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PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

PROJECT: MARSHALL RESERVOIR PUMP STATION 

LEAD AGENCY: PATTERSON IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over approval of the project. Patterson 
Irrigation District is the CEQA lead agency because it is responsible for implementation and operation of the project. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to improve the reliability of the District’s drain water recirculation system by 
relocating an existing pump station from its current location to the Marshall Road Reservoir. 

The Proposed Project will construct a new pump station and 30” PVC Pipeline at the southeast corner of the existing 
Marshall Road Reservoir (37.430546º, -121.068312º), owned and operated by Patterson Irrigation District (PID).  The 
new pipeline will be installed adjacent to and easterly of the Marshall Road Reservoir east bank, within PID right-of-
way.  The pipeline will extend northwesterly, approximately 400 feet, cross Marshall Road, and connect to an existing 
pipeline on the north side of Marshall Road.  The pump station will reuse pumps from an existing pump station, with 
a total capacity of approximately 25 cubic feet per second (cfs).   

Construction activities will include a cast in place reinforced concrete sump, re-location and installation of two pumps, 
installation of a new manifold, and installation of approximately 400 feet of 30” PVC Pipe, including a boar & jack 
underneath Marshall Road.  An internal dividing barrier (sheetpile or similar) of approximately 900 feet will be 
installed within the Marshall Reservoir to improve silt settling time prior to the pump station. 

FINDINGS 
An Initial Study has been prepared to assess the project’s potential effects on the environment and the significance of 
those effects. Based on the Initial Study, it has been determined that the project would not have any significant 
effects on the environment.  None of the project activities require mitigation, however best management practices 
(BMPs) will be implemented to further minimize biological and air quality impacts.  The conclusion is supported by 
the following findings: 

1. The project would have no impact related to aesthetics, agricultural/forest resources, biological resources, 
cultural resources, energy, hydrology/water quality, land use/planning, mineral resources, population/housing, 
public resources, recreation, and tribal cultural resources. 

2. The project would have a less-than-significant impact on air quality, geology and soils, greenhouse gas 
emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, transportation, utilities and service systems.  

3. No Mitigation is required, however BMPs will be implemented as a matter of standard construction practice to 
further reduce air quality impacts and biological impacts. 

  



Proposed Negative Declaration Draft  

 Patterson Irrigation District 
2 Marshall Reservoir Pump Station IS/ND 

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act, Patterson Irrigation District has independently 
reviewed and analyzed the Initial Study and Negative Declaration for the project and finds that the Initial Study and 
Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of Patterson Irrigation District.  

I hereby approve this project: 

 

_________________________________________ 

Vincent Lucchesi, General Manager 
Patterson Irrigation District 
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1 ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
NOTE: The following is a sample form that may be tailored to satisfy individual agencies’ needs and project 
circumstances. It may be used to meet the requirements for an initial study when the criteria set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines have been met. Substantial evidence of potential impacts that are not listed on this form must also be 
considered. The sample questions in this form are intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, and do 
not necessarily represent thresholds of significance. 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

1.1 Project Title: Marshall Reservoir Pump Station 

1.2 Lead Agency Name and Address: Patterson Irrigation District 

1.3 Contact Person and Phone Number: Vince Lucchesi 

1.4 Project Location: Near the City of Patterson, 37.430546, -121.068312 

1.5 Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Patterson Irrigation District; 948 Orange Ave. Patterson, CA 95363 

1.6 General Plan Designation: Agriculture 

1.7 Zoning: Agriculture 40 acres 

1.8 Description of Project:  

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to improve the reliability of the District’s drain water recirculation 
system by relocating an existing pump station from its current location to the Marshall Road Reservoir. 

The Proposed Project will construct a new pump station and 30” PVC Pipeline at the southeast corner of the 
existing Marshall Road Reservoir (37.430546º, -121.068312º), owned and operated by Patterson Irrigation 
District (PID).  The new pipeline will be installed adjacent to and easterly of the Marshall Road Reservoir east 
bank, within PID right-of-way.  The pipeline will extend northwesterly, approximately 400 feet, cross Marshall 
Road, and connect to an existing pipeline on the north side of Marshall Road.  The pump station will reuse 
pumps from an existing pump station, with a total capacity of approximately 25 cubic feet per second (cfs).   

Construction activities will include a cast in place reinforced concrete sump, re-location and installation of 
two pumps, installation of a new manifold, and installation of approximately 400 feet of 30” PVC Pipe, 
including a bore & jack underneath Marshall Road.  An internal dividing barrier (sheetpile or similar) of 
approximately 900 feet will be installed within the Marshall Reservoir to improve silt settling time prior to the 
pump station. 

1.9    Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:  
The proposed project is entirely surrounded active agriculture.  The Marshall Road Reservoir is bound on the 
west, south, and easterly side by almond orchards and on the north by Marshall Road and field crops.  An 
irrigation supply canal (owned by PID) is immediately adjacent to the easterly reservoir levee. 

1.10 Other public agencies whose approval is Required:  

Stanislaus County Public Works – Encroachment Permit for Marshall Road Crossing. 

1.11 Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project area requested 
consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that 
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includes, for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural resources, procedures 
regarding confidentiality, etc.? 
 

No Native American tribes have contacted the District to request consultation.  However, PID has requested and 
received a search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File, with negative results.  
PID has also sent letters to two tribes identified by the NAHC as potentially having interest in the area.  No 
interest was noted. 
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Ascent Environmental 1-5 

 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one 
impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. Where checked 
below, the topic with a potentially significant impact will be addressed in an environmental impact report. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology / Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards / Hazardous Materials 

 Hydrology / Water Quality  Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population / Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities / Service Systems  Wildfire  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

   None   None with Mitigation 
Incorporated 
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

 On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

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

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

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

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because 
all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to 
that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are 
imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 

   

 

 Signature  Date  

 

  

 

 Printed Name  Title  

 

 

 Agency  
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1.1 AESTHETICS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

I. Aesthetics.      
Except as provided in Public Resources Code section 21099 (where aesthetic impacts shall not be considered 
significant for qualifying residential, mixed-use residential, and employment centers), would the project: 

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.1.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is located in a rural area of western Stanislaus count, approximately 4 road miles southeast 
from the City of Patterson (closest urban community).  The Proposed Project site is completely surrounded by active 
agriculture and agricultural support facilities including paved county roads, unimproved field roads, irrigation ponds, 
canals, pump stations, orchards and crop fields, and farm shop complexes.   

The Proposed Project physical features will include a reinforced concrete pump sump, pump and manifold, electrical 
controls,  a pipeline, and wall within the existing pond.  Of these features, only the pumps, manifold, and electrical 
controls will be above ground and visible, and these will be located more than 0.3 miles from the paved county road 
and will likely not be visible to the public. 

1.1.2 Discussion 

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

The Proposed Project is consistent with the existing scenery and would not have an adverse impact to the 
scenic vista.  The majority of the project features are below ground and not visible. 

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

 The proposed project is not located within an eligible or officially designated state scenic highway.  The 
Proposed Project will not impact any trees, rocks, outcroppings or buildings (historic or otherwise). 
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c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an urbanized 
area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other regulations 
governing scenic quality? 

The Proposed Project is located in a non-urbanized area and is consistent with the existing scenery and 
would not have an adverse impact to the public views.  The majority of the project features are below 
ground and not visible.  The visible components are located a substantial distance from public roads and 
would not dominate the vista or even be easily visible from the road. 

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

The Proposed Project would not include a new light or glare source. 
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1.2 AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

II. Agriculture and Forest Resources.     
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by the 
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  
In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted 
by the California Air Resources Board. 

Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.2.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is located in a rural area of western Stanislaus count, approximately 4 road miles from the City 
of Patterson (closest urban area).  The Proposed Project site is completely surrounded by active agriculture and 
agricultural support facilities including paved county roads, unimproved field roads, irrigation ponds, canals, pump 
stations, orchards and crop fields, and farm shop complexes.   

The Proposed Project physical features will include a reinforced concrete pump sump, pump and manifold, electrical 
controls, and a pipeline which will be used to recirculate agricultural drain water into the PID irrigation delivery 
system to augment agricultural water supplies.  The project features will be located within non-farmed portions of 
PID right-of-way or crossing a paved county road.   
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1.2.2 Discussion 

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? 

No farmland (prime or otherwise) will be converted to non-agricultural use.   

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

The Proposed Project will support agricultural activities and is consistent with the land zoning. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located in an area of forest or timberland. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located in an area of forest land. 

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

The Proposed Project will support water supply for agricultural operations and will not directly or indirectly 
result in the conversion of farmland or forest land to non-farm or non-forest use. 
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1.3 AIR QUALITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

III. Air Quality.     
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management district or air 
pollution control district may be relied on to make the following determinations. 

Are significance criteria established by the applicable air 
district available to rely on for significance 
determinations? 

 Yes  No 

Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

1.3.1 Environmental Setting 
The Project site is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPD or Valley Air District).  The 
Valley Air District’s Rule 2020 Exemptions specifies emission units that are not required to obtain an Authority to 
Construct or Permit to Operate. An agricultural source that would be exempt involves “equipment or operations that 
emit air contaminants and that are used on the production of crops or the raising of fowl or animals” (Section 3.1). 
Furthermore, the Valley Air District adopted District Rule 4550-Conservation Management Practices in 2004 to limit 
fugitive dust emissions from agricultural operation sites. This conservation management practice is applicable to 
farmers with 100 acres or more of contiguous or adjacent farmland. A CMP plan must be prepared and implemented 
for each crop. The Proposed Project does not modify or alter existing agricultural lands.  

Air quality impacts are typically assessed when a proposed project has the potential to either generate new or 
exacerbate existing sources of air pollutants either from construction or from operation of the project over the long 
term. A project is consistent with an air quality plan if it will not result in an increase in the frequency or severity of 
existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations with respect to criteria pollutants or delay timely 
attainment of air quality standards or emissions reductions in an air quality plan. Equipment use involves excavators, 
dump trucks, forklift, grader, and water trucks during a six week construction period. Since the Proposed Project 
would involve limited use of existing equipment to construct the project, activities that are short term and temporary 
within an agricultural area, this use would not introduce new point sources or worsen existing sources of air 
pollutants, and a full quantification of emissions and evaluation of air quality impacts was not deemed necessary.  

The primary concern in agricultural areas is fugitive dust emissions/particulate matter generated by ongoing 
ploughing/soil disturbance.  No additional (new) agricultural land is proposed to come into production, only the 
construction of a pump station and pipeline. The affected area includes a portion of the existing Marshall Reservoir 
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levee, an unfarmed segment of PID right-of-way adjacent to their Lateral 3-South and the crossing of Marshall Road.  
The pumps installed as part of the Proposed Project will be relocated from an existing pump station and will not 
constitute a new source of emissions. 

Using project size (i.e., vehicle trips, housing units, square footage of development) and type (land use), the Valley Air 
District has pre-quantified emissions and determined a size below what is reasonable to conclude that a project 
would not exceed applicable thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. These types of projects do not address 
agricultural habitats. However, the small project analysis level by vehicle trips addressed 5 categories of urban land 
use with vehicle trips ranging from 1,453 trips/day for residential housing to 1,707 trips/day for institutional land use 
projects (SJVAPCD 2017)1. 

At its most intense construction phase, the Proposed Project is expected to require no more than 15 workers per day 
for an estimated duration of 10 days, for a total of 30 trips (to and from) per day which is substantially less than the 
lowest threshold of 1,453 trips/day. These Project trips would only be during the construction period (likely after the 
irrigation season, October to March). Given the limited activities proposed for the project and the estimated number 
of workers and trips needed to construct the improvements, it is reasonable to conclude that the Project would not 
exceed applicable thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. 

The Stanislaus County General Plan (2015) contains an Air Quality Element that addresses toxic and hazardous 
emission and criteria pollutants. It calls for mitigation of significant local and regional air quality impacts of projects 
through the CEQA process. In particular, Policy 18 requires all development projects to comply with applicable 
regional air quality plans and policies. 

 

1.3.2 Discussion 

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

The construction of the Proposed Project would not be large enough (given short term equipment use and 
worker vehicle trips per day) to interfere with implementation of the Valley Air District’s air quality plan and 
any CMP by any affected landowner. Construction activities would be completed within 6 weeks and would 
occur during the non-irrigation season (approximately October through March). Short term, temporary 
contributions to emissions and particulates are from the use of equipment for construction of the Project in a 
rural area.  A water truck would be used to ensure dust is minimized at the construction sites. 

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

The increase in emissions/particulate matter from project construction are small in part due to limited 
ground disturbance/trenching and for reasons cited above. These short term, small construction impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. A water truck would be used to minimize dust at the construction 
sites, and all construction vehicles would be Tier 4 compliant. An evaluation of the emissions related to 
construction activities is included in Section 1.8.  

                                                      
 
 
 
1 San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District. 2017. Small Project Analysis Level (SPAL). March 1. 

http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI-SPAL.PDF 

 

http://www.valleyair.org/transportation/CEQA%20Rules/GAMAQI-SPAL.PDF
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These contributions would not be incrementally significant.  Nor would these small net emissions trigger or 
contribute to a cumulative considerable impact within the Valley Air District. In short, these short term, small 
construction impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

The Proposed Project is located within a rural area of western Stanislaus County.  The closes potential 
receptors is a farm-shop complex (including some farm worker housing) located on Marshall Road, in 
proximity of the Proposed Pump Station.  The Proposed Project construction activities would not be different 
from existing agricultural activities and would not be different from existing exposure. 

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

The Proposed Project will not result in other emissions. 
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1.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

IV. Biological Resources.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.4.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is located in a region of the western San Joaquin Valley that is intensively farmed.  Crops in the 
area include nut and fruit tree orchards, alfalfa, tomatoes, and other field and forage crops, as well as the Marshall 
Reservoir.  The Marshall Reservoir impounds agricultural drain water which is recirculated back into the irrigation 
system for reuse.  The reservoir typically begins filling in March and is drained and kept dry after the irrigation season 
ends (approximately September).  There is no habitat that would support significant wildlife populations. 

On April 29, 2020, a certified biologist performed a site visit of the Proposed Project site.  During the course of that 
site visit, no special status species were observed and no habitat was identified, however, the biologist recommended 
that a pre-construction biological survey (pre-activity survey) be conducted no less than 14 days prior to the start of 
construction.  A copy of the biologist site visit report is included in Appendix A. 
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1.4.2 Discussion 

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 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

There are no special status species in the vicinity of the project (see Appendix A), and the Proposed Project 
will not modify any habitat. 

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

The Proposed Project will not have any impact on riparian or other sensitive habitat.  The Proposed Project 
area is currently developed for agriculture or agricultural support facilities. 

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? 

There are no protected wetlands within the footprint of the Proposed Project. 

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

Although some migratory wildlife, particularly migratory birds, will fly near to or over the Proposed Project 
Area, project construction will be built between November and March, outside of the nesting season, to 
prevent impacts. 

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

The Proposed Project will not conflict with any biological protective policies or ordinances. 

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? 

