would not represent a substantial or inefficient ongoing energy demand. 9 

Overall, operational energy use associated with building systems, outdoor lighting, and landscape 10 

maintenance would be efficient, intermittently required, and consistent with applicable state efficiency 11 

and green building standards. Accordingly, on-site related energy use would be less than significant. 12 

b. Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 13 

Less than Significant Impact 14 

The project would not conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy 15 

efficiency. The project would comply with applicable energy efficiency requirements, including the 16 

California Building Energy Efficiency Standards (Title 24) and the California Green Building Standards Code 17 

(CALGreen), and would incorporate on-site renewable energy measures where required. Therefore, the 18 

project would be consistent with state and local energy and renewable energy policies and this impact 19 

would be less than significant. 20 

  21 
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7. Geology and Soils 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

- - - - 

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

  X  

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
   X  

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

(iv) Landslides? 
   X  

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

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? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

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

 X   

Environmental Setting 2 

Proximity to Earthquake Faults and Seismic Activity  3 

The project site and its associated parcels are not located within an Earthquake Fault Zone, Landslide 4 

Hazard Zone, or Liquefaction Hazard Zone (California Geological Survey, n.d.). No active or potentially 5 

active faults are mapped in the project vicinity; the nearest known fault, the Ortigalita Fault Zone, lies 6 

approximately 60 miles to the west (County of Madera, 1995). The Madera County Local Hazard 7 

Mitigation Plan (2017) notes that seismic activity in the County is generally low, though local faults retain 8 

the potential to generate high-magnitude earthquakes (Madera County, 2017) (United States Geologic 9 
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Survey, 2021). Compliance with current building code standards would reduce the potential for damage 1 

from seismic shaking. The LHMP also reports that liquefaction risk in the County is low due to shallow 2 

groundwater conditions and soil types that are not susceptible to liquefaction (Madera County, 2017) 3 

Soil Type, Drainage, and Groundwater Levels.  4 

The project site is underlain by Grangeville fine sandy loam, and partially by Tujunga loamy sand at its 5 

northwest corner (USDA, 2025). The adjacent stormwater basin is also underlain by Tujunga loamy sand 6 

(USDA, 2025). Groundwater depth can be estimated using data from the California Department of Water 7 

Resources’ California’s Groundwater Live website, (California Department of Water Resources, 2025). A 8 

well approximately 3.5 miles southeast last measured a depth to groundwater of 196 feet on October 9, 9 

2025 (California Department of Water Resources, 2025).  10 

Would the project: 11 

a. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 12 
death involving:  13 

(i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 14 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence 15 
of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 16 

Less than Significant Impact 17 

According to the Alquist–Priolo Fault Hazard Zones web map, the project site is not located within or 18 

adjacent to any known active earthquake faults (California Geological Survey, n.d.). The Madera 19 

County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan notes that the site may still experience seismic shaking from 20 

nearby fault zones; however, modern construction standards are designed to provide greater 21 

resilience to such events. Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 22 

(ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 23 

Less than Significant Impact 24 

As mentioned in the previous impact analysis, the project site is not expected to be significantly 25 

impacted by ground shaking. There would be a less than significant impact. 26 

(iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 27 

Less than Significant Impact 28 

The County of Madera has determined that soil and water table conditions in the County are not 29 

conducive to liquefaction, and liquefaction is therefore not expected to be a potential hazard. 30 

Furthermore, the water table under the project site is nearly 200’ below ground surface, further 31 

reducing the risk of liquefaction to the project site. There would be a less than significant impact. 32 

(iv) Landslides? 33 

Less than significant impact 34 

The main project site is not located on or near slopes that would impact the site during landslides. 35 

Construction would occur in the sloped stormwater basin. The basin would be excavated deeper, 36 

leaving existing slopes stabilized in place. The excavated basin would have slopes that match the 37 
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existing upgrade slopes and be designed per City of Madera stormwater basin standards. There 1 

would be a less than significant impact. 2 

b. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 3 

Less than Significant Impact 4 

Soil erosion is more likely to occur during construction than after construction. The project is over 1 acre 5 

is size and would involve soil disturbance. Therefore, the project would be required to receive coverage 6 

under State Water Resources Control Board Order 2022-0057-DWQ, California General Permit for 7 

Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activity (CGP). To maintain coverage under the CGP, the site 8 

would need to prepare and implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) which would 9 

require practices that reduce or eliminate soil erosion. 10 

After construction, the project’s topsoil, except for the basin, would be covered in hardscape or 11 

landscape. Hardscape includes concrete, asphalt, rubber, or buildings, and landscape would include grassy 12 

turf, mulch, or decomposed granite. As the project’s topsoil is mostly or completely covered, soil erosion 13 

is not expected after construction. Furthermore, the CGP requires that sites show equal or less soil 14 

erosion potential after construction than before construction. 15 

The project would be implementing CGP requirements during construction to reduce soil erosion, and the 16 

project’s topsoil will be covered after construction which prevents soil erosion after construction. 17 

Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 18 

c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the 19 
project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 20 
collapse? 21 

No Impact 22 

According to the California Geological Survey, the project site is not located within any known Earthquake 23 

 Hazard Zone, Liquefaction Hazard Zone, or Landslide Hazard Zone. There would be no impact. 24 

d. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-a-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 25 
substantial risks to life or property? 26 

No Impact 27 

The underlying soil type for the athletic facility, not the basin, is Grangeville fine sandy loam, which is not 28 

considered an expansive soil. There would be no impact. 29 

e. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater 30 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater? 31 

No Impact 32 

The project would connect with an on-site sewer system with the public sanitary sewer system owned 33 

and operated by the City of Madera. There would be no need for septic tanks or alternative wastewater 34 

disposal structures. There would be no impact. 35 

f. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 36 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 37 
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The project site has been previously disturbed by agricultural activities, and the existing stormwater basin 1 

is an excavated feature. No paleontological resources have been documented on the site to date. 2 

However, the site of one of the largest middle-Pleistocene fossil excavations in North America was 3 

discovered at the Fairmead landfill, about 12 miles northwest of the project site. Paleontological 4 

resources are on display at the Fossil Discover Center of Madera County. Excavation associated with 5 

enlarging or modifying the basin would extend into Pleistocene-age soils that have the potential to 6 

contain undiscovered paleontological resources. Because the potential discovery of paleontological 7 

resources cannot be ruled out, ground-disturbing activities could result in inadvertent damage to 8 

significant paleontological materials. 9 

To reduce this potential impact, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would be implemented. This measure requires 10 

that work stop in the vicinity of any discovery and  a qualified paleontologist evaluate the find and, if 11 

necessary, develop and implement an appropriate treatment plan consistent with CEQA Guidelines 12 

Section 15064.5 and the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology standards. Treatment may include recovery, 13 

documentation, and curation of the resource at an accredited repository. Work would not resume until 14 

the paleontologist confirms that the resource has been properly managed. 15 

Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Inadvertent Paleontological Resource Discovery. If paleontological resources 16 

are inadvertently discovered during ground-disturbing activities, all work within 50 feet of the discovery 17 

shall be halted and the construction supervisor shall immediately notify the District and retain a qualified 18 

paleontologist who meets the standards of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (Impact Mitigation 19 

Guidelines Revision Committee - Society of Vertebrate Paleontology, 2010) to evaluate the find. The 20 

paleontologist shall assess the significance of the discovered resource in accordance with CEQA Guidelines 21 

Section 15064.5 and SVP guidelines. 22 

If the find is determined to be a significant paleontological resource, the paleontologist shall develop and 23 

implement a treatment plan in consultation with the lead agency. The treatment plan may include, but is 24 

not limited to, recovery and curation of the resource at an accredited repository, documentation of the 25 

find, and preparation of a report summarizing the methods and results of the recovery. Ground-disturbing 26 

activities in the vicinity of the discovery shall not resume until the paleontologist determines that the site 27 

has been appropriately managed and cleared for continued work. 28 

With implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the potential impact to paleontological resources 29 

would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation incorporated. 30 
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8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

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

 X   

An Air Quality & Greenhouse Gas Impact Analysis report was prepared for this project by Blair, Church & Flynn 2 

and is included as Appendix A to this Initial Study. This Initial Study incorporates information and analysis from 3 

this report to evaluate Greenhouse Gas (GHG) related project impacts.  4 

Regulatory Background 5 

Federal Regulations 6 

Federal Clean Air Act 7 

The FCAA was initially signed into law in 1970, to attain national air quality standards, or the National 8 

Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Each state is required to establish and meet its own State 9 

Implementation Plans (SIPs). An amendment in 1990 requires states to revise their SIPs or have the 10 

federal government establish its own Federal Implementation Plan (FIP) should a state fail to meet its 11 

SIP. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency is responsible for implementing the FCAA, including 12 

developing NAAQS. 13 

State Regulations 14 

California Clean Air Act 15 

The California Clean Air Act of 1988 establishes the responsibilities of the Air Resources Board (ARB) 16 

of California. These responsibilities include the development of the California Ambient Air Quality 17 

Standards, which are more encompassing and stringent than the national standards (i.e., the NAAQS). 18 

Additionally, the CCAA requires that the ARB oversee regionalized air quality control districts to 19 

ensure they achieve their ambient air quality standards. 20 

Air Resources Board – 2017 and 2022 Scoping Plan 21 

The Air Resources Board (ARB) adopted Scoping Plans in 2017 and 2022, which address emission 22 

reduction targets set by SB 32 and AB 1279, respectively. The 2017 scoping plan’s goal is to reduce 23 

emissions 40% below 1990 emissions by 2030 (California Air Resources Board, 2022). The 2022 24 

Scoping Plan builds upon the 2017 plan by aiming for carbon neutrality by 2045 (California Air 25 

Resources Board, 2022). Both plans discuss measures and strategies to help achieve these goals. 26 

Regional Regulations 27 

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) Climate Action Plan 28 

The SJVAPCD’s Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) was released in 2009 and discusses the SJVAPCD’s 29 

thresholds for significance for GHG impacts. The CCAP based its requirements on the Air Resources 30 
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Board’s (ARB’s) original scoping plan in 2008 (San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District, 2009). 1 

The CCAP, therefore, states that a project’s impact is less than significant if a project’s GHG emissions 2 

are 29% less than Business as Usual emissions. BAU emissions are GHG emissions modeled to occur in 3 

2020, based on a 3-year average (2002-2004). The 29% reduction standard is the difference between 4 

2020 BAU emissions to 1990 levels. The ARB’s most recent scoping plan sets a goal of achieving 40% 5 

emission reductions below the 1990 levels by 2030. A consistency analysis was performed to show 6 

that the project is consistent with the 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan’s 40% below 1990 emissions 7 

goal, and the project is therefore consistent with the SJVAPCD’s CCAP 1990 emissions goal. 8 

Local Regulations 9 

Madera County General Plan – Climate Change Element 10 

Madera County’s General Plan includes a Climate Change Element that establishes goals and policies 11 

to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in alignment with statewide targets set by the California Air 12 

Resources Board and Senate Bill 375. The element emphasizes reducing emissions from government 13 

operations and land uses under County jurisdiction, exploring offset opportunities, and integrating 14 

climate considerations into planning and development decisions. Key policies include setting 15 

measurable reduction targets, reporting progress annually to the Board of Supervisors, and 16 

supporting programs that lower emissions from transportation, energy use, and waste management. 17 

These policies provide a local framework for evaluating and mitigating GHG impacts under CEQA 18 

(County of Madera, 2010). 19 

 20 

City of Madera Climate Action Plan 21 

The City of Madera adopted its Climate Action Plan in 2015 to establish a framework for reducing 22 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions consistent with state goals under Assembly Bill 32 and subsequent 23 

legislation. The CAP identifies a 2007 baseline inventory and sets reduction targets for 2020 and 2030 24 

through strategies focused on energy efficiency, renewable energy deployment, water conservation, 25 

waste reduction, and expanded transportation alternatives. The plan includes measures such as 26 

promoting solar installations, improving building energy performance, enhancing recycling and 27 

composting programs, and encouraging active transportation. Implementation of the CAP supports 28 

compliance with CEQA by providing locally applicable policies and performance standards for 29 

reducing GHG emissions and monitoring progress toward long-term sustainability objectives (City of 30 

