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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction
This Proposed Project was previously identified in the City’s Water System Engineer’s Report
(WSER) Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 2008092095) (City of Modesto 2010). The
WSER Program EIR is incorporated into this document by reference and is available for
review at the City’s Public Works Department Office located at 1010 Tenth Street #4600,
Modesto, CA 95354. This DEIR is tiered from the Program EIR, pursuant to California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15152, as described
further in Section 1.1.1, below. This document was prepared pursuant to the requirements of
CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq., as amended) and the CEQA
Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15000 et seq.).

Proposed Project Purpose and Objectives
The City of Modesto provides water service to the community of Del Rio. The Del Rio water
system currently requires a new storage tank (and associated pump station), well,
replacement well, backup generators, and pipelines to correct existing supply deficiencies.
The existing Del Rio water system does not meet certain design pressure and storage volume
requirements identified in the 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report for water supply and
fire-flow demand. The existing Del Rio water system also is not sufficient to supply
anticipated future growth in the Del Rio area. The City intends to decommission one of its Del
Rio water system wells (Well 271) when the new replacement well is brought online. The
future Del Rio service area will include additional acreage to the north, east, and southwest.
According to the Del Rio Community Plan, “future planned development land use” is proposed
for the northwestern and eastern portions of the service area, while development in the
southwestern area will be residential (Stanislaus County 1992). Full buildout of the service
area will require additional pipelines and pumping capacity, as identified for the Proposed
Project, to provide adequate water service to meet the anticipated demand.
The objectives of the Proposed Project are as follows:


Correct existing deficiencies in the Del Rio water system to meet design pressure and
volume storage requirements identified in the 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report;



Ensure sufficient system pressure to provide firefighting flow capacity;



Improve water system operational flexibility and reliability; and



Allow for additional water supply and storage volume to accommodate anticipated
future growth in the Del Rio area.
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Proposed Project Location
The Proposed Project is located in the census-designated place of Del Rio in Stanislaus
County. Del Rio is located approximately 2 miles north of the City’s sphere-of-influence
boundary. The Proposed Project would involve activities at two separate sites within Del Rio:
(1) Site A, southeast of the intersection of Ladd Road and St. John Road on APNs 004-077-018
and 004-077-019, and (2) Site B, at the northwest corner of McHenry Avenue and Stewart
Road on the southeastern-most portion of APN 004-102-003. Figure ES 1 shows the locations
of the Proposed Project sites.
Site A consists of two parcels owned by the City of Modesto, totaling approximately 4.0 acres.
The site is bounded by a Modesto Irrigation District canal on the south, agricultural and
residential sites on the east, and Union Pacific railroad tracks on the west. The northern
portion of the site fronts Ladd Road. The site is currently occupied by a single-family
residence, garage, and out-buildings. The remainder of the site consists of mostly open land
with a few trees, weeds, and grass. The residence has a water well and septic system. All
structures on the site, as well as the well and septic system, are to be abandoned and removed.
Four existing trees would be retained on site. Figure ES-2 shows the proposed facilities at
Site A.
Site B encompasses 0.4 acre on APN 004-102-003, currently owned by a private landowner
(Arnold W. Setliff et al. Trust). The City is in the process of acquiring approximately 0.52 acre
of the much larger 82.4-acre parcel, and would dedicate 0.12 acre to Stanislaus County as
right-of-way for McHenry Avenue. The surrounding land uses adjacent to this parcel include
single-family residences and outbuildings to the west and south, agricultural parcels to the
north and east, and a fruit stand to the southeast. The site is currently vacant and
undeveloped except for a few power and communication poles, a large oak tree, and a few
shrubs. The oak tree would be retained on site. Figure ES-3 shows the proposed facilities at
Site B.
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Proposed Project
The Proposed Project involves the construction and operation of water wells, a storage tank,
and associated distribution facilities. The Proposed Project would develop a total of
approximately 4.4 acres (approximately 190,000 square feet).