The Proposed Project will not affect any habitat or conflict with any habitat conservation plan. 
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1.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

V. Cultural Resources.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.5.1 Environmental Setting 
Cultural resources are defined as prehistoric and historic archeological sites, architectural properties (e.g., buildings, 
bridges, and structures), and traditional properties with significance to Native Americans or other ethnic groups. For 
the purposes of the present document, the term “historic properties” are those resources eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 60.4). Any property eligible for 
listing in the NRHP is by default considered eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources (Public 
Resources Code, Section 5024.1). Archeological and historic architectural properties provide scientifically important 
information about California’s history and cultural heritage. The California Register of Historical Resources (California 
Register) includes buildings, sites, structures, objects and districts significant in the architectural, engineering, 
scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or cultural annals of California. 

The area affected by the Proposed Project includes the existing Marshall Road Reservoir (constructed by PID in 2002), 
portions of PID right-of-way adjacent to the PID Lateral 3-South, and a crossing at Marshall Road.   

1.5.2 Discussion 

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

There are no significant historical resources within the project footprint.   

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

There are no significant archaeological resources within the project footprint.  Previous projects in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project have substantially disturbed the area to a substantial depth and no archaeological 
resources have been discovered.  If cultural resources are uncovered during ground disturbing activities 
associated with the Project, work will stop within 50 feet of the initial find and a qualified professional 
archaeologist shall be notified regarding the discovery. The archaeologist shall determine whether the 
resource is potentially significant as per the CRHR and develop appropriate mitigation. PID shall comply with 
the mitigation requirements identified by the archaeologist. 



 

Ascent Environmental 1-17 

 

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

In the unlikely event that human remains are discovered during Project implementation, work in the 
immediate vicinity of the discovery will be suspended and PID will notify the Stanislaus County Coroner. If the 
remains are deemed Native American in origin, the Coroner will contact the NAHC and identify a Most Likely 
Descendant pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and California Code of Regulations Section 
15064.5. Work may be resumed at PID’s discretion, but will only commence after consultation and treatment 
have been concluded. Work may continue on other parts of the Project while consultation and treatment are 
conducted.  
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1.6 ENERGY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

VI. Energy.      
Would the project:     

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation? 

    

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

    

1.6.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is located within an agricultural region of western Stanislaus County and will include the 
construction of a new pump station and pipeline and the relocation of two existing pumps into the new pump station 
and a barrier wall constructed in the pond. The existing pumps be driven with premium-efficiency, inverter-duty 
electrical motors and will include variable frequency drives so that pump flow rate can be adjusted to match flow 
demand.  The estimated total annual power consumption for the Proposed Project electrical components is 260,000 
kwh/year, which is approximately equivalent to the power consumption of 37 California households.  The use of high 
efficiency motors is consistent with California’s energy conservation goals. 

There is no local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency.  Because the Proposed Project will make use of 
existing pumps currently powered by the local electrical grid, any incremental change in energy use would not be 
expected to exert a significant strain on electrical power supplies in the region.  The Proposed Project would not 
result in a new significant impact to energy resources or in significant impacts to utilities and infrastructure 
substantially more severe than the activities identified and analyzed in the previous environmental document.  

   

1.6.2 Discussion 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or 
unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or 
operation? 

The electrical motors driving the pump stations will be the premium efficiency motors designed to minimize 
electrical waste.  Variable frequency drives will further improve operational efficiency and reduce waste by 
preventing over-pumping.  The overall project will operate as efficiently as practical.  The incremental 
increase in electrical consumption would not be expected to exert a significant strain on electrical power 
supplies in the region.   

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

None of the Proposed Project components conflict or obstruct any renewable energy plan.  All of the 
electrical motors will operate at the highest efficiency practical for their use. 
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1.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

VII. Geology and Soils.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.7.1 Environmental Setting 
The surface soils of the San Joaquin Valley are a heterogeneous assemblage of alluvium consisting of channel gravels, 
riverbank sand, silt, and clay, derived from granitic and sedimentary sources (University of California Davis 2008; U.S. 
Department of Agriculture 2019, cited in AECOM 2019). Most of these sediments were deposited in the Pleistocene 
and Holocene during times of increased precipitation by runoff from the surrounding Sierra Nevada, Tehachapi, and 
Coastal ranges. The bedrock beneath the alluvium consists of older marine sediments deposited during the mid-
Mesozoic to Cenozoic eras. A series of turbidity currents, likely caused by undersea earthquakes, landslides, or 
volcanic eruptions, moved large amounts of sediments downslope to a rapidly subsiding ocean basin. The variable 
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and mixed marine sedimentary, volcanic, and metamorphic rock formations found in the San Joaquin Valley, such as 
mudstone, sandstone, shale, basalt, andesite, and serpentine, are the result of such erosions and depositions 
(DeCourten 2010).  

The Project Area in Stanislaus County contains the San Joaquin Fault Zone and the Proposed Project is approximately 
5 miles east of the San Joaquin Fault.  However the Proposed Project does not include any builds or structures that 
would place people at risk of loss, injury or death.  The Proposed Project is not located on expansive soils, in a region 
of high ground water or in the vicinity of any unique paleontological or unique geological feature. 

1.7.2 Discussion 

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 California 
Geological Survey Special Publication 42.) 

Faults have been delineated in the area, but a site-specific analysis has not been done given the lack 
of impact toward people. The Proposed Project is not located within the Alquist-Priolo earthquake 
hazard zone for the San Joaquin Fault.  This is a less than significant impact. 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Seismic ground shaking is influenced by the proximity of the Project site to an earthquake fault, the 
intensity of the seismic event, and the underlying soil composition. An earthquake on the San 
Andrea Fault to the west of the Project Area is likely to produce a larger seismic event than 
earthquakes on the smaller faults in the Project Area. However, a seismic event on either could 
damage the concrete and PVC pipeline facilities which would be of concern if the facilities were 
damaged in a way that would cause flooding. However, the existing facilities have not experienced 
seismic damage to date; therefore, the hazard risk associated with the new facilities is similar to/no 
greater than the existing condition hazard, a less than significant impact. 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Liquefaction could occur in areas with a high water table which could damage the pump stations, 
pipelines, canal lining, and levees. The project area does not have a shallow water table and the 
existing facilities have not experienced seismic damage to date; therefore, the hazard risk associated 
with the new improvements is similar to/no greater than the existing condition hazard, a less than 
significant impact. 

iv) Landslides? 

The Project Area is relatively flat and is not in the vicinity of slopes that would be susceptible to 
landslides. There is no danger of landslide damage to the facilities. 

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

The Proposed Project would not result in any increase in soil erosion or loss of topsoil neither during 
construction nor during normal operation. 
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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? 

Project construction and operation would not contribute to or result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse. Rather, subsidence in the Project Area is being caused by 
groundwater pumping (primarily below the Corcoran Clay layer) which has created an overdraft condition 
that has affected large areas in the San Joaquin Valley. The reduction in surface water deliveries since the 
1990’s has created an increased groundwater pumping demand in some areas.  This demand has resulted in 
recent increases in land subsidence along the San Joaquin River. Studies by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California Department of Water Resources, Reclamation, and the U.S. Geological Survey indicate 
that subsidence rates have been more than 0.5 feet per year in and around the most serious areas of 
concern (Reclamation 2018).  The proposed project would not cause (directly or indirectly) an increase in 
groundwater pumping associated with subsidence. 

 

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

The proposed project is not located in an area of expansive soils. 

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

The soils at the proposed project site are capable of supporting the project components.  Waste disposal is 
not a component of the project. 