Madera, 2015). 31 

Determination of Significant Impacts 32 

As of July 2026, CARB, SJVAPCD, the County of Madera and the City of Madera have not adopted 33 

recommended numerical GHG significance thresholds applicable to development projects for CEQA purposes. 34 

Therefore, the methodology for evaluating the project’s impacts related to GHG emissions focuses on its 35 

consistency with statewide, regional, and local plans that have been adopted to reduce and mitigate GHG 36 

emissions. This approach has been deemed appropriate for analyzing a project’s GHG impact by the 37 

Governor’s Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (LUCI) (formerly the Governor’s Office of Planning and 38 

Research) and has been upheld in court challenges (Governor's Office of Planning and Research, 2018) 39 

(Mission Bay Alliance v. Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure, 2016). This evaluation of 40 

consistency with such plans serves as the sole basis for determining the significance of the project’s GHG-41 

related impacts on the environment. The project’s GHG emissions have been quantified and are included in 42 

this Initial Study for informational purposes. 43 
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Would the project: 1 

a. Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on 2 
the environment? 3 

Less than Significant Impact 4 

Short-Term Construction 5 

Construction of the proposed project would generate temporary GHG emissions associated with 6 

demolition, operation of off-road construction equipment, haul truck trips, and worker commute trips. As 7 

summarized in Table 12 in Appendix A, total construction emissions are estimated at 486.57 metric tons 8 

of CO₂ equivalent (MTCO₂e) over the full construction period. When amortized over an assumed 30-year 9 

project life, construction emissions would average approximately 16.22 MTCO₂e per year. 10 

Construction-related emissions would vary depending on the final construction schedule, specific 11 

equipment used, and daily activity levels. A small amount of GHG emissions would also result from 12 

construction waste disposal; however, the exact amount is speculative and would not materially affect 13 

the analysis. 14 

Because construction emissions would be temporary and typical of a school redevelopment project, and 15 

because amortized annual emissions represent a small contribution to long-term GHG totals, 16 

construction-related GHG emissions would be less than significant. 17 

Long-Term Operation 18 

Table 13 in Appendix A summarizes the project’s operational GHG emissions for Increment 1 in 2027 and 19 

Increment 2 in 2027, compared to existing school operations. Including amortized construction emissions, 20 

total operational GHG emissions for the completed project are estimated at 477.27 MTCO₂e per year. 21 

The majority of operational emissions, approximately 83.75%, would originate from mobile sources, while 22 

13.91% would result from solid waste decomposition. 23 

Importantly, the project would not increase student enrollment or building capacity. As a result, 24 

mobile-source emissions from vehicle trips (i.e., VMT-related emissions) would not increase compared to 25 

existing conditions. 26 

Given the relatively small magnitude of operational GHG emissions, the lack of an increase in VMT, and 27 

the project’s consistency with typical redevelopment emission profiles, the project’s operational GHG 28 

emissions would be less than significant. 29 

b. Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing 30 
the emissions of greenhouse gases? 31 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation 32 

Appendix A of this Initial Study includes a consistency analysis of the following applicable plans, policies, 33 

and regulations that have been adopted for the purpose of reducing emissions of greenhouse gases. 34 

CARB’s 2022 Climate Change Scoping Plan 35 
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The 2017 Climate Change Scoping Plan set a goal of reducing statewide GHG emissions to 40% below 1990 1 

levels by 2030, as required by SB 32. On November 16, 2022, the CARB approved the 2022 Scoping Plan 2 

for Achieving Carbon Neutrality. This updated plan continues efforts to meet the SB 32 target and builds 3 

upon previous strategies by aiming for an 85% reduction in GHG emissions below 1990 levels by 2045. 4 

Key strategies to achieve SB 32’s goals include promoting sustainable communities through zero net 5 

energy buildings and enhanced transportation options that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT). 6 

Additional measures focus on increasing the use of low-carbon fuels and cleaner vehicles. Analysis of 7 

consistency with measures from the CARB’s 2022 Scoping Plan, is discussed in Table 14 in Appendix A. 8 

This consistency analysis demonstrates, the Project is consistent with all applicable measures/actions of 9 

the CARB 2022 Scoping Plan, with the addition of Mitigation Measure GHG-1. 10 

Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Natural Gas Prohibition. Building mechanical equipment and 11 

appliances shall be electrically powered. The installation of natural-gas service/infrastructure 12 

shall be prohibited. 13 

City of Madera Climate Action Plan 14 

The City of Madera Climate Action Plan (CAP) outlines measures aimed at reducing regional GHG 15 

emissions. Analysis of all relevant measures is shown below in Table 15 in Appendix A and found that the 16 

project would be consistent with all relevant measures of the City’s CAP including energy efficiency, on-17 

site renewable energy, infill development, and multi-modal transportation infrastructure.  18 

As discussed above, the project would be consistent with applicable plans, policies, and regulations 19 

related to reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases with the implementation of MM GHG-1. Therefore, 20 

the project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 21 
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9. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

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? 

  X  

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

  X  

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? 

  X  

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 for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

   X 

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

  X  

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

   X 

Regulatory Setting 2 

DTSC Evaluation & Cleanup-Up of School Sites 3 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) administers the requirements of Education Code 4 

(EDC) Sections 17210, 17213.1, and 17213.2 for school projects that use California Department of 5 

Education (CDE) funds. These codes require that a school district prepare a Phase I Environmental Site 6 

Assessment (ESA) to investigate a proposed school site for potential contamination with hazardous 7 

materials and publish the investigation to the public. The Phase I ESA with Title 5 Environmental 8 

Hazardous Review, & Limited Phase II Investigation completed for the project is included in Appendix D. 9 

Upon review of the Phase I ESA, DTSC determined that additional site investigation is required and 10 

directed preparation of a Preliminary Environmental Assessment (PEA) to further evaluate the presence, 11 

nature, and extent of potential hazardous materials and to assess whether site conditions may pose a 12 

threat to human health or the environment. The results of the PEA may indicate the need for soil 13 

remediation or other response actions. The District would complete all DTSC‑required investigations and 14 
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implement any response actions, remediation measures, or land use controls required by DTSC prior to 1 

the construction of each increment of the project, consistent with DTSC approval requirements. 2 

Hazardous Material and Waste Handling Regulations 3 

California Health and Safety Code Section 25501(p) defines a hazardous material as any substance that, 4 

due to its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical properties, poses a significant actual or 5 

potential risk to human health, public safety, or the environment if released into the workplace or the 6 

environment. This definition includes, but is not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, and 7 

any material that a handler or administering agency has a reasonable basis to believe would be harmful if 8 

released. 9 

Hazardous materials would be handled, used, and disposed of during both construction and long-term 10 

operation of the project. State and federal regulations govern the management of hazardous materials 11 

and wastes during all phases of the project. These include Title 49 of the Code of Federal Regulations and 12 

Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations, which regulate the transport of hazardous materials, and 13 

Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety Code, which establishes requirements for onsite 14 

hazardous material and waste management during routine operations. 15 

Construction activities would involve the transport, use, and disposal of materials such as asphalt 16 

(petroleum hydrocarbons), gasoline (petroleum hydrocarbons), and Portland cement (calcium and 17 

aluminum silicates). Contractors and subcontractors would be required to comply with all applicable state 18 

and federal requirements for the proper handling, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials 19 

throughout construction. 20 

Operation of the project would involve only small quantities of hazardous materials used for routine 21 

cleaning, maintenance, and landscaping activities, such as cleaning products, solvents, paints, pesticides, 22 

and fertilizers. Project operations would be subject to applicable federal, state, and local regulations 23 

governing the storage, handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials, as well as measures 24 

intended to prevent releases to the environment. 25 

On-Site Hazardous Settings 26 

As documented in the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) included in Appendix D, historical 27 

land uses at the main project site consist primarily of agricultural operations and rural residential 28 

development. Uses associated with these activities have included residential and agricultural structures, 29 

irrigation and potable water wells and pumps, a septic tank and leach field, and overhead electrical lines and 30 

transformers within the Increment 2 area. Based on review of historical aerial photographs, the City 31 

stormwater basin area (also within the project site) has been historically used for agriculture and rural 32 

residential purposes. Stadium Road has existed as a dirt road and later a paved roadway since at least 1937, 33 

and the Almond Avenue area was historically used for agriculture prior to being paved between approximately 34 

2018 and 2022. 35 

The Phase I ESA identified Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) at Increment 1, Increment 2, and 36 

within the off-site vicinity of the main project site, including the City stormwater basin areas that are part of 37 

the overall project area. These RECs are associated with historical agricultural activities, former residential 38 

uses, and adjacent or nearby properties with known or potential hazardous materials releases and are listed 39 

below from Appendix D. 40 
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Increment 1 and Increment 2 1 

1. Historical agricultural operations, with the potential for past application or release of pesticides, 2 

herbicides, and other agricultural chemicals. 3 

Increment 2 Only 4 

1. One irrigation well and one potable water well equipped with vertical turbine pumps, with the potential 5 

for historical pesticide or herbicide accumulation; 6 

2. Standpipes associated with on-site wells, with similar potential for chemical accumulation; 7 

3. A former septic tank and leach field, which could have released hazardous materials or petroleum 8 

products; 9 

4. Soil fill associated with a former residential swimming pool, representing a potential source of hazardous 10 

materials or petroleum products; 11 

5. Seven historic structures, with the potential presence of lead-based paint and historical termiticide 12 

applications. 13 

Adjacent Recognized Environmental Conditions: 14 

The following RECs were identified in areas adjacent to or near the main project site: 15 

1. Surrounding agricultural operations and an adjacent ditch, with the potential for agricultural chemical 16 

releases; 17 

2. City stormwater basins located north and east of the site, which may accumulate hazardous materials or 18 

petroleum products (part of the project site); 19 

3. GJ Gleason (13436 Road 26½) and the MUSD Transportation Department (1200 Gill Avenue), each with 20 

potential petroleum product releases; 21 

4. One Hour Martinizing (1201 W. Yosemite Avenue), with documented tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 22 

contamination in soil vapor and groundwater; 23 

5. Madera Automatic Transmission (905 S. Gateway Drive), a former bulk oil facility with documented 24 

hazardous material releases; 25 

6. The former PG&E Manufactured Gas Plant located near 9th and South Streets and the broader Madera 26 

PCE groundwater plume in the south C Street and 7th Street area, both associated with documented PCE 27 

groundwater contamination. 28 

Through the DTSC PEA process, the identified RECs would be investigated through soil sampling and data 29 

evaluation, and any contamination identified would be addressed through appropriate remediation measures 30 

consistent with DTSC guidance prior to construction of the project. 31 

Emergency Plans and Evacuations 32 

The County of Madera has adopted a comprehensive Emergency Operations Plan (EOP) prepared by the 33 

Sheriff’s Office of Emergency Services and approved by the Board of Supervisors (County of Madera, Sheriff's 34 

Office of Emergency Services, 2024). The EOP serves as the principal guide for preventing, preparing for, 35 

responding to, and recovering from emergencies and disasters that pose risks to life, property, and the 36 

environment. The plan is consistent with the California State Emergency Plan, the Standardized Emergency 37 

Management System (SEMS), and the National Incident Management System (NIMS), ensuring coordinated 38 

multi-agency and multi-jurisdictional response. 39 
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The EOP identifies major hazards affecting the County, including wildfire, flooding, dam failure, hazardous 1 

materials incidents, and severe weather. It establishes operational concepts for emergency phases—2 

preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation—and outlines roles and responsibilities for County 3 

departments, local jurisdictions, tribal governments, and community-based organizations.  4 

The EOP provides a structured framework to minimize hazard risks and ensure community resilience. Projects 5 

within Madera County are expected to be consistent with the goals and objectives of the EOP, including 6 

maintaining safe access for emergency vehicles, supporting evacuation routes, and avoiding interference with 7 

critical infrastructure and emergency operations (County of Madera, Sheriff's Office of Emergency Services, 8 