Site A – Ladd Road Tank and Well
The 2010 Program EIR included evaluation of a proposed tank and pump station on a large
parcel of land north of McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road. As the project developed, no land
was available for sale in that area. The City then considered alternate locations, one of which
was 6520 Carver Road, but was unable to complete the purchase of land in those alternate
locations. On March 13, 2012, by Resolution 2012-101, City Council approved the purchase
of two parcels at 718 Ladd Road.
Site A, located at 718 Ladd Road, would encompass approximately 4 acres. The project
facilities at Site A would consist of an above-ground water storage tank, production water
well and pump, monitoring well, standby generator, and booster pump station. Site
improvements would include a small parking and access area, fencing (1-inch chain-link
fencing), a retention basin, and low-maintenance landscaping. In addition, a 2,500foot-long,
16-inch-diameter transmission main would be installed to connect the proposed well to the
City’s existing water distribution system. Figure ES-2 provides a site plan of the Site A
facilities.

Water Storage Tank: As proposed, the water tank would store approximately 250,000
gallons (0.25 million gallons) of water. The purpose of the tank is to store sufficient water to
meet peak hour and fire flow demands. The tank would stand a maximum of 20 feet above
grade and would be approximately 55 feet in diameter. The footprint area of the tank would
be approximately 173 square feet. The welded steel water tank would have a non-reflective,
painted, earth-tone exterior and a sloped roof. The tank would be constructed on a circular
concrete pad. The tank would be constructed in accordance with the current California
Building Code and American Water Works Association standards.

Pump Station Building: The pump station building would house the production well,
booster pumps, disinfection equipment, ancillary valves and flow meters, and electrical
equipment. The building would include three separate rooms: a pump station room, an
electrical room, and a calcium hypochlorite room. The building would be constructed of
masonry blocks and would be approximately 40 feet wide by 50.5 feet long and 21 feet tall.
The pump station building would have stucco finish and an earth-tone exterior.
The building would have various sound attenuation features, including wall panels, fans, and
louvers to reduce noise related to the operation of equipment removing heat generated
within the pump and electrical rooms. Metal wall panels would achieve a noise reduction
coefficient of approximately 0.90. The pump station building would be ventilated by one sidewall-mounted exhaust fan with a capacity of 4,500 cubic feet per minute. Exhaust fans would
have the lowest possible exhaust fan noise measurement unit (called a sone). Ducting in the
building would also be designed to minimize noise. Sound caused by an operating louver is
proportional to the air velocity through the louver; the intake and exhaust pump station
louvers would be sized to minimize air flow noise.
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Production Well: The production groundwater well would be drilled to a minimum depth
of 300 feet and a maximum depth of 600 feet deep, and would have a maximum yield of 1,000
gallons per minute (gpm). The well is expected to operate during off-peak demand periods to
fill the proposed adjacent storage tank and during maximum demand conditions (typically a
1- to 2-hour diurnal pattern). While the theoretical annual maximum yield of the new well
would be 525.6 million gallons (based on operations of 1,000 gpm, 24 hours per day, 365
days per year), this theoretical maximum exceeds the annual production for the entire Del
Rio service area of approximately 207 million gallons for the previous 5 years. The well pump
would be sized to meet peak demand conditions; however, pumping is expected to occur for
an annual average of 8 hours per day (not 24 hours per day), with an anticipated maximum
annual yield of about 175 million gallons, which is substantially less than the theoretical
annual maximum yield of the new well. The well would be housed inside the pump station
building.

Monitoring Well: A monitoring well would be installed on site to monitor groundwater
levels in relation to operation of the production well and to calibrate the City’s groundwater
flow model. The monitoring well would be installed within a 50-foot radius of the production
well and would be drilled to a similar depth (i.e., 600 feet deep). The monitoring well would
include three separate “nested” wells installed to different depths within the same borehole.
Each nested well would be equipped with a pressure transducer to monitor the groundwater
level. The three nested wells would be installed to measure groundwater levels in the shallow
(100-265 feet deep), intermediate (265-360 feet deep), and deep (360-600 feet deep) zones
of the aquifer. The monitoring well would not produce any water and would only be used to
collect data on groundwater levels.