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

The depth of soil disturbance is only 2 to 8 feet which is not sufficient to encounter paleontological 
resources. 
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1.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

VIII. Greenhouse Gas Emissions.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

1.8.1 Environmental Setting 
Naturally occurring GHGs include water vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (NO2), and 
ozone (O3). Several classes of halogenated substances that contain fluorine, chlorine, or bromine are also GHGs, but 
they are, for the most part, solely a product of industrial activities. Chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) and 
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) are halocarbons that contain chlorine, while halocarbons that contain bromine are 
referred to as bromofluorocarbons (i.e., halons). In the amended CEQA Guidelines Section 15364.5, greenhouse gas 
emissions (GHGs) include, but are not limited to, carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, 
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. In California, due to stringent air pollution control rules and regulations, 
natural gas is the only fossil fuel used to fire steam turbine, gas turbine, or combined cycle power plants. The primary 
concern here is for emissions that would be generated from equipment use (carbon dioxide and nitrous oxide 
through the burning of fossil fuels) rather than the emissions associated with ongoing agricultural practices (methane 
and nitrous oxide) and industrial activities (nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride). As stated in Section 12.2.1 (p. 12-11) of the 2009 Final EIS/EIR, the GHG of most concern is CO2 since it is 
generated in extremely large quantities by the burning of fossil fuels, can last in the atmosphere for two centuries, 
and forces climate change more than any other GHG. In California, CO2 is the major component of power plant GHG 
emissions, about 99.995 percent.  

The Proposed Project would involve limited use of construction equipment (excavator, backhoe, graders, forklift, and 
water trucks) for the pump station and pipeline construction (approximately 8 hours per day for up to eight weeks 
during the summer months). All construction vehicles will be Tier 4 compliant and these activities are short term and 
temporary in an agricultural area.  Electrical power usage is not expected to be substantially different from existing 
conditions. 

 

1.8.2 Discussion 

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

This equipment use involves the combustion of fossil fuels, a direct impact on the production of CO2 and CH4 
with an indirect effect on CO2 from the manufacturing of cement and from power production (generation of 
electricity from fossil fuels rather than hydropower) during project construction. The Proposed Project 
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operation would not substantially introduce new sources or worsen existing sources of GHG emissions over 
project operation. A full quantification of emissions and evaluation of GHG impacts was not deemed 
necessary for this non-development type of project. Operation of the project using electric power would 
result in minimal increased indirect GHG emissions from power generation by PG&E that are neither 
substantial nor significant (compared to existing conditions).   Project operation is expected to require the 
same number of site visits as current conditions and does not represent any change in emissions.  

A CalTrans emissions model was used to estimate the impacts to air quality and emissions of GHGs for the 
construction and operational components of the Proposed Project.  This modeling used a conservative 
approach, assuming the highest construct intensity for the entire project duration.  This construction schedule 
is unlikely; however, it would estimate a worst-case air quality and GHG emissions impact.  Table 2.8.1 below 
shows the results of the construction modeling. 

  NO x ROG PM10 PM2.5 
Threshold (lb per day)* 54 54 82 54 
Total Emissions (lb per day) 2.1 1.0 2.1 0.5 

 

In the absence of Valley Air District thresholds, the BAAQMD thresholds were used. Even with this 
conservative modeling approach, the estimated construction emissions (short term, peak emissions) are well 
below the thresholds of significance.   

Because the pumps included in the Proposed Project are relocated, existing pumps currently in operation, the 
Proposed Project operation will not contribute to GHG emissions compared to existing conditions and 
operational emissions are substantially less than construction emissions. 

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

“San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control Board Climate Change Action Plan. The SJVAPCD adopted the 
Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP) in August 2008, which required the District Air Pollution Control Officer 
to develop guidance for assessing and reducing project-specific GHG emissions. In December 2009, the 
SJVAPCD adopted the Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emissions Impacts for New 
Projects Under CEQA. The SJVAPCD also adopted a new district policy, Addressing GHG Emission Impacts for 
Stationary Source Projects Under CEQA When Serving as the Lead Agency. Both the guidance and policy rely 
on Best Performance Standards (BPS), which assess the significance of project-specific GHG emissions (page 
9-4). 

According to the Valley Air District (SJVAPCD), GHG emission from development projects, primarily occur 
through energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled (VMT). For development projects, BPS includes 
project design elements, land use decisions, and technologies that reduce GHG emissions. Project 
proponents can reduce GHG emissions from energy consumption through building designs that increase 
energy efficiency, water conservation, and the use of energy efficient appliances. For development projects, 
BPS also includes project design elements, land use decisions, and technologies that reduce GHG emissions 
during project operation over time. Project proponents can reduce GHG emissions from energy consumption 
through building designs that increase energy efficiency, water conservation, and the use of energy efficient 
appliances.  

The Valley Air District’s CEQA guidelines are for land use agencies and apply to stationary sources and 
development projects (SJVAPCD 2009). The Proposed Project herein is not a stationary source of emissions 
associated with land development.  Rather, the project will construct a new pump station and relocate 
existing pumps that are currently in operation.  Emissions are associated with the use of equipment during 
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construction as operation of the pumps will not be measurably different from existing conditions.  Although 
the Valley Air District has not developed GHG emission thresholds of significance, those thresholds have 
been developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  Because the GHG emissions 
are lower than the thresholds established by the BAAQMD, it would not result in sufficient emissions to be 
more than a less than significant impact.  

 



 

Ascent Environmental 1-25 

1.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

IX. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.     
Would the project:    

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

    

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

    
 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

1.9.1 Environmental Setting 
The Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List (Cortese List) is a planning document used to comply with the CEQA 
requirements for providing information about the location of hazardous materials release sites. A search of the 
Cortese List was completed to identify any known hazardous release sites located on or adjacent to the Project. The 
records search revealed no sites within 1/8-mile of the Proposed Project alignments. 
 
The Proposed Project is located within the existing levee of the Marshall Road Reservoir (constructed in 2002) and 
within the built up maintenance road of the Patterson Irrigation District’s Lateral 3 South.  The project would not 
make use of any hazardous materials during the course of construction nor would it be located near any known listed 
sites.  The proposed project would not create any hazards or hazardous materials. 



 

Ascent Environmental 1-26 

1.9.2 Discussion 

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

 No hazardous materials would be transported, used or disposed of as part of the Proposed Project. 

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

The Proposed Project will not include any components that would release hazardous materials into the 
environment.  During construction, there will be operation of large construction equipment near Marshall 
Road would could constitute a minor increase in localized traffic risk.  Appropriate traffic and warning 
signs/barriers will be placed in accordance with Stanislaus County requirements.  This is a less than significant 
impact. 

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

No hazardous materials will be used or emitted during project construction operation.  The project is not 
located in the vicinity of any school. 

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

The Proposed Project will not be located on any hazardous material site or create a hazard to the public or 
environment. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of any active airport. 

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

The Proposed Project will not have an impact on emergency operations. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located within or near any lands that could be considered “wildlands” and will 
not increase the risk of wildland fires. 
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1.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

X. Hydrology and Water Quality.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

i) Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or 
siltation; 

    

ii)  Substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or offsite; 

    

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

    

iv)  Impede or redirect flood flows?     

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

    

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

    

1.10.1 Environmental Setting 
Patterson Irrigation District is an agricultural water supply district which supplies water to lands within the District for 
the purpose of irrigated agriculture.  The District’s source of water is a combination of San Joaquin River supplies, 
water from the Delta-Mendota Canal, and recirculated agricultural drain water.     

The Proposed Project would be located Southeast of the City of Patterson, approximately 2.2 miles due west from the 
San Joaquin River.  Patterson Irrigation District pumps the majority of its water supply from the San Joaquin River and 
delivers water to the Project service area through a main lift canal and subsequent delivery laterals.  Growers within 
the service area take headgate deliveries from these laterals to irrigate crops.  Applied irrigation water may leave the 
fields in the form of surface runoff (tailwater), which is discharged to the Marshall Road Drain and Spanish Land Grant 
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Drain.   The District operates a drain water recirculation system that captures a portion of the drain water flows from 
both the Marshal and Spanish drains, and pumps that water into the Marshall Road Reservoir.  A series of separate 
pump stations conveys drainwater from the Marshall Road Reservoir (through the District’s Lateral 3 South) to other 
parts of the District for blending with the irrigation supply.  One of these drain water pump stations is located north 
of the Marshall Road Reservoir on Lateral 3 South.   
 