2024). 9 

Wildfire Risk 10 

CalFire maintains a Fire Hazard Severity Zone map for the State of California. The project is located in an area 11 
that the State Fire Marshal has identified as having no Fire Hazard Severity Zone (CalFire, 2025).  12 

Would the project: 13 

a. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 14 
disposal of hazardous materials? 15 

Less than Significant 16 

Construction of the project would involve temporary transport, storage, and use of limited quantities 17 

of hazardous materials, such as fuels, lubricants, greases, solvents, and architectural coatings 18 

(including paints). While these materials present a low potential for accidental release, they would be 19 

handled and transported in compliance with applicable U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 20 

regulations, including the Hazardous Materials Transportation Act and Title 49 of the Code of Federal 21 

Regulations, which establish requirements for containers, labeling, and safe transport on public 22 

roadways. 23 

Operation of the project would involve only small quantities of hazardous materials used for routine 24 

cleaning, maintenance, and landscaping activities, such as cleaning products, solvents, paints, 25 

pesticides, and fertilizers. Project operations would be subject to applicable federal, state, and local 26 

regulations governing the storage, handling, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials, as well as 27 

measures intended to prevent releases to the environment. 28 

Given the limited quantities of hazardous materials involved during construction and operation, the 29 

temporary and routine nature of their use, and the regulatory requirements governing their 30 

management, the potential for hazardous materials impacts associated with the project would be 31 

less than significant. 32 

b. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 33 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 34 

Less than Significant Impact 35 

The proposed project includes construction and operation of an outdoor education facility with 36 

athletic fields for soccer, softball, and baseball; beach volleyball courts; a parking lot; and associated 37 

support buildings. The potential for the project to emit hazardous emissions or involve the handling 38 
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of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials is considered less than significant due to existing 1 

regulations and oversight processes that prevent or minimize such impacts. 2 

c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 3 
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 4 

Less than Significant Impact 5 

The project site is located within one‑quarter mile of three existing school facilities. Madera High 6 

School athletic facilities are located approximately 110 feet north of the project site, Alpha 7 

Elementary School is located approximately 670 feet south of the project site, and Madison 8 

Elementary School is located approximately 980 feet northeast of the project site. As discussed in 9 

Impact E.9-a, the project would result in hazardous emissions from temporary handling and use of 10 

limited quantities of hazardous materials during construction and the routine use of small quantities 11 

of hazardous materials associated with landscaping and facility maintenance during operation. These 12 

materials would be handled, stored, and transported in compliance with applicable federal, state, and 13 

local hazardous materials regulations. Therefore, potential impacts related to hazardous emissions or 14 

hazardous materials handling within one‑quarter mile of nearby schools would be less than 15 

significant. 16 

d. Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 17 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public 18 
or the environment? 19 

Less than Significant Impact 20 

The project site is listed on the Department of Toxic Substances Control Envirostor website database, 21 

making it a listed site pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 (Department of Toxic 22 

Substances Control, n.d.). As of the publishing date of this IS/MND, the Districts currently engaged in 23 

a Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) with DTSC to fully evaluate potential soil 24 

contamination at the project site. Through the PEA process, the District is required to complete all 25 

required testing and soil remediation activities to bring soil contamination levels within acceptable 26 

range for a school facility pursuant to California Education Code prior to commencing construction for 27 

each increment. Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 28 

e. For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, 29 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard 30 
or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 31 

No Impact 32 

The nearest public airport to the project site is Madera Municipal Airport (MAE), a general aviation 33 

facility located approximately 3.4 miles to the north. For commercial air service, the closest facility is 34 

Fresno Yosemite International Airport, about 23 miles southeast of Madera. No private airstrips are 35 

located within two miles of the project site. 36 

The Madera Countywide Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for the Madera Municipal 37 

Airport was adopted in 2015 (County of Madera, 2015). It defines an “Airport Influence Area” around 38 

the airport (roughly 1–2.5 miles) and establishes criteria for evaluating development in this zone 39 

(safety, noise, overflight). The project site is outside of the Airport Influence Area or Compatibility 40 

Zone. There would be no impact. 41 
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f. Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency response plan or 1 
emergency evacuation plan? 2 

Less than Significant Impact 3 

The project location and the surrounding roads are not specifically mentioned by the County of 4 

Madera’s Local Hazards Mitigation Plan (County of Madera, 2025).The project would involve 5 

construction to expand Almond Ave and Stadium Road. Road construction may temporarily slow 6 

down traffic along these roads which may slow down traffic should evacuation be necessary. Almond 7 

Avenue is a side road that provides an exit point from the neighborhood to the south of the project 8 

site, though this neighborhood would still have access to Stadium Rd. south of the project site. Road 9 

construction along Stadium Rd. may slow traffic, but there are alternative routes for all nearby 10 

properties. Regardless, road construction would comply with City of Madera and County of Madera 11 

requirements for traffic management and emergency access. Widening the roads would ultimately 12 

improve traffic flow through these roads in different scenarios such as evacuation. The project’s 13 

impact would be less than significant. 14 

g. Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death 15 
involving wildland fires? 16 

No Impact 17 

There are no potential wildland fire-prone areas near the project site. Construction or operation of 18 

the athletic facilities project would not expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 19 

risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires. Therefore, there would be no impact. 20 
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10. Hydrology and Water Quality 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 X   

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

  X  

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;  X   

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

  X  

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

  X  

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows?    X 

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

   X 

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

  X  

Environmental Setting 2 

Existing and Future Conditions 3 

Hydrology 4 

The project site is a vacant field that is relatively flat. Stormwater runoff remains onsite or flows to 5 

the site’s perimeter. There is an asphalt dike that prevents water from flowing to the south. The 6 

canal service road to the west sits at a slightly higher elevation than the project site, and the 7 

northern project boundary is also elevated. Stormwater that reaches the eastern perimeter may 8 

enter nearby stormwater gutters, which convey flows into the City’s storm drain system. This system 9 

ultimately directs stormwater to the basin located on the northern portion of the project site.  10 

The stormwater basin is the only water body at the project site. It is owned and operated by the City 11 

and serves both to collect urban stormwater runoff and to function as a groundwater recharge 12 

basin. The stormwater basin is adjacent to the Main Canal, which is owned and operated by the 13 

Madera Irrigation District (MID). The Main Canal generally flows southwest and may discharge to 14 



Environmental Checklist 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 65 Outdoor Education Facility 

Cottonwood Creek in western Madera County, although flows can be redirected to terminal 1 

locations before returning to the creek. Cottonwood Creek continues west-southwest and may 2 

discharge toward the Chowchilla Bypass which eventually joins other waterways before entering the 3 

San Joaquin River at its confluence with Bear Creek in Merced County.  4 

Groundwater 5 

The groundwater basin is located within the Madera Subbasin. The groundwater gradient in the 6 

vicinity of site has not been established due to limited well coverage in this portion of the Lower 7 

Aquifer (Joint GSP Team, 2023). The nearest groundwater monitoring well is approximately 3.75 8 

miles to the southeast and had a last measured depth to groundwater of 214.41 ft., during its most 9 

recent October 7, 2025, reading (California Department of Water Resources, 2025). Stormwater 10 

runoff and irrigation runoff would percolate into the project’s soil or be discharged to the 11 

stormwater basin to the north where water can percolate into the ground. 12 

Federal Regulations 13 

Clean Water Act 14 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) was passed in 1972 to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 15 

biological integrity of the nation’s water, or Water of the United States (WOTUS). Its initial 16 

programming focused on permitting point discharges of pollutants from industrial sources and 17 

wastewater generators such as municipalities. This permitting system is called the National Pollutant 18 

Discharge Elimination System Program (NPDES Program). The CWA was amended in 1987 to regulate 19 

point and non-point stormwater discharges to the WOTUS. The 1987 amendment included permitting 20 

requirements for construction stormwater discharges, industrial stormwater discharges, and 21 

municipal stormwater discharges for municipalities with populations of 10,000 residents or greater. 22 

Additionally, Section 303 of the CWA requires states to continually develop lists of impaired water 23 

bodies and to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these waterbodies. TMDLs account for 24 

all pollutant sources, including natural sources. 25 

The nearest water body is the Main canal, which is adjacent to the existing stormwater basin. The 26 

canal is not listed in a Section 303(d) impaired water body list, nor is Main Canal subject to any 27 

TMDLs. 28 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program 29 

The National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program was established by Section 402 30 

of the Clean Water Act and is the program by which permits are issued to dischargers to the WOTUS. 31 

The Federal Government, through the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), issues these NPDES 32 

permits to specific dischargers or will issue general permits that similar dischargers may receive 33 

coverage.  For example, the EPA issues a general permit for Industrial stormwater dischargers and a 34 

general permit for Construction stormwater dischargers. Additionally, the EPA issues permitting 35 

authority to States where a State may develop their individual or general permits. California is a State 36 

with this permitting authority and issues its own Industrial and Construction General Permits. 37 

The project site would be required to seek coverage under the California-issued Construction General 38 

Permit as the project is hydrologically connected to Waters of the U.S. In regard to Municipal 39 

Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) NPDES permitting, K-12 schools are not required to enroll in 40 

coverage under an MS4 permit at the time of this analysis. However, the project site would be 41 
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required to abide by any requirements issued by the local MS4 permittees, the City of Madera and 1 

the County of Madera. 2 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 3 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) manages the National Flood Insurance Program 4 

(NFIP). The NFIP provides flood insurance to residents and property owners to help recover after a 5 

property has been flooded. NFIP assists communities with adopting and enforcing floodplain 6 

management policies to reduce potential flood damage; the NFIP was established by the National 7 

Flood Insurance Act of 1968. These floodplain management policies apply to Special Flood Hazard 8 

Areas (SFHAs), or high-risk flood areas, which are areas that have a 1% chance of being flooded any 9 

given year. To better assist communities, the NFIP prepares maps showing areas with high to low 10 

flood risk, including SFHAs. 11 

According to the most recent available Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), the project site is not 12 

located within any SFHAs or other flood areas (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2025).  13 

State Regulations 14 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act 15 

The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act was enacted in 1969 and created to regulate the water quality 16 

of California’s surface waters, groundwaters, and wetlands. This Act established the nine Regional 17 

Water Quality Control Board and the single State Water Board. One task of the Regional Water 18 

Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) is to establish Basin Plans, which are water quality objectives for 19 

waterbodies within their jurisdiction. Another task of the RWQCBs is to establish the CWA Section 20 

303(d) lists of impaired water bodies.  21 

As mentioned previously, there are no waterbody impairments listed for the nearest waterbody, the 22 

Main Canal. 23 

Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 24 

The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) requires local agencies to form Groundwater 25 

Sustainability Agencies, or GSAs, to locally manage groundwater resources in high and medium-26 

priority groundwater basins. The GSAs develop Groundwater Sustainability Plans (GSPs) to mitigate 27 

overdraft within 20 years. However, the State may intervene if the local GSAs have inadequate GSPs. 28 

Per the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA), the project is located in the City of 29 

Madera Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) area, which jointly implements the Joint 30 

Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) with the County of Madera GSA, the Madera Irrigation District 31 

GSA, and the Madera Water District GSA (CA Dept. of Water Resources, 2025). This Basin is 32 

considered high priority and critically over-drafted (CA Dept. of Water Resources, 2025). 33 

Would the project: 34 

a. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 35 
degrade surface or groundwater quality? 36 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 37 



Environmental Checklist 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 67 Outdoor Education Facility 

Would the Project Violate Any Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements or Otherwise 1 

Substantially Degrade Surface or Groundwater Quality? 2 

The project would comply with the California Construction General Permit (CGP), which requires 3 

implementation of stormwater Best Management Practices (BMPs) during construction to prevent 4 

erosion, control sediment, and manage non-stormwater discharges. Project design and operation would 5 

also adhere to stormwater quality requirements under the City and County of Madera MS4 permits, 6 

including prohibitions on unauthorized discharges, proper management of pesticides and herbicides, and 7 