Booster Pumps: The Proposed Project includes up to four 60-horsepower (hp) electric
booster pumps. Two booster pumps would be on duty, one would be on standby, and the
fourth would be available to serve future buildout demand. The pump capacity for each of
these booster pumps would be 850 gpm, with firm capacity of 1,700 gpm. The booster pumps
would be housed inside the pump station building.
During normal operation, the well pump would fill the storage tank at a maximum rate of
1,000 gpm, controlled by a variable-frequency drive and sensors in the tank. The booster
pumps would be separate from the well pump and would be designed to provide a maximum
flow from the storage tank to the distribution system of 1,700 gpm. The booster pumps would
deliver supply to the distribution system to meet peak-hour and fire-flow demands. The
booster pumps would be designed and operated to discharge water from the tank at a much
faster rate than the well can fill the tank to meet peak and fire-flow demands, as needed. When
the booster pumps are running at maximum flow, water from the production well may
simultaneously fill the storage tank. The tank, when full, would drain in less than 6 hours (357
minutes) under maximum flow conditions.
An additional booster pump would be installed in the pump station at full buildout. This
fourth booster pump would deliver an additional 700 gpm of flow from the storage tank to
the transmission pipelines. The additional booster pump would increase the total delivery of
stored water from the tank to the distribution lines to 2,400 gpm in order to meet the
estimated peak-hour rate and fire-flow demands for Del Rio’s buildout condition. This fourth
pump would not result in increased groundwater extraction, only increased flow from the
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storage tank to the transmission pipelines. The impact analysis presented in this EIR includes
evaluation of all four booster pumps operating under the full buildout condition.

Transmission Main: A 16-inch-diameter transmission main would be constructed from the
pump station building on Ladd Road, north along St. John Road, and terminating at the
intersection of St. John Road and Country Club Drive. The transmission main would extend
for approximately 2,500 linear feet and would be installed in accordance with Stanislaus
County Department of Public Works trenching requirements, which would include a 36-inchwide trench and a 60-inch-wide trench patch. A portion of the transmission main
(approximately 65 feet) would be installed by jack and bore underneath an existing rail
crossing on Ladd Road, just east of St. John Road.

Stormwater Retention Basin: Site runoff would be captured in an on-site retention basin
that would be designed to contain the 50-year storm event and the full capacity of the storage
tank, in the event of a tank rupture. The retention basin would be located on the southern
portion of the parcel and would encompass approximately 1.3 acres with a 1.4-acre-foot
holding capacity. The basin would be designed to hold water for a maximum of 48 hours
based on the assumed percolation rate of 0.6 gallon/square foot per hour.
Surface runoff north to Ladd Road would be limited to the entrance driveway. Rock-lined
drainage swales with shallow rock wells at one end would be installed within the Ladd Road
right-of-way to collect runoff from the northern portion of Site A. A drainage swale with
periodic inlets would be installed down the center of the site to convey surface runoff to the
retention basin. The site would be graded to slope toward the swale and retention basin. The
stormwater collection system would also convey tank overflow, drain water, and well
wastewater to the retention basin. Slopes would be stabilized with hydroseeding or planted
with drought-tolerant plants.

Site Security and Access: The entire site (i.e., within the parcel boundary) would be
enclosed within an 8-foot-tall concrete masonry wall or wrought-iron fence topped with noclimb points and three strands of barbed wire along the Ladd Road frontage. Ladd Road
frontage would include 9-foot-tall vehicular and pedestrian access gates. The rest of the site
would be enclosed by 8-foot-tall, 1-inch chain-link fence with security wire. The wroughtiron fencing would be placed approximately 65 feet from the right-of-way line.
A new 25-foot-wide driveway on Ladd Road would provide site access. The driveway would
have a 20-foot-wide, motorized sliding gate with an electronic key card reader or keypad for
access. A 3-foot-wide metal pedestrian gate would be provided alongside the sliding
vehicular gate.
Vehicular access (driveway) and parking areas within the site would be paved with Portland
cement concrete or asphaltic concrete. Other portions of the site would be covered with lowmaintenance landscaping or gravel.
Security lighting would be installed throughout the site. Exterior lighting would be elevated
on poles using light-emitting diodes (LEDs) and would be directed toward the interior of the
site rather than off site, to the extent feasible, to reduce light or glare. Lights on the poles
would be equipped with motion sensors and would turn on only if motion were detected in
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the vicinity of the building and tank. Security cameras and building alarms would also be
installed on site.