The Proposed Project would relocate that pump station from the Lateral 3 South location to the easterly levee of the 
Marshall Road Reservoir.  The pump station would continue to recirculate agricultural drainwater into the District’s 
irrigation system, similar to current conditions. 
 

1.10.2 Discussion 

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

There would be no change in water quality conditions caused by the proposed project.  The Proposed 
Project would recirculate the approximately the same quantity of recovered drain water back into the 
irrigation system.  As the source water for this recirculation is the same as current conditions, no substantial 
water quality changes are expected. 

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

The proposed project does not affect groundwater pumping or recharge.  No impact to groundwater is 
expected. 

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 on- or offsite erosion or siltation; 

The Proposed Project would not alter the drainage pattern or affect erosion or siltation compared to 
existing conditions. 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or offsite; 

The Proposed Project would not affect surface water runoff. 

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

The Proposed Project would not affect surface water runoff. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows? 

The Proposed Project would not affect the path or quantity of flood waters. 
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d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

 The Proposed Project would not be located within a flood, tsunami, or seiche hazard zone.   

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

The Proposed Project will not impact any current or proposed water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan. 
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1.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XI. Land Use and Planning.      
Would the project:     

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

1.11.1 Environmental Setting 
The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is entirely surrounded by cultivated agriculture and agriculture-
supporting infrastructure.  The general topography is sloping eastwards towards the San Joaquin River and the 
region has been actively farmed for the last century.  Crops typically include fruit and nut orchards, alfalfa, annual 
fruit, vegetable, and forage crops (such as tomatoes, beans, and corn) and the soil is tilled annually.  A variety of 
water conveyance facilities exist within the Proposed Project area including canals, drainage ditches, reservoirs, wells, 
pump stations, pipelines, and associated appurtenances. 
 

1.11.2 Discussion 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

The Proposed Project does not include any above-ground features that would divide a community. 

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

The Proposed Project is consistent with the zoning designation (agriculture) associated with the region and 
will not conflict with any land use plan, policy or regulation.   
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1.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XII. Mineral Resources.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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? 

    

1.12.1 Environmental Setting 
The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project has no known mineral resources. 

1.12.2 Discussion 

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? 

The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project has no known mineral resources. 

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? 

The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project has no known mineral resources. 
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1.13 NOISE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XIII. Noise.      
Would the project result in:     

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

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

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

    

1.13.1 Environmental Setting 
The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is entirely surrounded by cultivated agriculture and agriculture-
supporting infrastructure.  Background noise levels are typical of agricultural practices, including vehicle traffic, farm 
equipment operations, and aviation operations (including airplane and helicopter crop dusting). 

The Proposed Project features would construct a barrier within the Marshall Reservoir, construct a pump station and 
extend an existing pipeline, all of which support agricultural activities.  Pump station motors would relocated from an 
existing pump station and would be electrical which would not contribute significantly to existing noise or vibration 
levels.  Some ground-borne vibration and noise would be generated during construction but this would be limited to 
the construction period and would not be different from existing agricultural activities in terms of duration or 
intensity.  Additionally, there are very few residences and business located near the Project.   

1.13.2 Discussion 

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 in other applicable local, state, or federal standards? 

The Proposed Project would generate some increase in noise and groundborne vibration during the 
construction phase.  However this would be short-term in duration and would not be substantially greater 
than existing noise levels associated with existing agricultural activities.  Noise and vibration levels would not 
exceed local, state or federal standards. 
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b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

The Proposed Project would generate some increase in noise and groundborne vibration during the 
construction phase.  However this would be short-term in duration and would not be substantially greater 
than existing noise levels associated with existing agricultural activities.  This is a less than significant impact. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located in the vicinity of a functioning airstrip, private or otherwise. 
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1.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XIV. Population and Housing.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

1.14.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project would be located in western Stanislaus County, approximately four miles southeast of the City 
of Patterson.  A handful of rural residences and farmworker housing complexes are scattered throughout the 
landscape surrounding the Proposed Project area.   

1.14.2 Discussion 

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

The Proposed Project does not include any housing or growth components and would not have any impact 
on population growth. 

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

The Proposed Project would not result in the displacement of any people. 
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1.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XV. Public Services.      
Would the project:     

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

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

1.15.1 Environmental Setting 
Law enforcement for the Proposed Project area is provided through the Stanislaus County Sherriff Department and 
fire protection is provided through the West Stanislaus County Fire Protection Department.  Local schools are 
operated through the Patterson Joint Unified School District.  The Proposed Project will not require any additional 
public services nor impede the implementation of any public services. 

1.15.2 Discussion 

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

Fire protection? 

No change in fire protection would be required or caused by the Proposed Project. 

Police protection? 

No change in police protection would be required or caused by the Proposed Project. 

Schools? 

School operation or access would not be affected by the Proposed Project. 
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Parks? 

Park operation or access would not be affected by the Proposed Project. 

Other public facilities? 

No public services are required or affected by the Proposed Project. 



 

Ascent Environmental 1-37 

1.16 RECREATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XVI. Recreation.      
Would the project:     

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

    

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities 
that might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

    

1.16.1 Environmental Setting 
The area in the vicinity of the Proposed Project is entirely surrounded by cultivated agriculture and agriculture-
supporting infrastructure.  There are no recreational facilities or services within the vicinity of the Proposed Project. 

1.16.2 Discussion 

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

There are no neighborhood or regional parks or other recreational facilities in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Project. 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 
facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

There are no recreational facilities associated with the Proposed Project. 
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1.17 TRANSPORTATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XVII. Transportation.      
Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

d)  Result in inadequate emergency access?     

1.17.1 Environmental Setting 
Traffic corridors within the Proposed Project area include a number of county road, Highway 33, and Interstate 5.  
Traffic on these roads varies from light to moderate and fluctuates seasonally, mostly as a function of farming 
activities.  Marshall Road is the county road with the most traffic in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project. 
The Proposed Project would result in a small increase in traffic during the construction period as construction workers 
commute to the Project site and construction vehicles were operated.  Construction workers would commute to the 
Project via county roads and state highways.  Construction would generally occur off road and not affect traffic 
patterns, except for the construction associated with crossing Marshall Road, which may require a temporary detour.  
This detour would make use of existing county roads and would have a duration of less than one week and would be 
implemented in accordance with Stanislaus County standards. 
 
The increase in traffic would be limited to the construction phase of the Proposed Project and would not be 
substantial in relation to the existing traffic load nor exceed the capacity of existing roads or highways.   
 

1.17.2 Discussion 

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

The Proposed Project will require an encroachment permit and traffic plan authorized by Stanislaus County in 
order to install a new pipeline across Marshall Road.  This traffic plan is presumed to include the temporary 
closure of Marshall Road and a detour to route traffic around the construction site.  The expected detour 
would add approximately 0.5 miles to the traffic pattern.  The construction period for this work would be one 
week or less.  This is a less than significant impact. 
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b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to 
vehicle miles travelled? 

There would be a small increase in vehicle miles travelled during construction.  This impact would be limited 
to 10 vehicles or less with an anticipated round-trip travel distance of 75 miles or less for the construction 
period.  Travel is expected to be routed along Interstate 5 of California State Highway 33.  This is a less than 
significant impact. 