BMPs for landscape and facility maintenance. Expansion of the adjacent City stormwater basin would 8 

provide sufficient capacity to capture and infiltrate runoff onsite, preventing discharge to surface waters 9 

and protecting groundwater quality. 10 

Pre-construction dewatering of the stormwater basin into the neighboring MID irrigation canal may be 11 

necessary drain the basin prior to excavation, depending on the seasonal timing and recent rainfall 12 

patterns. Dewatering would occur under the City’s MS4 permit for urban stormwater discharges to 13 

Waters of the U.S. and be coordinated with the City and MID for discharge to the irrigation canal. When 14 

conducted in accordance with BMPs, this activity would pose minimal risk to downstream water quality 15 

because the City’s MS4 program includes pollutant reduction measures and temporary basin storage 16 

allows settling of suspended solids prior to pumping. However, improper dewatering could result in water 17 

quality degradation including channel erosion, sediment deposition, or equipment-related leaks; 18 

therefore, Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Implement BMPs During Dewatering Activities and HYD-2: 19 

Implement BMPs for Shallow Water Dewatering would be implemented to minimize these risks. HYD-1 20 

and HYD-2 would require sediment control devices, energy dissipation at discharge points, turbidity 21 

monitoring, spill prevention, and compliance with MS4 and MID requirements. 22 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Implement BMPS for Shallow Water Dewatering 23 

The contractor shall implement the following BMPs prior to and during basin dewatering: 24 

• Sediment Control: 25 

A sediment filter bag or equivalent filtration device shall be installed at the pump discharge 26 

outlet to reduce suspended sediment. The filter device shall be visually inspected periodically 27 

during pumping and maintained or replaced as needed. Captured sediment shall be disposed of 28 

at an appropriate disposal facility. 29 

• Energy Dissipation: 30 

Energy-dissipating measures, such as a splash plate or riprap pad, shall be installed at the 31 

discharge point to prevent erosion of the canal bank. 32 

• Visual Water Quality Monitoring: 33 

Discharge shall be visually monitored during dewatering activities for excessive turbidity, 34 

sediment plume formation, or other visible pollutants. If excessive turbidity or visible sediment 35 

discharge is observed, pumping shall be temporarily stopped and corrective measures 36 

implemented before resuming dewatering. 37 

• Equipment Maintenance and Spill Prevention: 38 

Pumps, hoses, and fittings shall be inspected for leaks prior to use and periodically during 39 

operation. Spill response materials shall be maintained onsite and used immediately in the event 40 

of a release. 41 

• Pump Intake Protection: 42 
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o The pump intake shall be fitted with a coarse screen or strainer to prevent debris and 1 

sediment entrainment. 2 

o The intake shall be elevated above the basin bottom using a float or similar device to 3 

minimize sediment disturbance. 4 

o Intake protection measures shall be adjusted or cleaned as needed based on visual 5 

observations of water clarity. 6 

• Regulatory Coordination: 7 

Dewatering activities shall be coordinated with the local irrigation district prior to discharge, and 8 

all applicable City MS4 permit requirements and discharge conditions shall be followed. 9 

These measures shall remain in effect until dewatering activities are completed. 10 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Implement BMPS for Shallow Water Dewatering 11 

When basin water levels are or become shallow (less than 12 inches deep), the contractor shall 12 

implement additional BMPs to prevent sediment entrainment and protect water quality: 13 

• Reduced Pumping Rates: 14 

Pumping rates shall be reduced as water levels decline to minimize resuspension of sediments. 15 

• Maintained Intake Elevation: 16 

The pump intake shall continue to be maintained above the basin bottom and adjusted as 17 

necessary as water levels drop. 18 

• Final Water Removal: 19 

For residual shallow water, the contractor shall either cease pumping and allow remaining water 20 

to dissipate naturally, or remove remaining water using low-impact methods such as wet 21 

vacuums, with removed material properly disposed. 22 

• Enhanced Visual Monitoring: 23 

Final dewatering activities shall include more frequent visual observations to ensure sediment is 24 

not being discharged. Pumping shall stop if unacceptable discharge conditions are observed. 25 

With implementation of HYD-1, HYD-2, and adherence to applicable permits and BMPs, the project would 26 

not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements and impacts would be less than 27 

significant with mitigation incorporated. 28 

b. Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 29 
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 30 

Less than Significant Impact 31 

As discussed in Section E.19 Utilities and Service Systems, the project would result in an approximate 32 

41.35 acre-feet increase in potable water use per year upon full build-out. The overall water demand 33 

includes athletics field turf irrigation, landscape irrigation, and building water demand. The project would 34 

receive an extraterritorial agreement for water service from the City of Madera, which would provide the 35 

City an opportunity to review the proposed project’s water usage ensuring adequate domestic water 36 

supply for the project. 37 

The project’s water source would be the City of Madera’s water system which draws from surface water 38 

and groundwater sources. According to the Joint GSP, the City of Madera intends to implement measures 39 

to reduce groundwater usage and depletion within its jurisdiction. These measures include installing new 40 
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water meters to allow for volumetric billing for water usage, and management of groundwater recharge 1 

basin (Joint GSP Team, 2023). The project would comply with requirements that the City of Madera issues 2 

that would further its groundwater sustainability efforts. The project would have a less than significant 3 

impact. 4 

c. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 5 
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 6 
would: 7 

i. Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 8 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 9 

Construction of the project would be covered by the requirements of the CGP including the 10 

requirement to reduce erosion and siltation by the use of BMPs and regular inspections.  11 

Pre-construction dewatering would implement MM HYD-1 and HYD-2 to implement, velocity 12 

reduction BMPs, filter devices, and turbidity monitoring to minimize erosion caused from dewatering 13 

flows into the MID canal. Through the implementation of a SWPPP and MM HYD-1 and HYD-2, the 14 

project’s impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 15 

ii. Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 16 
flooding on- or offsite;  17 

Less than Significant Impact 18 

The completed project site would increase surface runoff from new impervious surfaces. However, 19 

the project would be designed to direct stormwater runoff to an appropriately sized, City stormwater 20 

system to prevent onsite flooding. The onsite drainage system would eventually be discharged to the 21 

stormwater basin, which would be excavated as part of the project to accommodate additional runoff 22 

to prevent flooding. The project would also comply with City of Madera stormwater drainage 23 

requirements to prevent flooding offsite. The project would have a less than significant impact. 24 

iii. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 25 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or 26 

Less than Significant Impact 27 

The project is expected to produce additional runoff. However, the stormwater basin will be resized 28 
to accommodate the additional runoff. Additionally, the project would implement local and State 29 
regulations regarding runoff pollution. The project would have a less than significant impact. 30 

iv. Impede or redirect flood flows? 31 

No Impact 32 

According to the most recently available FIRM, the project site is not within any SFHAs or other flood 33 

hazard areas. Additionally, the project would not modify any known flood areas or conveyances. The 34 

project would have no impact.  35 

d. In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 36 

No Impact 37 
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According to the most recently available FIRM, the project area is not designated as being within a 1 

floodplain. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 2 

e. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 3 
management plan? 4 

Less than Significant Impact 5 

The project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of a water quality control plan or a 6 

sustainable groundwater management plan. The local water quality control plan would be the 7 

Sacramento River Basin and San Joaquin River Basin Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) issued by the 8 

Central Valley Water Quality Control Board. The project would abide by the general guidance and 9 

requirements specified in the Basin Plan, such as preventing discharges of pollutants to receiving waters 10 

and the implementation of CGP requirements during construction (Central Valley Region - California 11 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2019). The project would abide by any requirements set by the 12 

Joint GSP. The project’s impact would be less than significant. 13 
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11. Land Use and Planning 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Physically divide an established community?    X 

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? 

  X  

Environmental Settings 2 

Existing Zoning  3 

The project site is within Madera County, and is currently zoned as Rural, Residential, Single-Family District 4 

(RRS) County of Madera (County of Madera, n.d.). The stormwater basin is within the City; its land use would 5 

not be changed. The County’s RRS zoning district does not establish any explicit standards or mitigation 6 

requirements for reducing environmental impacts from changes to land use or zoning designations (County of 7 

Madera, 2025). 8 

General Plan Designation  9 

The City of Madera’s General Plan has pre-zoned parcels of the main project site (034-070-068 and 034-070-10 

067) as Low Density Residential (LD). The City of Madera stormwater basin is designated as Resource 11 

Conservation/Agricultural (City of Madera, 2009). 12 

Relevant City/County General Plan Goals and Policies   13 

The County of Madera General Plan, Section 1 Land Use, Goal 1.A: To promote the wise, efficient, and 14 

environmentally sensitive use of Madera County land to meet the present and future needs of Madera County 15 

residents and businesses. 16 

County of Madera General Plan 17 

Policy 1.A.4: The County shall encourage infill development and development contiguous to existing cities 18 

and unincorporated communities to minimize premature conversion of agricultural land and other open 19 

space lands. 20 

Policy 1.G.4: The County shall encourage new regional facilities (e.g., stadiums, schools) to locate within 21 

urban cores of communities, provide adequate on-site parking, and to use materials and methods of 22 

construction that are reflective of the community in which they are located and exhibit continuity of 23 

history and culture, as symbols of local character and community identity. 24 

City of Madera General Plan 25 

Policy LU-9: Public facilities, such as fire stations, wells for public water supplies, parks, and other 26 

governmental facilities, are permitted in and are considered to be consistent with any land use 27 

designation. 28 
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Would the project: 1 

a. Physically divide an established community? 2 

No Impact 3 

The project would be constructed and operated within the confines of existing vacant parcels. The project 4 

does not include any features that would divide an established community. There would be no impact. 5 

b. Conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 6 
an environmental effect? 7 

Less than significant impact 8 

The project site is located within a County island and is subject to Madera County zoning and a City of 9 

Madera General Plan pre‑zoning designation. The proposed project would partially conflict with these 10 

local land use designations. However, the District is a state agency with independent land use authority 11 

for educational facilities pursuant to California Government Code Section 53094, which allows school 12 

districts, by formal action, to render local zoning ordinances inapplicable when necessary to carry out 13 

educational purposes. The District would exercise this authority for construction of the proposed outdoor 14 

educational facilities. Accordingly, the project would not be subject to Madera County zoning regulations 15 

or the City of Madera’s pre‑zoning designation for the site. 16 

The Madera County General Plan includes Goal 1.A and Policy 1.A.4, which promote environmentally 17 

sensitive development and encourage infill projects that reduce pressure on agricultural lands. The 18 

project would qualify as infill development because it is surrounded by existing urban uses and 19 

infrastructure. Potential environmental effects associated with the project are evaluated in this Initial 20 

Study and mitigated where necessary, ensuring that development would occur in a manner consistent 21 

with the County’s environmental objectives. 22 

In addition, Madera County General Plan Policy 1.G.4 encourages regional facilities, such as athletic and 23 

recreational facilities, to be located within urban cores. The project would include the development of a 24 

regional educational and recreational facility in proximity to existing urban development within the City of 25 

Madera, consistent with this policy. 26 

The project would also be consistent with the City of Madera General Plan. General Plan Policy LU‑9 27 

states that public facilities, including parks and government facilities, are considered permitted and 28 

consistent uses within any land use designation. As a public educational facility and quasi-public park, the 29 

proposed project would align with this policy. 30 

The project would not conflict with any adopted plan, policy, or regulation intended to avoid or mitigate 31 

an environmental effect. While the proposed use differs from the County’s zoning designation and the 32 

City’s pre‑zoning designation, the District’s statutory authority to exempt itself from local zoning, 33 

combined with consistency with applicable County and City General Plan policies for infill and public 34 

facilities, ensures that land use impacts would be less than significant. 35 
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12. Mineral Resources 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

   X 

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

   X 

Environmental Settings 2 
The State of California is required to encourage the conservation and protection of the state’s mineral 3 

resources per the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) (California Department of 4 

Conservation, 2025).  5 

Would the project: 6 

a. Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and 7 
the residents of the state? 8 
 9 

No Impact 10 

The project site is not known to have any mineral resources that would be of value to the region and the 11 

residents of the State. The project site is located in the SMARA study area known as the Fresno 12 

Production-Consumption Region for Portland Cement Concrete aggregate, and the nearest aggregate 13 

mine is the Austin Quarry which is located approximately 14.25 miles to the northeast (California 14 

Department of Conservation, 2024). Oil is another mineral resource that has been extracted from the 15 

Central Valley floor, though the nearest active well is approximately 20 miles to the southwest (California 16 

Department of Conservation, 2025). The Madera County General Plan delineates mineral resources, 17 

though they are located along the San Joaquin River’s floodplain; the project site is approximately 11 18 

miles northwest of the nearest, delineated mineral resource (County of Madera, 1995). There would be 19 

no impact.  20 

b. Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a 21 
local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan? 22 

No Impact 23 

The project site is not located on or near important mineral resources recovery site delineated by the 24 

Madera County General Plan, or any other land use plan. There would be no impact.25 
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13. Noise 1 

Would the project result in: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

  X  

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?   X  

c. For a project located within a private airstrip or 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? 