Landscaping: Landscaping at Site A would include vegetation to screen the fence, tank, and
other facilities from views from adjacent properties and from Ladd Road. The plant selections
would be arranged in a tiered format with low, ground-hugging shrubs in the foreground,
smaller shrubs in the middle tier, and taller screening trees for the backdrop. Plant selections
would be chosen based on their proven drought tolerance, survivability, hardiness, and ease
of maintenance. The trees would be a mixture of screening conifers, evergreen broadleaf, and
smaller flowering deciduous broadleaf. Approximately 70 trees would be planted within an
approximately 0.24-acre irrigated area. A vegetated, undulating soil berm on the east side of
the site would contribute to a natural aesthetic appeal. An automatic irrigation system for the
landscaping would be designed and would adhere to applicable water conserving ordinances.
A rain/freeze/thaw shut-off switch for the irrigation system would be installed. The slopes
surrounding the stormwater retention basin would also be hydroseeded or planted with
drought-tolerant plants to prevent erosion.

Electricity: Site A has immediate access to nearby electrical lines served by the local utility
provider, Modesto Irrigation District. The total new electrical connected load for the
proposed facilities would be approximately 502 kilovolt-amperes (kVA) when all equipment
is running (or approximately 755 amperes at 480 volts, 3 phase). However, the average
electrical demand load would vary with the number of pumps running and related output
with a maximum anticipated connected load of approximately 566 kVA. The project site
would include an underground electrical utility extension to connect to the existing Modesto
Irrigation District infrastructure.

Standby Generator: A standby diesel generator and an above-ground diesel storage tank
would be installed on a 10-foot by 20-foot concrete pad within the site. The standby generator
would be used as an alternate power source for the Proposed Project facilities as necessary.
The estimated capacity of the generator would be approximately 450 kilowatts (kW). The
generator would be equipped with critical grade mufflers for the exhaust system and level 2
sound housing to achieve an approximate sound level attenuation to 75 decibels within 30
feet of the unit.
The generator would include a belly tank (an above-ground diesel fuel tank built into the
frame of the generator support as part of a packaged unit) that would hold approximately 24
hours of generator fuel supply, which equates to approximately 775 gallons. The diesel
storage tank would be housed in accordance with City of Modesto Fire Prevention
Department requirements and would comply with Stanislaus County standards, including
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC), the Uniform Fire Code (UFC), and
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements, including secondary
containment requirements.

Site B – McHenry Avenue Well
Site B, located on McHenry Avenue, would encompass approximately 0.4 acre. The facilities
at this site would consist of a production well and pump, standby generator, disinfection
facilities, monitoring well, transmission pipelines connecting to the City’s existing
distribution system down McHenry Avenue, and space for a future treatment unit and
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treatment filters. These facilities would be fully enclosed by a 12-foot-tall concrete block wall
with a 24-foot-wide vehicular access gate. The site would be accessed from a new driveway
off McHenry Avenue; no site access would be provided from Stewart Road. Site improvements
would include a concrete pad and paved driveway, well and associated piping, controls,
treatment facilities, generator, and appurtenances. Runoff from new impervious surfaces at
Site B would be retained on site. Figure 2-3 provides a site plan of the Site B facilities.