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

The Proposed Project will not alter road alignments or affect sight distances. 

d)  Result in inadequate emergency access? 

During construction of the Marshall Road crossing, emergency vehicles will need to follow the traffic pattern 
detour, which would add approximately ½ mile of travel distance during that construction period of one 
week or less.  The Proposed Project will not affect emergency access once complete.  This is a less than 
significant impact. 
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1.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

XVIII. Tribal Cultural Resources.  
Has a California Native American Tribe requested 
consultation in accordance with Public Resources Code 
section 21080.3.1(b)?  

 Yes  No 

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

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

    

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

    

1.18.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is a modification of the District’s Two-Drains recirculation, which was completed in 2016.  The 
Two-Drains project included a series of pump stations and pipelines that captured water flowing through the 
Marshall Road Drain and Spanish Land Grant Drain and return that captured water back into the District’s irrigation 
System by way of the Marshall Road Reservoir.  The Proposed Project would relocate one of the Two-Drain Project 
pump stations from its current location at Marshall Road and Lateral 3 South, to the Marshall Reservoir levee, where it 
will have more consistent access to drain water; a distance of approximately 400 feet. 

An Initial Study and Environmental Assessment (IS/EA) of the Two-Drain project was completed in 2014 as part of the 
CEQA and NEPA compliance for that project, which included an evaluation of potential cultural resources (“Cultural 
Resources Survey and Evaluation for the Patterson Irrigation District Proposed Two Drains Project, Stanislaus County, 
California”, Lloyd, Baloian, Armstrong, 2014) and a review of potential Native American affected assets.  Potentially 
affected Native American tribes were also contacted during the development of those documents.  The IS/EA 
concluded that no cultural or Native American resources would be affected by the proposed project. 

On May 20, 2020, the District received notice from the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) that a record 
search of the Sacred Lands File was completed for the project area and no record of sacred lands was discovered.  
Tribes known to have historical knowledge of the project site have been contacted and no additional information was 
discovered. 
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1.18.2 Discussion 

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

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

The Marshall Road Reservoir is not eligible for listing as a historical resource.  No other potentially eligible 
resources will be affected by the project. 

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

Patterson Irrigation District has not identified any components or affected areas/features to be a resource of 
significance. 
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1.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

XIX. Utilities and Service Systems.     
Would the project:    

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
construction of new or expanded water, wastewater 
treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, 
natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, the 
construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry 
years? 

    

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that 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? 

    

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? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management 
and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

    

1.19.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project would relocate an existing pump station from its existing location at the north side of Marshall 
Road and PID’s Lateral 3 South, approximately 450 feet southeasterly to the east levee of the existing Marshall 
Reservoir.  The proposed pump station would convey approximately the same volume of recirculated drain water as 
current conditions and not substantially change local power demand.  However, the new pump station location 
would require the installation of new power conductors to provide the necessary electrical power. 

No additional water, wastewater, or solid waste services would be required by the Proposed Project and no additional 
waste would be produced compared to existing conditions. 
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1.19.2 Discussion 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of construction of new or expanded 
water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

The Proposed Project would require the installation of approximately 400 feet of new electrical conductors to 
power the relocated pump station proposed by the project.  No additional power demand is expected.  This 
is a less than significant impact. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

The Proposed Project will continue the recirculation of agricultural drain water as a supplemental irrigation 
water supply, which improves local water supply security and sustainability.   

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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? 

The Proposed Project would not produce any wastewater that would require treatment or separate 
management. 

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? 

The Proposed Project would not generate solid waste. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste? 

The Proposed Project would not generate solid waste. 
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1.20 WILDFIRE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XX. Wildfire.    

Is the project located in or near state responsibility areas 
or lands classified as high fire hazard severity zones?  
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

 Yes  No 

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

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

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

    

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

    

1.20.1 Environmental Setting 
The 2018 California Strategic Fire Plan “…reflects CAL FIRE’s focus on (1) fire prevention and suppression activities to 
protect lives, property, and ecosystem services, and (2) natural resource management to maintain the state’s forests 
as a resilient carbon sink to meet California’s climate change goals and to serve as important habitat for adaptation 
and mitigation. A vision for a natural environment that is more fire resilient; buildings and infrastructure that are more 
fire resistant; and a society that is more aware of and responsive to the benefits and threats of wildland fire; all 
achieved through local, state, federal, tribal, and private partnerships.”   

CAL FIRE provides maps for the state of California showing zones of moderate, high and very high risk of fire severity.   

Lands classified as State Responsible high fire hazard zones are generally located on the west side of Interstate 5, 
approximately 5 miles west of the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project is not located on any lands with an 
identified fire hazard severity zone. 
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1.20.2 Discussion 

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

The Proposed Project is not located in or near a state responsibility area or high fire severity zone and will 
not impair any emergency response or evacuation plan. 

b) Due to slop, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

The Proposed Project is not located in or near a state responsibility area or high fire severity zone and will 
not exacerbate wildfire risks or increase potential exposure to pollutants from a wildfire. 

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

The Proposed Project is not located in or near a state responsibility area or high fire severity zone and will 
not require additional infrastructure that could result in and increase fire risk. 

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? 

The Project will not expose people or structures to significant risks. The project does not include changes to 
topography that would increase the risk of downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 
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1.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant with 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No  
Impact 

XX. Mandatory Findings of Significance.      
a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 

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

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
(“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.) 

    

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

    

1.21.1 Environmental Setting 
The Proposed Project is located in a rural region of western Stanislaus County that is entirely devoted to irrigated 
agriculture.  The Proposed Project would relocate an existing pump station on the north side of Marshall Road at the 
District’s Lateral 3 South approximately 450 feet southeast to the east levee of the existing Marshall Reservoir.  The 
Proposed Project would convey approximately the same volume of recirculated drainwater, at the same water quality 
as existing conditions.  Project construction would be limited to a small number of construction vehicles (one to two 
excavators, a grader, and paving equipment) and would be of short duration. 

1.21.2 Discussion 

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 
an endangered, rare, or threatened species, or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

The Proposed Project would not adversely impact wildlife or wildlife habitat.  Water quality would be 
substantially unchanged and all construction work would occur in non-habitat areas.  The project would not 
include any barriers that could impact natural migration routes or reduce habitat areas. 
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b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, 
the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

The only measureable impacts associated with the Proposed Project involve air quality emissions, which are 
well below thresholds of concern and are extremely short in duration.  Operation of the Proposed Project will 
cause any increase in emissions or electrical power demand. 

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

The Proposed Project will not affect human beings directly or indirectly, compared to existing conditions. 

 

Authority for the Environmental Checklist: Public Resources Code Sections 21083, 21083.5. 

Reference: Government Code Sections 65088.4.  
Public Resources Code Sections 21080, 21083.5, 21095; Eureka Citizens for Responsible Govt. v. City of Eureka (2007) 
147 Cal.App.4th 357; Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th at 1109; 
San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Plan v. City and County of San Francisco (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 656. 
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PAT T E R S O N  I R R I G AT I O N  D I S T R I C T
C / O  S U M M E R S  E N G I N E E R I N G
8 8 7  N O RT H  I RW I N  S T R E E T
H A N F O R D ,  C A 9 3 2 3 2
AT T E N T I O N :   C H R I S  L I N N E M A N

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER INTERCEPTOR DISCHARGE

On April 29th, 2020 a site visit was conducted at the Marshall Road Reservoir operated by Patterson 
Irrigation District (PID).  The visit was conducted at the request of Summers Engineering and PID for 
the purpose of evaluating the potential occurrence of special-status species and effects to biological 
resources as it pertains to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

PROJECT AND SITE LOCATION DESCRIPTION

The purpose of the Proposed Project is to increase the District’s capacity to recirculate agricultural drain 
water collected by the Marshall Road Reservoir back into the PID irrigation water conveyance system 
through the existing recirculation pipeline.