   X 

Background and Terminology 2 

Sound is a form of mechanical energy that travels through the air as a result of vibration or disturbance. It is 3 

commonly measured in decibels (dB), which represent the intensity or amplitude of a sound wave. The pitch 4 

of a sound is determined by its frequency, measured in Hertz (Hz). As sound travels away from its source, it 5 

naturally attenuates; in general, a doubling of distance results in a reduction of about 6 dB. 6 

Human response to noise or vibration depends on several factors, including the loudness of the sound, 7 

proximity to the source, the frequency and duration of exposure, and the context in which the noise occurs. 8 

For example, a fighter jet takeoff generates extremely high noise levels that can cause hearing damage at 9 

close range. Although noise intensity decreases with distance, such events may remain disruptive. Frequent 10 

high-intensity noise can interfere with comfort, communication, and concentration. Certain locations, such as 11 

homes, hospitals, and schools, contain sensitive receptors that are more vulnerable to noise-related impacts. 12 

Nighttime noise can be particularly harmful because it disrupts sleep, which is essential to overall health. 13 

Environmental Settings 14 

Sensitive Receptors 15 

Sensitive receptors include land uses such as schools, churches, hospitals, public libraries, and residences. 16 

The project site is immediately adjacent to residential properties at its northeast corner, and residential 17 

properties are located 50 ft. to the west and to the south, across from Stadium Rd. and West Almon Ave., 18 

respectively. 19 

Existing Noise Sources 20 

Existing noise sources that affect the surrounding sensitive receptors include vehicle traffic along Stadium 21 

Rd., vehicle traffic along W. Almond Ave., and industrial land uses to the west that include a bus depot 22 

and manufacturing facilities. Additionally, nearby MUSD-owned athletic facilities, such as two high school 23 

stadium and playfields to the north and south, are located next to nearby sensitive receptors. 24 
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Potential New and Vibrational Noise Sources 1 

Construction. Construction would be a source of temporary noise sources. See Table 2 for noise levels 2 

associated with common construction equipment. Most sensitive receptors are located 50 feet from the 3 

project site, where the residences to the northeast are located immediately adjacent to project. Graders 4 

and Excavators are expected to be used during construction, so the maximum noise level of construction 5 

activity at 50 feet would be expected to be 85 dB. Some sensitive receptors are immediately adjacent to 6 

the project site and would not experience a reduction when construction equipment is operating nearby. 7 

Operational. Operational noise sources at the project site would include noise associated with athletic 8 

activities, building operation and events and noise associated with maintenance. Athletic activity noise 9 

would include human voices and sound-making devices such as megaphones or speakers. Building 10 

operation noises would include HVAC systems. Maintenance would include the use of gas-powered 11 

equipment such as lawnmowers and weedwhackers.  12 

TABLE 2: NOISE LEVELS ASSOCIATED WITH COMMON CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 13 

Equipment Type 
Maximum Noise 

Level at 50 feet (dB) 

Backhoes 80 

Compactor (ground) 80 

Cranes 85 

Dozers 85 

Dump Trucks 84 

Excavators 85 

Flat Bed Trucks 84 

Front-end Loaders 80 

Graders 85 

Impact Pile Drivers 95 

Jackhammers 85 

Pick-up Truck 55 

Pneumatic Tools 85 

Pumps 77 

Rock Drills 85 

Rollers 85 

Scrapers 85 

Tractors 84 

Source: (U.S. DOT - Federal Highway Administration, 2017) 14 

Local Regulations 15 

City of Madera, General Plan  16 

The City of Madera General Plan includes policies to prevent the development of sensitive uses near high 17 

noise and vibration sources (City of Madera, 2009). The City’s general plan does not provide noise or vibration 18 

limits for new development. 19 
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City of Madera Code of Ordinances 1 

The project site is within County of Madera boundaries, but the District will consider the City of Madera’s 2 

Code of Ordinances for noise. 3 

 Noise Control Ordinances (Section 3-11.01(B) Unlawful Noise and Section 3-11.02(B) Specific Noise 4 

Prohibitions)  5 

Noise Control Ordinances. The City does not have specific noise thresholds that are required to be met 6 

(City of Madera, 2025). However, the following noise ordinances apply: 7 

Section 3-11.01(A) Unlawful Noise. “…no sound which is physically annoying to persons of ordinary and 8 

normal sensitivity or which is so harsh or so prolonged unnatural or unusual in its use, time, and place as 9 

to cause physical discomfort, or which is injurious to the lives health, peace, and comfort of the 10 

inhabitants of the city”, and “The provisions of this chapter shall not be construed to apply to any public 11 

celebration, public holiday, or public occasion generally celebrated or public parades held under 12 

authorized permits; nor shall such provisions apply to any sporting event or activity conducted under the 13 

direction and supervision of any public or private school”. 14 

Section 3-11.02(B) Specific Noise Prohibitions. “Between the hours of 8:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. of the 15 

following day. Noise sources associated with operating or causing the operation of any tools or equipment 16 

used in construction, drilling, repair, alteration, remodeling, paving, or grading of any real property or 17 

demolition work which creates sound which is in violation of § 3-11.01 of this title is prohibited.”,  18 

and Section 3-11.02(C) “The provisions of this chapter shall not be construed to apply to any public 19 

celebration, public holiday, or public occasion generally celebrated or public parades held under 20 

authorized permits; nor shall such provisions apply to any sporting event or activity conducted under the 21 

direction and supervision of any public or private school. 22 

County of Madera, General Plan.  23 

Section 7, Goal 7.A of County of Madera General Plan, seeks to protect County residents from the harmful and 24 

annoying effects of exposure to excessive noise  (County of Madera, 1995). However, the project site lies 25 

wholly within a county island without any county residences.   26 

Would the project result in: 27 

a. Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 28 

the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 29 

standards of other agencies? 30 

Less than Significant Impact 31 

The project would not generate substantial temporary or permanent increases in ambient noise levels in 32 

excess of applicable local general plan policies or noise ordinances. 33 

Temporary increases in ambient noise would occur during construction. The project site is located within 34 

a County island governed by the County of Madera, which prohibits construction activity outside the 35 

hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. Construction would occur only during these 36 

permitted hours and would not take place on weekends or outside the specified timeframe. The City of 37 

Madera’s noise ordinance allows a broader construction window; therefore, compliance with the 38 

County’s ordinance ensures compliance with the City’s ordinance. Neither the City nor County General 39 
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Plans establish specific construction noise limits; thus, construction noise would not exceed applicable 1 

standards. Furthermore, noise from construction activities would be intermittent and temporary. 2 

Permanent operational noise would result from athletic activities (e.g., voices, whistles, ball impacts), 3 

facility maintenance (e.g., landscaping equipment), facility systems (e.g., HVAC units, irrigation pumps), 4 

and vehicle traffic. These sources would not exceed thresholds in the City or County noise ordinances. The 5 

City’s ordinance exempts athletic events directed and supervised by a school district; therefore, athletic 6 

activities at the project site would not violate the ordinance. The City also prohibits operation of gas-7 

powered equipment between 10:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m.; facility maintenance would occur within allowed 8 

hours. Operational noise from HVAC systems, pumps, and vehicles would be intermittent and minor. 9 

Neither the City nor County General Plans establish specific operational noise limits; therefore, 10 

operational noise would not exceed applicable standards. 11 

Because construction would be temporary and occur within permitted hours and operational noise would 12 

comply with local ordinances, the project would result in a less than significant impact. 13 

b. Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 14 

Less than Significant Impact 15 

Project construction is expected to produce groundborne vibration during the grubbing and grading 16 

phases, which would occur at the beginning of the project and during stormwater basin excavation. This 17 

phase of construction is temporary and would not produce vibration that is not already experienced 18 

during construction throughout the City. That is to say, the vibration would be usual, expected, and 19 

temporary. Groundborne vibration sources would not be close enough to any structures to cause damage. 20 

Therefore, the project would have a less than significant impact.  21 

c. For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan, or where such a 22 

plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 23 

expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 24 

No Impact 25 

The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or airport land use plan, nor is it located 26 

within two miles of an airport. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 27 
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14. Population and Housing 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

   X 

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

   X 

Existing Conditions 2 

The project site is currently a vacant property with no buildings. As discussed in the Project Description, the 3 

project would create a new outdoor educational facility. 4 

Would the project: 5 

a. Induce substantial unplanned population growth either in an area, directly (for example, by proposing 6 
new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other 7 
infrastructure)? 8 

No Impact 9 

The project does not involve the construction of housing, business, or other developments that would 10 

induce unplanned population growth. Additionally, the project does not involve the extension of 11 

infrastructure that would indirectly induce unplanned population growth. The project would have no 12 

impact. 13 

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of 14 
replacement housing elsewhere? 15 

No Impact 16 

The project site is currently vacant and contains no existing structures, including housing. Construction of 17 

the proposed project would not displace any residents or remove any housing. Therefore, the project 18 

would result in no impact.19 
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15. Public Services 1 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

- - - - 

(i) Fire Protection?   X  

(ii) Police Protection?   X  

(iii) Schools?    X 

(iv) Parks?    X 

(v) Other public facilities?   X  

a. Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 2 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or altered governmental facilities, the construction of 3 
which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, 4 
response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services: fire protection, 5 
police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities? 6 

Less than Significant Impact 7 

The following public services are available to the project site and would not be adversely affected by 8 

implementation of the project: 9 

(i) Fire Protection: The Madera County Fire Department and the Madera Fire Department provide 10 

fire protection services within the City of Madera Sphere of Influence (SOI) which includes the 11 

project site. Both fire departments have indicated that fire protection services would be 12 

sufficient in the current City of Madera SOI (Madera LAFCO, 2018). The athletic facilities include a 13 

two small buildings surrounded by grassy turf. The project would have a less than significant 14 

impact. 15 

 16 

(ii) Police Protection: The project site would be served by the Madera Police Department (MPD), 17 

though the project site is in the County’s boundaries (Madera LAFCO, 2018). The project may 18 

require some attention from MPD officers during emergencies, incidents, or public events, but 19 

the project would not result in an increase in population that require more police officers staffed 20 

at MPD to meet a specified service ratio. Therefore, the project would have a less than 21 

significant impact.  22 

 23 
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(iii) Schools: The project would not increase population size for the District and require additional 1 

educational facilities to be constructed. The project would have no impact. 2 

 3 

(iv) Parks: The project would also be a quasi-public recreational facility and would reduce usage 4 

impacts on nearby local parks. The project would have no impact.  5 

 6 

(v) Other Public Facilities: The main project site would require the expansion of the existing City 7 

stormwater retention basin to accommodate increased stormwater runoff that would result 8 

from the main project site. This basin expansion is incorporated as a part of the project and 9 

would be constructed per City stormwater basin standards. The project would have a less than 10 

significant impact. 11 
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16. Recreation 1 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

   X 

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

  X  

a. Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational 2 
facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 3 

No Impact 4 

The project consists of a new recreational facility and would likely reduce usage of parks in the area, 5 

reducing the deterioration of those parks. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 6 

b. Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 7 
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 8 