Well and Pump: The Site B groundwater well would replace the City’s existing Well 271
located on the west side of the Del Rio service area. This well is past its operational life and
would be decommissioned upon completion of the Site B well. The new Site B well would be
drilled to a minimum depth of 300 feet and a maximum depth of 600 feet, with a maximum
yield of 1,000 gpm. Similar to the Site A production well, the Site B well would have a
theoretical annual maximum yield of 525.6 million gallons (based on operations of 1,000
gpm, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year); however, the well would not be operated to its
full capacity. The well pump would be sized to meet peak demand conditions, with pumping
expected to vary throughout the year depending upon system pressure needs. While
pumping may vary from as much as 20 hours per day during the summer to as little as 2 hours
per day in the winter, pumping is expected to occur for an annual average of 10.8 hours per
day, with an anticipated maximum annual yield of approximately 237 million gallons, which
is substantially less than the theoretical annual maximum yield of the new well. The well
pump would be approximately 200 hp or less and powered by electricity. The pump would
require a 300-kW backup generator with a sound-attenuating enclosure. No booster pumps
are expected to be needed at Site B. A geotechnical investigation of the site would be
completed during the design process.

Monitoring Well: Similar to Site A, a monitoring well would be installed at Site B to
measure changes in groundwater levels that could occur from operation of the production
well. The monitoring well would be installed within a 50-foot radius of the production well
and would be drilled to a similar depth (i.e., 600 feet deep). The monitoring well would
include three separate “nested” wells installed to different depths within the same borehole.
Each nested well would be equipped with a pressure transducer to monitor the groundwater
level. The three nested wells would be installed to measure groundwater levels in the shallow
(100-265 feet deep), intermediate (265-360 feet deep), and deep (360-600 feet deep) zones
of the aquifer. The monitoring well would not produce any water and would only be used to
monitor groundwater levels.

Stormwater Retention Basin: Site runoff would be captured in a 50-foot by 40-foot
temporary retention basin that would be designed to contain the 100-year, 24-hour storm
event. The retention basin would be located north of the proposed well site on an adjacent
parcel that is currently in private ownership. The basin would encompass approximately 0.15
acre with an 0.08-acre-foot holding capacity. It would be designed to hold water for a
maximum of 48 hours, based on the assumed percolation rate of 0.3 gallon/square foot per
hour.
Surface runoff east to McHenry Avenue would be limited to the area within the right-of-way.
Grading within the right-of-way would include drainage to an existing storm drain inlet. The
site would be graded to slope toward the north and the retention basin. The stormwater
collection system would also convey well wastewater to the retention basin. Slopes would be
stabilized with hydroseeding or planted with drought-tolerant plants.
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Transmission Pipeline: A 12-inch-diameter transmission pipeline would be constructed
from the well along McHenry Road to connect with existing City distribution pipelines along
Stewart Road. The transmission pipeline would run from the well site south for
approximately 190 feet under McHenry Road, then west for approximately 760 feet along
Stewart Road, terminating at the intersection of Stewart Road and Grove Pointe Way. The
pipeline would be installed beneath the road, within the road right-of-way, and in accordance
with Stanislaus County Department of Public Works trenching requirements, which would
include a 32-inch-wide trench and a 56-inch-wide trench patch.

Standby Generator: A standby diesel generator with a belly tank (an above-ground diesel
fuel tank built into the frame of the generator support as part of a packaged unit) would be
installed on a 10-foot by 20-foot concrete pad within Site B. The standby generator would be
used as an alternate power source for the Proposed Project facilities as necessary. The
estimated capacity of the generator would be approximately 450kW. The generator would be
equipped with critical grade mufflers for the exhaust system and level 2 sound housing to
achieve an approximate sound level attenuation to 75 dB within 30 feet of the unit. The belly
tank would hold approximately 24 hours of generator fuel supply, which equates to
approximately 775 gallons. The diesel storage tank would be housed in accordance with City
of Modesto Fire Prevention Department requirements. Similar to Site A, the generator would
include a fuel tank with secondary containment.

Site Security: Security lighting would be installed throughout the site. Exterior lighting
would be on poles using LEDs and directed toward the interior of the site, to the extent
feasible, to reduce light or glare. Lights on the poles would be equipped with motion sensors
and would turn on only if motion were detected in the vicinity of the building and tank.
Security cameras and alarms would also be installed on site.
Existing trees, electrical, and communication poles at Site B would remain on site and
undisturbed.