The Proposed Project will construct a new pump station and 30” PVC Pipeline at the northeast corner 
of the existing Marshall Road Reservoir, owned and operated by Patterson Irrigation District (PID).  
The new pipeline will be installed adjacent to and easterly of the Marshall Road Reservoir east bank, 
within PID right-of-way.  The pipeline will extend northwesterly, approximately 400 feet, cross 
Marshall Road, and connect to an existing pipeline on the north side of Marshall Road.  The pump 
station will reuse pump from an existing pump station, with a total capacity of approximately 25 cubic 
feet per second (cfs). 

Construction activities will include a cast in place reinforced concrete sump, re-location and installation 
of two pumps, installation of a new manifold, and installation of approximately 400 feet of 30” PVC 
Pipe, including a boar & jack underneath Marshall Road.  An internal dividing barrier (sheetpile or 
similar) of approximately 900 feet will be installed within the Marshall Reservoir to improve silt 
settling time prior to the pump station.

 B i o l o g i c a l  P r e - A c t i v i t y  S u r v e y



The proposed project is entirely surrounded by active agriculture.  The Marshall Road Reservoir is 
bound on the west, south, and easterly side by almond orchards and on the north by Marshall Road 
and row crops.  An irrigation supply canal (owned by PID) is immediately adjacent to the easterly 
reservoir levee.

SURVEY METHODS

A site visit was conducted by driving and walking the footprint of the proposed project area so that the 
entire area could be visibly inspected.  Binoculars (Nikon 8x40) were used when needed to inspect any 
tree canopy and identify any species within the project area.

CNDDB RESULTS

The California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) was queried for listings of special-status species 
using the Crows Landing quadrangle, results are summarized below.

Quad Name - CROWS LANDING USGS 7.5-MINUTE QUADRANGLE

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status State Status

Tricolored Blackbird Agelaius tricolor None CSSC

Alkali Milk-Vetch Astragalus tener None CNPS 1B.2

Heartscale Atriplex cordulata None CNPS 1B.2

Lesser Saltscale Atriplex minuscula None CNPS 1B.1

Vernal Pool Smallscale Atriplex persistens None CNPS 1B.2

Crotch Bumble Bee Bombus crotchii None Candidate Endangered

Cackling Goose Branta hutchinsii leucopareia Delisted None

Swainson’s Hawk Buteo Swainsoni None Threatened

Delta Button-Celery Eryngium racemosum None Endangered/CNPS 1B.1

Steelhead Salmon Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus Threatened None

Sacramento Splittail Pogonichthys macrolepidotus None CSSC

California Alkali Grass Puccinellia simplex None CNPS 1B.2

 B i o l o g i c a l  P r e - A c t i v i t y  S u r v e y



CSSC - California Species of Special Concern

CNPS - California Native Plant Society

1B - Plants rare, threatened or endangered in California and elsewhere

.1 - Seriously endangered in California

.2 - Fairly endangered in California

Definitions for Potential to Occur:

Present:  Species or sign of their presence observed on site.

Likely:  Species or sign not observed on site, but reasonably certain to occur.

Possible:  Species or sign not observed on site, but conditions are suitable.

Unlikely:  Species or sign not observed on site, conditions are marginal.

Absent:  Species or sign not observed on site, conditions are unsuitable.

Common Name Potential to Occur

Tricolored Blackbird Absent.  No suitable habitat in the project area.

Alkali Milk-Vetch Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.

Heartscale Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.

Lesser Saltscale Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.

Vernal Pool Smallscale Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.

Crotch Bumble Bee Absent.  No suitable habitat in the project area.

Cackling Goose Possible.  Larger common Canada geese present, but species is seasonal.

Swainson’s Hawk Unlikely.  No suitable foraging habitat adjacent and no nest trees on site.

Delta Button-Celery Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.

Steelhead Salmon Absent.  No suitable habitat in the project area.

Sacramento Splittail Absent.  No suitable habitat in the project area.

California Alkali Grass Absent.  Project site is a roadway and vegetation is controlled on adjacent ROW.
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SPECIES OBSERVED

During the survey the following plants and wildlife were observed, mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), 
cliff swallow (Petrochelidon pyrrhonota), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), Canada geese (Branta 
canadensis), American avocet (Recurvirostra americana), black-necked stilt (Himantopus mexicanus), 
California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), scrub jay (Aphelocoma californica), striped skunk 
(Mephitis mephitis). 

SENSITIVE RESOURCES AND CONSIDERATIONS FOR COMPLETION OF PROJECT

No special-status species listed in the CNDDB for the project area were observed during the site visit.  
Most of the wildlife observed during the site visit were utilizing the nearby reservoir associated with 
the project.  No impacts to those species are expected as a result of the proposed project.  However, 
prior to the start of the project, it is recommended a biological pre-activity survey be conducted.   

Pre-activity Surveys

A pre-activity survey shall be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to the 
beginning of ground disturbance and/or construction activities or any project activity likely to cause 
impact to any species.

FINAL COMMENTS

The findings of this report are intended for the purpose of preparing and finalizing environmental 
documentation necessary for approval of the project.  This report is not intended as the recommended 
pre-activity survey for beginning of construction, when and if approved.  If you have any questions or 
require clarification on any of the findings in this report please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Thank you,

Jason Dean
Wildlife Biologist
559.694.1562 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA    Gavin Newsom, Governor 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
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May 20, 2020

Mary Baloian

Applied EarthWorks, Inc. 

Via Email to: mbaloian@appliedearthworks.com

Re: Patterson Irrigation District's Marshall Pump Station Project, Stanislaus County 

Dear Ms. Baloian: 

A record search of the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File (SLF) 
was completed for the information you have submitted for the above referenced project.  The 
results were negative. However, the absence of specific site information in the SLF does not 
indicate the absence of cultural resources in any project area. Other sources of cultural 
resources should also be contacted for information regarding known and recorded sites.   

Attached is a list of Native American tribes who may also have knowledge of cultural resources 
in the project area.  This list should provide a starting place in locating areas of potential 
adverse impact within the proposed project area.  I suggest you contact all of those indicated; 
if they cannot supply information, they might recommend others with specific knowledge.  By 
contacting all those listed, your organization will be better able to respond to claims of failure to 
consult with the appropriate tribe. If a response has not been received within two weeks of 
notification, the Commission requests that you follow-up with a telephone call or email to 
ensure that the project information has been received.   

If you receive notification of change of addresses and phone numbers from tribes, please notify 
me.  With your assistance, we can assure that our lists contain current information.  

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact me at my email 
address: Nancy.Gonzalez-Lopez@nahc.ca.gov.    

Sincerely, 

Nancy Gonzalez-Lopez 

Cultural Resources Analyst 
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North Valley Yokuts Tribe
Timothy Perez, MLD Contact
P.O. Box 717 
Linden, CA, 95236
Phone: (209) 662 - 2788
huskanam@gmail.com

Costanoan
Northern Valley 
Yokut

North Valley Yokuts Tribe
Katherine Perez, Chairperson
P.O. Box 717 
Linden, CA, 95236
Phone: (209) 887 - 3415
canutes@verizon.net

Costanoan
Northern Valley 
Yokut

Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation
William Leonard, Chairperson
P.O. Box 186 
Mariposa, CA, 95338
Phone: (209) 628 - 8603

Miwok
Northern Valley 
Yokut
Paiute

1 of 1

This list is current only as of the date of this document. Distribution of this list does not relieve any person of statutory responsibility as defined in Section 7050.5 of 
the Health and Safety Code, Section 5097.94 of the Public Resource Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code.
 