Less than Significant Impact 9 

The project is mainly the construction of a new recreational facility, and the facility’s potential 10 

environmental impacts are being analyzed and addressed by this document. The project would have a less 11 

than significant impact.12 
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17. Transportation 1 

Would the project: 

Potentially 

Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact with 

Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 

Significant 

Impact 

No 

Impact 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy 

addressing the circulation system, including transit, 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

  X  

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 

15064.3, subdivision (b)? 
  X  

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 

feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 

incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 
  X  

d. Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

A Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis was prepared by TJKM Transportation Consultants for the project and 2 

is included in Appendix E. While not directly relevant to CEQA, was also prepared for the project by TJKM for 3 

other City of Madera planning purposes and is included for reference in Appendix F.  4 

Environmental Setting 5 

Existing Project Site Transportation Conditions 6 

The project site is located at the northwest corner of the intersection of Almond Avenue and Stadium 7 

Road, both of which are classified as collector roadways. The main site is situated within a county island 8 

that is surrounded by land under the jurisdiction of the City of Madera. 9 

Along the eastern frontage of the project site, Stadium Road currently consists of a single travel lane on 10 

the west side of the roadway centerline, with an unimproved dirt shoulder and no sidewalk. Similarly, 11 

Almond Avenue along the site's southern frontage consists of a single travel lane on the north side of the 12 

centerline and lacks sidewalk improvements, with only a temporary asphalt curb present. In contrast, the 13 

opposite sides of both Stadium Road and Almond Avenue have been improved to City standards and 14 

include two travel lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalks, and landscaped frontage improvements. These improved 15 

segments connect to the surrounding roadway network, which generally consists of fully improved two-16 

lane collector and local roadways with continuous pedestrian facilities. 17 

The intersection of Stadium Road and Almond Avenue is currently controlled by a four-way stop and 18 

includes marked crosswalks on all approaches. However, the northwest corner of the intersection 19 

adjacent to the project site lacks pedestrian infrastructure, including a sidewalk connection and ADA-20 

compliant curb ramp, creating a gap in the otherwise established pedestrian network. 21 

Public transit service is provided in the vicinity by the Madera Area Express (MAX). An existing bus stop is 22 

located at the southeast corner of the Stadium Road/Almond Avenue intersection. The stop is currently 23 

only a sign in an unimproved dirt shoulder without direct sidewalk access.  24 
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Regulatory Setting 1 

City of Madera General Plan 2 

The City of Madera General Plan establishes a comprehensive transportation and circulation framework 3 

intended to support planned growth while maintaining an efficient, safe, and interconnected 4 

transportation system. The General Plan emphasizes implementation of the City's Circulation Master Plan 5 

through coordinated roadway improvements, right-of-way preservation, and construction of 6 

transportation infrastructure necessary to serve future development. Transportation planning is intended 7 

to accommodate multiple modes of travel while maintaining adequate roadway operations, improving 8 

traffic safety, and ensuring that public infrastructure keeps pace with community growth. The General 9 

Plan also promotes coordination among local, regional, and state agencies to implement planned 10 

circulation improvements and maintain connectivity throughout the transportation network. 11 

In addition to roadway improvements, the General Plan places a strong emphasis on multimodal mobility 12 

and Complete Streets principles. City policies support development of an interconnected network of 13 

sidewalks, bicycle facilities, trails, and transit connections that link neighborhoods with schools, parks, 14 

recreational facilities, employment centers, commercial areas, and other community destinations. The 15 

General Plan encourages walkable and bicycle-friendly community design, incorporation of pedestrian 16 

safety features into roadway projects, and provision of transportation facilities that accommodate users 17 

of all ages and abilities. Collectively, these policies are intended to create a transportation system that 18 

balances vehicular mobility with expanded opportunities for walking, bicycling, recreation, and access to 19 

community services (City of Madera, 2009). 20 

Regional Transportation Plan & Sustainable Communities Strategy 21 

The Madera County Transportation Commission (MCTC) is currently preparing the Draft 2026 Regional 22 

Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS), a long-range regional planning 23 

document intended to guide transportation investments, mobility improvements, and coordinated land 24 

use and transportation planning through the year 2049. Although the RTP/SCS has not yet been adopted 25 

and remains in draft form, its policies and planning objectives were reviewed and considered during 26 

preparation of this analysis because it represents the County's most recent regional transportation 27 

planning framework. The RTP/SCS promotes a coordinated, multimodal transportation system that 28 

supports regional mobility, accessibility, economic vitality, and public safety while addressing anticipated 29 

growth and transportation needs throughout Madera County. The plan emphasizes maintaining and 30 

modernizing existing transportation infrastructure, improving roadway safety and operational efficiency, 31 

enhancing regional and local connectivity, and supporting transportation investments that serve both 32 

urban and rural communities. 33 

The draft RTP/SCS also promotes implementation of Complete Streets principles and development of a 34 

multimodal transportation network that incorporates transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and roadway facilities. 35 

Regional transportation policies encourage expansion of active transportation infrastructure, improved 36 

access to schools, parks, employment centers, transit services, and community destinations, and 37 

integration of transportation and land use planning to improve mobility and accessibility while reducing 38 

transportation-related emissions. The RTP/SCS further supports investments that improve transportation 39 

system reliability, emergency access, multimodal connectivity, and transportation options for residents of 40 

all ages and abilities. Collectively, the draft RTP/SCS establishes a regional policy framework that seeks to 41 

balance roadway improvements and mobility enhancements with expanded opportunities for walking, 42 
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bicycling, transit use, and access to community resources throughout Madera County (Madera County 1 

Transportation Commission, 2026). 2 

Would the project:  3 

a. Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 4 

roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?  5 

Less than Significant Impact 6 

The project would not conflict with an adopted program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the 7 

circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. Consistent with the City of 8 

Madera General Plan circulation policies, the project would improve the existing transportation network 9 

through roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-related improvements. Through review of the off-site 10 

plans by the City of Madera, the project would widen Almond Avenue and Stadium Road and provide the 11 

necessary right-of-way dedication to achieve the ultimate planned roadway widths along the project 12 

frontage. Sidewalk improvements would also be installed along the widened roadways, enhancing 13 

pedestrian connectivity and supporting planned circulation infrastructure. These improvements would be 14 

consistent with the City's long-term roadway planning objectives and would not obstruct implementation 15 

of any planned transportation facilities. 16 

The project would also improve multimodal access within the project area. The roadway widening would 17 

provide additional pavement width that would better accommodate bicyclists and preserve the 18 

opportunity for future installation of bicycle lanes as part of a broader City bicycle network improvement 19 

program. The project would signalize the intersection of Almond Avenue and Stadium Road and install a 20 

signalized pedestrian crosswalk, improving intersection operations, pedestrian accessibility, and crossing 21 

safety. Transit facilities would also be enhanced through improvements to an existing bus stop along 22 

Almond Avenue, which is currently only a bus stop sign in a dirt shoulder. The project would provide a 23 

paved sidewalk, bench and shade structure, and a loading area serving the stop, improving accessibility 24 

and passenger safety. In addition, bicycle racks would be provided on-site, and the school district would 25 

provide regular bus transportation to and from the facility for athletic programs and events, further 26 

supporting alternative transportation options. Because the project would improve roadway, pedestrian, 27 

bicycle, and transit facilities and would not interfere with implementation of any adopted circulation plan, 28 

policy, or program, the project would result in a less than significant impact. 29 

b. Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 30 

Less than Significant Impact 31 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b) requires evaluation of a project's transportation impacts based on 32 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) rather than vehicle level of service. The City of Madera has not adopted local 33 

VMT thresholds and currently relies on the Madera County Transportation Commission (MCTC) SB 743 34 

screening methodology and guidance from the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) Technical 35 

Advisory on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA. Because the proposed athletic and recreational 36 

facility represents a unique visitor-serving land use that cannot be reliably analyzed using a traditional 37 

travel demand model, a project-specific VMT assessment was prepared by TJKM Transportation 38 

Consultants. The analysis evaluated whether the project would result in a net increase in regional VMT, 39 

consistent with OPR guidance for visitor-serving and local-serving land uses.  40 
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The VMT analysis concluded that the project would not result in a net increase in regional VMT. The 1 

facility would primarily serve Madera Unified School District students and community members residing 2 

within the City of Madera and surrounding district boundaries, with most trips anticipated to be relatively 3 

short in length. In addition, the facility would allow recreational programs, athletic events, and 4 

tournaments that currently occur at multiple locations, including facilities outside the City of Madera, to 5 

be accommodated locally. The analysis notes that MUSD currently hosts some baseball and softball 6 

tournaments at Clovis Unified School District facilities approximately 30 miles from Madera due to a lack 7 

of suitable local facilities. By providing a local-serving recreational facility within the community, the 8 

project is expected to shorten trip lengths and reduce regional VMT. Consistent with OPR guidance that 9 

local-serving development generally results in a less-than-significant transportation impact, the project-10 

specific VMT analysis determined that the proposed facility would reduce regional travel distances by 11 

providing recreational and athletic opportunities closer to Madera residents and students. The analysis 12 

concluded that the project would not result in a net increase in regional vehicle miles traveled, would be 13 

consistent with the intent of CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b), and would not require mitigation. 14 

Therefore, impacts related to vehicle miles traveled would be less than significant. 15 

c. Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 16 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 17 

Less than Significant Impact 18 

The project would develop the intersection of Stadium Road and Almond Avenue according to the existing 19 

geometry, just with streets widened to the planned ultimate right-of-way. New vehicle drive approach 20 

ramps would be constructed along Almond Avenue, spaced according to City of Madera standards, and 21 

reviewed and approved by the City of Madera through review of an encroachment permit. 22 

The project would convert former agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The project site would be used 23 

for educational and recreational use, typical for a suburban neighborhood like the project site. The project 24 

would not introduce any incompatible uses. This impact would be less than significant. 25 

d. Result in inadequate emergency access? 26 

Less than Significant Impact 27 

During construction, temporary lane closures, traffic control measures, and construction staging activities 28 

could affect traffic circulation in the project vicinity. However, construction activities would be conducted 29 

in accordance with a project-specific traffic control plan prepared in coordination with and reviewed and 30 

approved by the County/City of Madera. The traffic control plan would include measures to maintain 31 

access for emergency vehicles, residents, businesses, and the traveling public throughout the construction 32 

period. As a result, any temporary construction-related effects on emergency access would be minimized 33 

and would not substantially impair emergency response capabilities. 34 

Upon completion, the project would improve roadway conditions along the site frontage through 35 

roadway widening, sidewalk installation, and intersection improvements, which would enhance overall 36 

site accessibility. In addition, the proposed educational facility and associated improvements would be 37 

designed and constructed in accordance with applicable Division of the State Architect (DSA) 38 

requirements, City of Madera development standards, and local fire code requirements governing 39 

emergency vehicle access, circulation, turning radii, fire lanes, and site access. Compliance with these 40 

standards would ensure that emergency responders are able to adequately access all portions of the site. 41 
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Therefore, the project would not result in inadequate emergency access, and impacts would be less than 1 

significant. 2 
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18. Tribal Cultural Resources 1 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

- - - - 

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

  X  

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

 X   

A Sacred Lands Search File (SLFS) was completed and received from the Native American Heritage Commission 2 

(NAHC) on November 4, 2025. The results of the search were negative. On November 20, 2025, the District 3 

notified all California Native American tribe traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Project area with a 4 

summary of the proposed project via email. No responses have been received at the time of publication of this 5 

Draft IS/MND. A compilation of the Sacred Lands Files search results, tribal notification letters, and a 6 

correspondence tracking sheet are included in Appendix C. 7 

a. Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, 8 

defined in Public Resources Code Section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 9 

geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 10 

cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 11 

(i) Rupture Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 12 

register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k)? 13 

Less than Significant Impact 14 

There are no identified tribal cultural resources at the project site. There were no comments received 15 

from California Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project location. 16 

There are no listed or eligible sites for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources or in a 17 

local register of historical resources. Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant 18 

impact. 19 
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(ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 1 

to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 2 

5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code section 5024.1, 3 

the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American 4 

tribe? 5 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 6 

There are no identified tribal cultural resources at the project site and no comments were received 7 

from California Native American Tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project location. 8 