Project Construction
Construction Methods
Construction activities for the Proposed Project would include several construction phases,
shown in Chapter 2. Additional descriptions of these phases and pieces of equipment are
provided below and in Appendix C, Air Quality and Global Climate Change Impacts Evaluation
Supporting Documentation. All other phases are assumed not to overlap.
The Proposed Project would be constructed in accordance with standard protocols of the
Clean Water Act Section 402 General Construction Permit (State Water Resource Control
Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ).

Site Preparation and Earthwork: Site preparation activities would include clearing and
grubbing; demolition of existing buildings and associated features at Site A; excavation,
import, and placement of fill; and compaction. Clearing and grubbing would be conducted
using standard excavators, bulldozers, and hand labor.
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Demolition activities would be performed at Site A to abandon and remove the existing house,
garage, shed, out-buildings, well, and septic system. Abatement of asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based materials, if needed, during demolition of existing buildings would
be supervised by a contractor certified by the California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration and would be conducted in a manner compliant with federal, state, and local
regulations. Removal or abandonment of the septic system would be conducted in accordance
with local and state regulations to prevent any potential release of or worker exposure to
waste material or contaminated soils. The estimated demolition area would be approximately
3,460 square feet. All demolished material and debris, including any hazardous waste, would
be disposed of off site at an appropriate location selected by the construction contractor. For
the purposes of this analysis, the disposal site is assumed to be located within 20 miles
(maximum 1 hour of travel time) from Site A.
To the extent feasible, excavated soil would be reused on site. If required, fill would be
delivered to the project sites by conventional haul trucks with a capacity of up to 20 cubic
yards per load. Fill material would be placed with an excavator and compacted with a
compactor/roller. Site preparation activities at Sites A and B are divided into three phases in
Chapter 2 (demolition, site preparation, and grading) for the purpose of estimating worker
trips and construction-related trips.

Pipelines: New pipelines would be installed beneath existing streets and within the project
sites. The general process for pipeline installation involves digging a trench, installing the
pipe, and backfilling the trench (“cut and cover”). In existing streets, the cut-and-cover
method involves removing the asphalt, roadway base, and underlying soil; all materials are
replaced at the completion of the process. The depth and width of the trenches would vary
depending on the size of the pipe and in consideration of other existing utility lines; however,
it is anticipated that the minimum depth for the transmission main would be 42 inches.
Construction crews may close one lane of traffic temporarily during pipeline installation. In
general, the maximum length of an open trench would be the distance necessary to
accommodate the amount of pipe that can be laid in one day, typically 200-400 feet. The
approximate width of the construction area for installation of the pipeline would be 20 feet
and would be within the road right-of-way boundaries.
In addition to the cut-and-cover method, approximately 65 feet of the Site A transmission
main would be installed by the jack-and-bore method. The jack–and-bore method involves
directional drilling to reduce disturbance to the ground surface and disruption to other
facilities or surface features. The jack-and-bore method involves use of cutting heads or
hydraulic jacks to install pipe from a launch (bore) pit to a receiving pit. Slurry, typically
bentonite (inert clay) and water, is used as a lubricant for tunneling and pipe installation.

Buildings and Structures: Construction of buildings and structures would generally
include the following activities:


concrete delivery, forming, and placement and rebar placement;



structural steel work (assembly and welding);



installation of electrical/instrumentation equipment;



masonry concrete wall construction; and
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installation of mechanical equipment and accessories.

Following construction of the buildings, architectural coating of the building/structures, and
final site restoration (shown as paving in Table 2-1) would be performed. The final step in
the construction process is to restore the ground surface, which generally involves paving,
installing landscaping, or installing erosion controls, as necessary.

Staging Areas: Staging areas would be needed to store pipe, construction equipment, and
other construction-related materials. Staging areas would likely be established at Sites A and
B or along the pipeline routes where space is available within the road right-of-way or in
vacant lots. Staging areas would avoid areas of sensitive biological habitat. The City would
reserve the authority to approve the locations of the staging areas as part of the contracts for
construction of the facilities.

Construction Schedule
Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to last for up to approximately 15 months,
beginning in 2016 and completing in 2017. Within this timeframe, the majority of
construction work that involves use of operating equipment would occur within a 10-month
period. Construction activities would generally occur Monday through Friday between 7:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., excluding City-observed holidays.