This list is only applicable for contacting local Native Americans with regard to cultural resources assessment for the proposed Patterson Irrigation District's 
Marshall Pump Station Project, Stanislaus County.
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002850
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Native American Heritage Commission
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1391 W. Shaw Ave., Suite C 
Fresno, CA 93711-3600 
O: (559) 229-1856 |  F: (559) 229-2019 

ARCHAEOLOGY | PALEONTOLOGY 
CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT www.appliedearthworks.com 

May 22, 2020 

Katherine Erolinda Perez 
Chairperson and MLD Contact 
North Valley Yokuts Tribe 
P.O. Box 717 
Linden, CA 95236 

RE: Patterson Irrigation District’s Mashall Pump Station Project, Stanislaus County, California. 

Dear Chairperson Perez,  

On behalf of Summers Engineering, Inc. and the Patterson Irrigation District (PID), Applied 
EarthWorks, Inc. is reaching out to inform you of Patterson Irrigation District’s proposed Marshall 
Pump Station Project in Stansilaus County, California. The Project seeks to increase the District’s 
capacity to recirculate agricultural drain water collected by the Marshall Road Reservoir. A new pipeline 
will be installed adjacent to and easterly of the Marshall Road Reservoir east bank within the PID right-
of-way. The pipeline will extend northwesterly, approximately 400 feet, cross Marshall Road, and 
connect to an existing pipe on the north side of Marshall Road. The Project is subject to the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  

The project area lies within Township 6 south, Range 8 east, Section 10 of the Crows Landing, CA 
USGS quadrangle (see attached map). A search of the Native American Heritage Commission’s 
(NAHC) Sacred Lands File was completed on May 20, 2020. The NAHC reported negative results in the 
Project area; however, the NAHC provided your contact information as someone who may have specific 
details on the Project area and vicinity.  

If you have information on sacred or special sites in the area, or if you wish to request formal 
consultation pursuant to Public Resources 

Sincerely, 

Mary Baloian, Ph.D., RPA 15189 
Principal Archaeologist 

encl.: Project Map
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Crows Landing (1952-PR1980), CA 7.5' USGS Quadrangle
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 1391 W. Shaw Ave., Suite C 
 Fresno, CA 93711-3600 
 O: (559) 229-1856 |  F: (559) 229-2019 

ARCHAEOLOGY | PALEONTOLOGY 
CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT www.appliedearthworks.com 

May 22, 2020 
 
William Leonard 
Chairperson 
Southern Sierra Miwuk Nation 
P.O. Box 186 
Mariposa, CA 95338 
 
RE: Patterson Irrigation District’s Mashall Pump Station Project, Stanislaus County, California. 
 
Dear Chairperson Leonard,  
 
On behalf of Summers Engineering, Inc. and the Patterson Irrigation District (PID), Applied 
EarthWorks, Inc. is reaching out to inform you of Patterson Irrigation District’s proposed Marshall 
Pump Station Project in Stansilaus County, California. The Project seeks to increase the District’s 
capacity to recirculate agricultural drain water collected by the Marshall Road Reservoir. A new pipeline 
will be installed adjacent to and easterly of the Marshall Road Reservoir east bank within the PID right-
of-way. The pipeline will extend northwesterly, approximately 400 feet, cross Marshall Road, and 
connect to an existing pipe on the north side of Marshall Road. The Project is subject to the 
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act.  
 
The project area lies within Township 6 south, Range 8 east, Section 10 of the Crows Landing, CA 
USGS quadrangle (see attached map). A search of the Native American Heritage Commission’s 
(NAHC) Sacred Lands File was completed on May 20, 2020. The NAHC reported negative results in the 
Project area; however, the NAHC provided your contact information as someone who may have specific 
details on the Project area and vicinity.  
 
If you have information on sacred or special sites in the area, or if you wish to request formal 
consultation pursuant to Public Resources code section 21080.3.1, please call or send a letter to my 
attention using the address in the header. I can be reached at (559) 229-1856 X 111 or by email at 
mbaloian@appliedearthworks.com. 
 
 
       Sincerely,  

        
       Mary Baloian, Ph.D., RPA 15189 
       Principal Archaeologist 
 
 
encl.: Project Map
 

mailto:mbaloian@appliedearthworks.com
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	1 Environmental Checklist
	1.1 Aesthetics
	1.1.1 Environmental Setting
	1.1.2 Discussion
	a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
	b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?
	c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage points.) If the project is in an ...
	d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


	1.2 Agriculture and Forest Resources
	1.2.1 Environmental Setting
	1.2.2 Discussion
	a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
	b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?
	c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Gov...
	d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?
	e) Involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?


	1.3 Air Quality
	1.3.1 Environmental Setting
	1.3.2 Discussion
	a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?
	b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard?
	c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people?


	1.4 Biological Resources
	1.4.1 Environmental Setting
	1.4.2 Discussion
	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 Departmen...
	b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?
	e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?
	f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?


	1.5 Cultural Resources
	1.5.1 Environmental Setting
	1.5.2 Discussion
	a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
	b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to Section 15064.5?
	c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


	1.6 Energy
	1.6.1 Environmental Setting
	1.6.2 Discussion
	a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation?
	b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency


	1.7 Geology and Soils
	1.7.1 Environmental Setting
	1.7.2 Discussion
	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 California Geological Sur...
	ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
	iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	iv) Landslides?
	b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?
	d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to life or property?
	e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?
	f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


	1.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions
	1.8.1 Environmental Setting
	1.8.2 Discussion
	a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment?
	b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?


	1.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
	1.9.1 Environmental Setting
	1.9.2 Discussion
	a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
	b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
	c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
	d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
	e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or work...
	f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires?


	1.10 Hydrology and Water Quality
	1.10.1 Environmental Setting
	1.10.2 Discussion
	a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality?
	b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin?
	c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would:
	i) Result in substantial on- or offsite erosion or siltation;
	ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite;
	iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or
	iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
	d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation?
	e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?


	1.11 Land Use and Planning
	1.11.1 Environmental Setting
	1.11.2 Discussion
	a) Physically divide an established community?
	b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


	1.12 Mineral Resources
	1.12.1 Environmental Setting
	1.12.2 Discussion
	a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
	b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?


	1.13 Noise
	1.13.1 Environmental Setting
	1.13.2 Discussion
	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 in other applicable local, state, or federal stan...
	b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
	c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working ...


	1.14 Population and Housing
	1.14.1 Environmental Setting
	1.14.2 Discussion
	a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
	b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


	1.15 Public Services
	1.15.1 Environmental Setting
	1.15.2 Discussion
	a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant ...
	Fire protection?
	Police protection?
	Schools?
	Parks?
	Other public facilities?


	1.16 Recreation
	1.16.1 Environmental Setting
	1.16.2 Discussion
	a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
	b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


	1.17 Transportation
	1.17.1 Environmental Setting
	1.17.2 Discussion
	a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
	b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3(b), which pertains to vehicle miles travelled?
	c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
	d)  Result in inadequate emergency access?


	1.18 Tribal Cultural Resources
	1.18.1 Environmental Setting
	1.18.2 Discussion
	Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the ...
	a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)?
	b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in su...


	1.19 Utilities and Service Systems
	1.19.1 Environmental Setting
	1.19.2 Discussion
	a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could c...
	b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years?
	c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that 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?
	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?
	e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?


	1.20 Wildfire
	1.20.1 Environmental Setting
	1.20.2 Discussion
	a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
	b) Due to slop, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?
	c) Require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment?
	d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes?


	1.21 Mandatory Findings of Significance
	1.21.1 Environmental Setting
	1.21.2 Discussion
	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 elimi...
	b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, t...
	c) Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
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