Despite there being no evidence of tribal cultural resources at the project site, there still remains the 9 

potential for inadvertent discoveries of tribal cultural resources during excavation activities. 10 

Therefore, mitigation measure TC-1 would be incorporated into the project. 11 

Mitigation Measure TC-1: Unanticipated Discovery of Tribal Cultural Resources 12 

If an inadvertent discovery is made and the qualified archaeologist (retained under Mitigation 13 

Measure CULT-1) determines or suspects that the find is of Native American origin, the District 14 

shall immediately notify all California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated 15 

with the project area that requested notification under AB 52. 16 

Upon such notification: 17 

1. Work Halt and Protection 18 

All work within 50 feet of the discovery shall halt. The discovery shall be protected with 19 

temporary fencing, flagging, or other measures appropriate to avoid further disturbance. 20 

2. Tribal Notification and Coordination 21 

The District shall promptly contact tribes to provide: 22 

• A description of the discovery 23 

• Photographic documentation (as appropriate) 24 

• The archaeologist’s initial assessment 25 

Tribes shall be given a reasonable opportunity to visit the site, if requested. 26 

3. Consultation on Treatment 27 

The District, the qualified archaeologist, and interested tribes shall engage in consultation to 28 

develop culturally appropriate treatment measures, which may include: 29 

• Avoidance or preservation in place (preferred) 30 

• Controlled excavation/data recovery 31 

• Reburying materials in consultation with tribal representatives 32 

• Development of a Tribal Cultural Resource Treatment Plan 33 

• Recommendations shall be documented in writing. 34 

4. Resumption of Work 35 

Construction within the discovery area shall not resume until: 36 

• The treatment measures have been completed to the satisfaction of the District and 37 

consulting tribes, and 38 

• The qualified archaeologist confirms that no additional resources are at risk. 39 
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5. Confidentiality 1 

The location and nature of any Tribal Cultural Resource shall remain confidential in 2 

accordance with Public Resources Code §21082.3(c) and shall not be disclosed to the public. 3 

Implementation of this measure would ensure that any inadvertent discovery of Tribal Cultural 4 

Resources is treated respectfully and in consultation with tribes, reducing potential impacts to a less 5 

than significant level with mitigation incorporated.  6 
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19. Utilities and Service Systems 1 

Would the project: 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

  X  

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

  X  

c. Result in determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider, which serves or may serve the project, that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments?  

  X  

d. Generate solid waste in excess of state or local standards, or 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

  X  

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?   X  

Existing Utilities 2 

Water: 3 

The former two residential properties that were located at the project site were served by a private water 4 

well. The water well is still in place but not operated. Areas surrounding the project location are served by 5 

the City of Madera for water utility services, including a 12-inch water main under Almond Avenue and an 6 

eight-inch water main under Stadium Road. 7 

Wastewater: 8 

The former two residential properties that were located at the project site were served by private septic 9 

systems, which has already been demolished and removed. Areas surrounding the project location are 10 

served by the City of Madera sewer utility services, with an eight-inch sewer main under Stadium Road. 11 

Stormwater Drainage: 12 

Stormwater generated at the main project site currently percolates into the soil, or under heavy rainfall, 13 

stormwater at the project site would flow to Stadium Road and Almond Avenue. One City of Madera 14 

stormwater drain inlet is located on the north side of Almond Avenue, about half-way east and west along 15 

the south perimeter of the project site which connects to a 24-inch main under Almond Avenue. This main 16 

then turns north along the west perimeter of the main site along a utility easement to convey stormwater 17 

to the City stormwater basin included in the project site. 18 

One stormwater drain inlet is located in Gamay Avenue in the neighborhood immediately north of the 19 

main project site which receives stormwater flows from the west curb gutter of Stadium Road included in 20 

the project site, and connects to a 42-inch stormwater main under Gamay Avenue. This main extends 21 
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west to convey stormwater to the City stormwater basin included in the project site and also has a stub-1 

out that terminates at the northern property line of the main project site under Stadium Road.  2 

Solid Waste: 3 

Solid waste disposal for the project region is provided by Mid Valley Disposal. 4 

Energy: 5 

Electrical energy and natural gas are provided to the project region by Pacific Gas & Electric Company 6 

(PG&E). Existing PG&E power poles and power lines run along the east side of Stadium Road, within the 7 

project site. Electrical power/telephone poles that served the former two residences at the project site 8 

remain in the eastern portion of the project site. 9 

Telecommunications: 10 

The project region is served by American Telephone & Telegraph Company (AT&T). Telephone poles that 11 

served the former two residences at the project site remain in the eastern portion of the project site. 12 

Electrical power/telephone poles that served the former two residences at the project site remain in the 13 

eastern portion of the project site. 14 

Proposed Utilities 15 

Water:  16 

The project would increase potable water use, provided by the City of Madera, from landscape irrigation 17 

and building and drinking fountain water use. 18 

Landscape irrigation water was estimated by the project landscape architect, by analyzing the proposed 19 

landscaping/irrigation plans and average site weather conditions. Landscape irrigation water use is 20 

estimated to be approximately 40.6 acre-feet per year, with peak usage in the month of July, at 6.5 acre-21 

feet.  22 

The estimated annual water use from building and drinking fountain water use was calculated by applying 23 

a planning-level usage factor to anticipated annual attendance based on the project’s operational 24 

characteristics. Attendance was estimated using the midpoint of participant ranges and the frequency of 25 

after-school programs, weekend camps, tournaments, and championship events, resulting in 26 

approximately 33,200 organized user visits per year. To account for additional informal community use 27 

when the facility is not programmed, total attendance was conservatively increased by 50 percent, for an 28 

estimated 49,800 annual visits. A standard demand factor of 5 gallons per user per visit was then applied 29 

to represent potable water use from drinking fountains and restrooms typical of outdoor recreational 30 

facilities. Based on these assumptions, the facility would use approximately 250,000 gallons of water per 31 

year, or about 0.75 acre-feet annually. 32 

In total the project is estimated to increase potable water demand from the City of Madera domestic 33 

water system by 41.35 acre-feet. 34 

Wastewater:  35 

Wastewater generation associated with operation of the proposed athletic facility was estimated using 36 

the same attendance and water use assumptions applied to potable water demand. Annual attendance 37 

was conservatively estimated at approximately 49,800 visits, including organized programming and a 50 38 

percent allowance for informal community use. A wastewater generation factor of 5 gallons per user per 39 
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visit was applied, consistent with typical indoor water use rates for restroom and drinking fountain 1 

facilities at outdoor recreational sites. Because the majority of potable water used at the facility would be 2 

discharged to the sanitary sewer system, wastewater flows are expected to approximate potable water 3 

demand. Based on these assumptions, the project would generate approximately 250,000 gallons of 4 

wastewater annually, or about 0.75 acre-feet per year. 5 

Stormwater:  6 

The project would construct approximately 6.9 acres of new impervious areas and develop/grade 7 

approximately 13.1 acres of pervious areas. All areas of the project site would be graded to convey 8 

stormwater generated at the project site to new on-site drain inlets and existing off-site City of Madera 9 

stormwater drain inlets. From hydrologic analysis of the project site, the project would generate 10 

approximately 5.18 acre-feet of stormwater during a 10-day 100-year storm event of 6.15 inches of 11 

rainfall, which would convey to the City stormwater basin included in the project site.  12 

The project would excavate the existing basin by a minimum of 5.18 acre-feet and a maximum of 12.3 13 

acre-feet to provide additional stormwater basin capacity for the increased stormwater runoff generated 14 

by the proposed project. 15 

Solid Waste:  16 

Solid waste generated from the project site would be disposed of by Mid Valley Disposal. The project site 17 

would not generate a significant amount of solid waste. Solid waste would be limited to food related-18 

trash brought in from users, office trash, and landscaping green waste.  19 

Energy: 20 

The project would connect to existing underground PG&E electrical lines under Almond Avenue. The 21 

existing electrical poles in the main project site would be removed, and the existing electrical poles along 22 

the County of Madera right-of-way on the west side of Stadium Road would be undergrounded as a part 23 

of the improvements to Stadium Road. 24 

The project would install on-site photovoltaic panels and battery storage to partially provide renewable 25 

energy to the project site. The project would use electrical energy for two buildings, exterior lighting, and 26 

EV charger parking stalls, which would not use a significant amount of electrical energy and would be 27 

supplemented by on-site solar panels.  28 

Per Mitigation Measure GHG-1, the project would not install any natural gas utilities at the project site. 29 

Telecommunications: 30 

The project would tie into existing underground telecommunication lines under Almond Avenue. 31 

Would the project: 32 

a. Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 33 

storm drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or 34 

relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 35 

Less than Significant Impact 36 

Minor connections would occur within the project site and are evaluated in this Initial Study, including the 37 

excavation of the City stormwater basin within the project site. As discussed above, the project would not 38 
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result in a significant increase in utility usage/capacity demand, and the project would not require any 1 

additional expansion of utility systems to accommodate the project. Therefore, this impact would be less 2 

than significant. 3 

b. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 4 

development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 5 

Less than Significant Impact 6 

As discussed above, the total project is estimated to increase potable water demand from the City of 7 

Madera domestic water system by 41.35 acre-feet. The proposed water utility connections of the project 8 

would be submitted and reviewed by the City of Madera during an extraterritorial agreement for water 9 

service, which would provide the City an opportunity to review the proposed project’s water usage 10 

ensuring adequate domestic water supply for the project. In the event that project region experiences a 11 

significant drought and water restrictions are imposed, the project would be able to reduce irrigation 12 

water usage, temporarily impacting project facilities, but not resulting in a significant environmental 13 

effect. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 14 

c. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project 15 

that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 16 

existing commitments? 17 

Less than Significant Impact 18 

The project would generate approximately 0.75 acre-feet of wastewater, annually, which is not a 19 

significant volume of wastewater. The City of Madera wastewater system would be able to accommodate 20 

this small increase in wastewater generation. The proposed wastewater utility connections of the project 21 

would be submitted and reviewed by the City of Madera during an extraterritorial agreement for 22 

wastewater service, which would provide the City an opportunity to review the proposed project’s water 23 

usage ensuring adequate wastewater capacity for the project. Therefore, this impact would be less than 24 

significant. 25 

d. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 26 

solid waste? 27 

Less than Significant Impact 28 

e. Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 29 

solid waste? 30 

Less than Significant Impact 31 

The project would generate a relatively small amount of solid waste consisting primarily of food and 32 

beverage-related refuse from project users, typical office waste, and green waste from landscape 33 

maintenance activities. All solid waste generated onsite would be handled in accordance with applicable 34 

federal, state, and local statutes and regulations, including requirements for waste diversion, recycling, 35 

and green waste management. 36 
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Solid waste would be separated into landfill, recyclable, and organic waste streams consistent with State 1 

regulations (e.g., CalRecycle requirements such as AB 341 and SB 1383, as applicable). The project would 2 

be served by Mid Valley Disposal, the local franchised solid waste hauler, which would collect and 3 

transport waste to appropriate permitted facilities. 4 

Because the project would comply with all applicable regulations and would not generate substantial 5 

quantities of solid waste beyond existing service capacity, impacts related to solid waste compliance 6 

would be less than significant. 7 
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20. Wildfire 1 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 
would the project: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan? 

   X 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of wildfire? 