Project Operations
Operation of the Proposed Project would primarily involve the operation, inspection, and
maintenance of the facilities. The pump stations, storage tank, and wells would be controlled
remotely through a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. The facilities
would be inspected at least once a week to verify instrument readings, check on the condition
of the sites, and maintain equipment.
The City would inspect the water system on an annual basis to determine whether
maintenance was needed. Maintenance activities for the storage tank would include periodic
cleaning of the tank’s interior (with the use of a vacuum system) to maintain capacity and
function and occasional recoating of the tank, as needed. Maintenance activities for the wells
would include various mechanical tests and meter calibration (with equipment specific to
those activities) and general maintenance of treatment systems (e.g., treatment system
flushing or regeneration). The City would inspect the wells and pump stations on a regular
basis (numerous times during the wet months and less frequently during the remainder of
the year) to ensure optimal performance. Maintenance of the pump stations and pipelines
would be performed on an as-needed basis.

Public Involvement Process
Scoping Comment Period
Scoping refers to the process to determine the scope, focus, content, and extent of an EIR. The
scoping comment period offers an important opportunity for the public and agencies to
review and comment during the early phases of the environmental compliance process.
Scoping is initiated when the lead agency issues a Notice of Preparation of an EIR (NOP)
announcing the beginning of the EIR process.
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A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Proposed Project was prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15082 and circulated to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse on July 28, 2015. The scoping period continued for 30 days and
concluded on August 28, 2015. The NOP presented general background information on the
Proposed Project, the scoping process, and the environmental issues to be addressed in the
EIR. Approximately 120 copies of the NOP were mailed to a broad range of stakeholders,
including state, federal, and local regulatory agencies, jurisdictions, and nonprofit
organizations. The NOP is included in this DEIR in Appendix A, Scoping Summary Report.
The City accepted written comments during the 30-day scoping period, July 28 to August 28,
2015. During the scoping period, 11 comment letters were received. These comments were
considered in the environmental impact evaluation. Copies of comment letters received
during the scoping period are included in Appendix A, Scoping Summary.

Draft EIR Public Comment Period
The City has prepared this DEIR, as informed by public and agency input received during the
scoping period, to disclose potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the
Proposed Project. Where any such impacts are significant, feasible mitigation measures and
potentially feasible alternatives that would substantially lessen or avoid such effects are
identified and discussed. The public review period provides the public an opportunity to
provide input to the lead agency on the DEIR.
The DEIR is currently undergoing public review for a 45-day period. The dates of this period
are specified in the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIR. The City will hold a public
meeting during the review period; the date, time, and location are also provided in the NOA.

Submittal of Written Comments
The City is circulating this DEIR for public review and comment for the period specified in the
NOA. As discussed above, the City will host a public meeting during this period. The purpose
of public circulation is to provide agencies and interested individuals with opportunities to
comment on or express concerns regarding the contents of this DEIR. The date, time, and
location for the meeting is provided in the NOA.
Written comments concerning this DEIR can be submitted at the public meeting described
above or at any time during the DEIR public review period. All comments must be received
by 5:00 p.m. on the final date of public review as identified in the NOA, and directed to the
name and address listed below:
Tamorah Bryant, Senior Civil Engineer
City of Modesto Utilities Department
P.O. Box 642 (1010 Tenth Street)
Modesto, CA 95353
tbryant@modestogov.com
Submittal of written comments via e-mail (Microsoft Word or Adobe PDF format) is
preferred. Written comments received in response to this DEIR during the public review
period will be addressed in a Response to Comments section of the Final EIR.
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Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to Be Resolved
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15123(b) requires that an Executive Summary identify “areas
of controversy known to a lead agency including issues raised by agencies and the public.” To
date, the following issues have been raised regarding the Proposed Project that may be
considered controversial:


Construction-related impacts on the oak tree at Stewart Road and McHenry Avenue;



Potential for conflicts with existing irrigation facilities at Sites A and B;



Concerns about aesthetic impacts on surrounding land uses;



Impacts on groundwater and existing domestic water wells; and



Potential growth inducement.