   X 

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

   X 

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

   X 

Wildfire Hazard 2 

According to the Fire Hazard Severity Zones map provided by Cal Fire, the project site is not located in a State 3 

Responsibility Area or in an area identified as having a Fire Hazard Severity Zone (Cal-Fire, 2025). The nearest 4 

wildfire severity zone is located approximately 4.25 miles to the east, and the nearest State Responsibility 5 

Area is located approximately 8 miles to the northeast. Any wildfires at the nearby hazard zone would need to 6 

cross multiple barriers before reaching the project site, including urbanized areas, Little Dry Creek, the Main 7 

Canal, and State Highway 99.  8 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, 9 
would the project: 10 

a. Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 11 

No Impact 12 
The project is not located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high hazard 13 

severity zones. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 14 

b. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 15 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 16 

No Impact 17 

The project site is flat and level and is not located within or near any wildfire hazard severity zones, nor 18 

are there site conditions that would exacerbate wildfire risk. Therefore, the project would have no 19 

impact. 20 
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c. Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 1 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result 2 
in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 3 

No Impact 4 

The project would not require the installation or maintenance of any infrastructure that may exacerbate 5 

fire risk or result in ongoing impacts to the environment. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 6 

d. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 7 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 8 

No Impact 9 

The project is not at risk of wildfire, nor is it located near any wildfire hazard areas such that it would be at 10 

risk of any downstream/downslope effects after wildfires. Therefore, the project would have no impact. 11 



Environmental Checklist 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 

 97 Outdoor Education Facility 

21. Mandatory Findings of Significance 1 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

 X   

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means 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)? 

 X   

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

 X   

a. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 2 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 3 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number, or restrict the range of a 4 
rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California 5 
history or prehistory? 6 

Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated 7 
As discussed in Section E.4 Biological Resources, the project site is highly disturbed and does not support 8 

high-value habitat or sensitive biological communities. Although special-status species have been 9 

documented in the broader region, the Biological Resources Evaluation determined that the site lacks 10 

suitable habitat to support most of these species. The adjacent stormwater basin may provide limited, 11 

temporary foraging habitat for migratory birds; however, impacts associated with construction activities, 12 

including temporary dewatering, would be short-term, and similar habitat is available in the surrounding 13 

area. Potential impacts to nesting birds during tree removal would be reduced to a less-than-significant 14 

level through implementation of Mitigation Measure BR-1. 15 

As discussed in Section E.5 Cultural Resources, no historical resources eligible for listing on the California 16 

Register of Historical Resources were identified onsite. Therefore, the project would not result in a 17 

substantial adverse change to historical resources. While there is moderate potential for deeply buried 18 

archaeological resources below three feet, implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 (archaeological 19 

monitoring) would ensure that any previously undiscovered resources are identified and appropriately 20 

managed. Additionally, although the likelihood of encountering human remains is low, compliance with 21 

Mitigation Measure CULT-2 and applicable state regulations would reduce potential impacts to a less-22 

than-significant level. 23 
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When considered in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 1 

area, the project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on biological and cultural resources 2 

would not be cumulatively considerable due to the site’s disturbed condition, the limited extent of habitat 3 

affected, and the implementation of mitigation measures (BR-1, CULT-1, and CULT-2). Therefore, 4 

cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 5 

b. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 6 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed 7 
in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of 8 
probable future projects). 9 

Less than Significant 10 
Less Than Significant Impact. Madera Unified School District (MUSD) currently operates educational and 11 

recreational facilities throughout its service area and periodically undertakes capital improvement 12 

projects to expand or enhance educational, athletic, and community-serving facilities. The proposed 13 

Outdoor Educational Facility Project is consistent with the types of recreational and educational 14 

infrastructure projects that may occur throughout the City of Madera and surrounding region to meet the 15 

needs of students and community members. Projects of this nature have the potential to contribute to 16 

cumulative impacts related to air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, greenhouse gas (GHG) 17 

emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, transportation, tribal cultural resources, and utilities 18 

and service systems. Accordingly, these resource areas have been evaluated for their potential cumulative 19 

contribution. 20 

As discussed throughout this Initial Study, potentially significant impacts associated with biological 21 

resources, cultural resources, paleontological resources, greenhouse gas emissions, tribal cultural 22 

resources, and other resource topics would be avoided or reduced to less than significant levels through 23 

compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of identified mitigation measures. Because 24 

the project's incremental contribution to cumulative impacts in these resource areas would be reduced to 25 

a less-than-significant level, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to 26 

regional environmental impacts. 27 

Potential impacts to biological resources, cultural resources, paleontological resources, and tribal cultural 28 

resources would primarily result from ground-disturbing activities during construction and would be 29 

limited to the project site. Any previously undiscovered resources encountered during construction would 30 

be addressed through implementation of mitigation measures requiring resource evaluation, avoidance, 31 

or treatment in accordance with applicable regulations. Consequently, the project's contribution to 32 

cumulative impacts on these resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 33 

As discussed in Sections E.3 Air Quality and E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions, air quality and greenhouse gas 34 

emissions are cumulative by nature because emissions from individual projects combine with emissions 35 

from other existing and future activities throughout the region. Construction and operation of the project 36 

would be subject to applicable San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District regulations and State 37 

requirements designed to reduce criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions. In addition, the project 38 

would provide a centrally located recreational facility serving Madera Unified School District students and 39 

community members, thereby reducing the need for some athletic events and tournaments to occur at 40 

more distant locations outside the community. As discussed in the VMT analysis, the project is expected 41 

to reduce regional travel distances for many users and would not result in a net increase in regional 42 
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vehicle miles traveled. Therefore, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality and greenhouse gas 1 

impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  2 

Construction activities would temporarily generate noise and traffic in the project vicinity. However, 3 

construction effects would be localized and temporary in nature and would be subject to applicable City 4 

requirements and mitigation measures. Upon completion, the project would include roadway widening, 5 

intersection signalization, sidewalk construction, transit stop improvements, and other transportation 6 

upgrades that would improve circulation and accessibility in the project area. The project-specific VMT 7 

analysis concluded that the facility would not result in a net increase in regional VMT and would therefore 8 

have a less than significant transportation impact under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3(b). Accordingly, 9 

the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional transportation impacts.  10 

Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, public services, utilities, 11 

and service systems would be less than significant because the project would be required to comply with 12 

applicable federal, State, and local requirements governing site design, construction, stormwater 13 

management, utility service, and public safety. Compliance with these requirements would ensure that 14 

the project's contribution to cumulative impacts in these resource areas would not be cumulatively 15 

considerable. 16 

The project would also result in no impact or less-than-significant impacts in the areas of, agriculture and 17 

forestry resources, energy, land use and planning, mineral resources, population and housing, recreation, 18 

and wildfire. Consequently, the project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts 19 

associated with these resource areas. 20 

For the reasons described above, the project would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to 21 

any significant cumulative environmental impact. Therefore, cumulative impacts associated with the 22 

proposed project would be less than significant. 23 

c. Does the project have environmental effects, which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 24 
beings, either directly or indirectly? 25 

Less than Significant 26 
As discussed in Section E.3 Air Quality, the project would not result in a significant impact on air quality, as 27 

it would not conflict or obstruct the implementation of applicable air quality plans, result in a 28 

cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria pollutants, expose sensitive receptors to substantial 29 

pollutant concentrations, or result in objectionable odors. 30 

As discussed in Section E.8 Greenhouse Gases, the project would not generate a significant amount of 31 

greenhouse gas emissions to have significant impact, and would be consistent with applicable GHG 32 

reduction regulations, policies, and goals. 33 

As discussed in E.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the project would comply with applicable 34 

regulations for the use/transportation of hazardous materials during construction and operation,  would 35 

prevent the release of hazardous materials from accidents or upsets, and would not emit relatively small 36 

amounts of hazardous materials during construction, which would be controlled by implementation of a 37 

Dust Control Plan and SWPPP.  38 

The project site is not located at a site compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. The 39 
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project site is not near an airport or airport related hazards. The project would not interfere with an 1 

adopted emergency response plan. The project is not near an area at risk of wildfires. Lastly, the project 2 

would complete all measures required by the DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) process, 3 

ensuring any present contaminated soil is identified and remediated in a safe manner. 4 

As discussed in Section E.13 Noise and Groundborne Vibrations, the project would result in a temporary 5 

increase in noise levels during day-time construction hours, Monday through Friday, in compliance with 6 

City of Madera noise ordinances and would not result in significant groundborne vibrations 7 

As discussed in Section E.15 Public Services, the project would be adequately serviced by local fire and 8 

police protection.  9 

As discussed in Section E.17 Transportation, the project would not increase transportation hazards from 10 

due to geometric design features or result in inadequate emergency access.  11 

As discussed above, the project would not have any environmental effects, which will cause substantial 12 

adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Therefore, this impact would be less than 13 

significant. 14 
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F. Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program 1 

1. Purpose 2 

Madera Unified School District has prepared this Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program to comply 3 

with Section 15097 of the State CEQA Guidelines. The purpose of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 4 

Program is to ensure the implementation of the mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. 5 

2. Lead Agency  6 

Madera Unified School District will undertake the project and is the Lead Agency for the project. The 7 

District is responsible for the implementation of all mitigation measures identified in this Initial Study. 8 

3. Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Coordinator 9 

The Madera Unified School District Facilities Planning & Construction Management or designee shall act 10 
as the Project Mitigation Reporting Coordinator ("Coordinator"). 11 

4. Monitoring and Reporting Procedures for Construction 12 

a. The Coordinator shall provide a copy of all project design-, site clearing- and construction-related 13 

mitigation measures to the project architect, engineer, and contractor for incorporation in the project 14 

plans, construction specifications, permits, and contracts, as appropriate. 15 

b. Before the awarding of the bid, the Coordinator shall determine that all project design-, site clearing- 16 

and construction-related mitigation measures have been incorporated in the project plans, 17 

construction specifications, permits, and contracts, as appropriate. 18 

c. During construction, the Coordinator, through the construction management team, shall inspect the 19 

project area regularly to ensure all work complies with the mitigation measures. If a discrepancy is 20 

not resolved within a reasonable time, the Coordinator may order work to cease until the discrepancy 21 

is resolved. 22 

d. Before the District accepts the project improvements, the Coordinator shall certify that the project 23 

incorporates all project design and construction-related mitigation measures. 24 

5. Monitoring and Reporting Procedures for Operational and Maintenance  25 

Before the project becomes operational, the Coordinator shall determine that the project's operational 26 

plans and procedures incorporate all operations-related mitigation measures.27 
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G. List of Preparers 1 

1. Lead Agency 2 

Madera Unified School District 3 

Rosalind Cox 4 

Director of Facilities Planning & Construction Management 5 

Madera Unified School District 6 
1205 S. Madera Avenue 7 
Madera, CA 93637 8 
Telephone: (559) 675-4548 9 
Email: rosalindcox@maderausd.org  10 

2. Environmental Consultants: 11 

 Blair, Church & Flynn Consulting Engineers, Inc. 12 
 451 Clovis Avenue, Suite 200 13 
 Clovis, CA 93612 14 
 (559) 326-1400 15 
 www.bcf-engr.com  16 

 Michael Gennaro, QSD, CPESC,  17 
Lead Environmental Specialist 18 

 Email: mgennaro@bcf-engr.com  19 

 David K. Young,  20 
Principal Environmental Specialist 21 

 Email: dyoung@bcf-engr.com  22 

 Gabriel Ledesma, QSD, QISP, CPESC,  23 
Project Environmental Specialist  24 

 Email: gledesma@bcf-engr.com  25 

 Johnston & Associates (Cultural Resources Assessment Technical Report) 26 
 7126 N. Carruth Avenue 27 
 Fresno, CA 93711 28 
 (559) 438-5330 29 

 Sarah Johnston, Senior Archeologist 30 
 jaarchaeology@gmail.com  31 

 BSK Associates (Phase 1 ESA) 32 
 691 N. Laverne Avenue, Suite 101 33 
 Fresno, CA 93727 34 
 (559) 497-2880 35 

 Robert “Tony” Martin, PG 36 
Principal Geologist/Environmental Discipline Lead 37 

 rmartin@bskassociates.com   38 

Kevin Grove, Environmental Group Manager 39 
 kgrove@bskassociates.com 40 
 41 

TJKM Traffic Engineers (Traffic Study and VMT Analysis) 42 
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 4305 Hacienda Drive, Suite 550 1 
 Pleasanton, CA 94588 2 
 (925) 463-0611 3 

 Praveena Samaleti 4 
Senior Transportation Planner 5 
psamaleti@TJKM.com 6 

Colin Burgett 7 
Senior Project Manager 8 
cburgett@TJKM.com 9 
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