Significant Impacts
This section presents the significant impacts that were identified in the DEIR. This is not a
comprehensive discussion of impacts of the Proposed Project; the reader is directed to
Table ES-1, Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures, at the end of this chapter for
additional information. Environmental resource topics with the potential for significant
environmental impacts (i.e., those that require mitigation) and that are evaluated in detail in
this DEIR are as follows:


Aesthetics



Air Quality



Biological Resources



Cultural Resources



Global Climate Change



Groundwater



Land Use



Noise

Chapters 4 through 11 of this DEIR address each of these environmental resource topics and
the impacts of the Proposed Project in more detail.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts
The following significant impacts have been identified for which no mitigation is available
that would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level:
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Impact AIR-7: Cumulative Impact on Air Quality



Impact GHG-2: Potential for Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies or Regulations
Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions of GHGs



Impact GRW-4: Cumulative Contribution to Chronic Overdraft of Groundwater Subbasin

The following impacts relevant to the Del Rio Tank and Wells Project were previously
identified as significant and unavoidable in the Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010):


Impact CUM-3: Emissions of Greenhouse Gases



Impact CUM-4: Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria
Pollutant for which the Program Region is in Nonattainment under an Applicable
Federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standard

Alternatives Considered
The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the Proposed Project that could attain most of the objectives of the Proposed
Project while reducing or eliminating one or more of the Proposed Project’s significant
effects. The alternatives considered must be feasible, meaning that they could be
accomplished in a successful manner considering economic, environmental, social,
technological, and legal factors.
The following alternatives were considered for the Proposed Project:


No Project Alternative



Alternative 1 – Construct at Existing City Well Locations



Alternative 2 – Connect to the City’s Supply System

In addition, additional alternatives were considered but ultimately dismissed from further
analysis for one or more of the following reasons: (1) they would not sufficiently meet the
Proposed Project objectives; (2) they were determined to be infeasible; or (3) they would not
avoid or substantially reduce one or more significant impacts of the Proposed Project. Refer
to Section 12.4, Alternatives Considered and Dismissed, in Chapter 12, Alternatives, for a
description of these alternatives.

No Project Alternative
CEQA requires analysis of the No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, no new water
supply infrastructure would be constructed. Existing system deficiencies would continue to
exist, and new development would be constrained by lack of water supply infrastructure.
Where alternative sources of potable water are available, new development might still occur.
This alternative would not meet the basic objective of the Proposed Project, namely, to
construct capital improvements needed to provide and maintain reliable water service to
existing and future customers in the Del Rio service area.
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Alternative 1 – Construct at Existing City Well Locations
The City currently owns property and operates groundwater wells at three locations in the
Del Rio service area:


Well 289 located on Beltis Drive on the east side of Del Rio,



Well 271 on Country Club Drive and Del Rio Avenue on the southwest side of Del Rio,
and



Well 282 on Hillcrest Drive on the west side of Del Rio.

Under this alternative, in lieu of purchasing new property for the proposed wells and tank,
the City would design the proposed new facilities to fit within their existing well properties.
Well 271 is located near the country club golf course in a residential area, but the property
adjacent to Well 271 is vacant, and additional land could be secured to accommodate a new
well and storage tank. Well 271 is currently operating at 50 percent capacity due to the well’s
old age. Under this alternative, this well would be replaced onsite with a new well.
Well 289 is located in a residential neighborhood and adjacent to railroad tracks. If additional
property could not be secured adjacent to Well 271, the property at Well 289 could
accommodate a 0.25-million-gallon storage tank, and the existing well on site could be
expanded to meet the City’s pumping needs. The proposed storage tank at this site would
likely be smaller in diameter and taller than the tank in the Proposed Project.
Well 282 is located in a residential neighborhood.
This alternative would not require transmission pipelines, because the well sites would
already be connected to the existing water distribution system. This alternative would meet
all of the project objectives.

Alternative 2 – Connect to the City’s Supply System
Under this alternative, the City would construct a 3-mile pipeline to directly connect the Del
Rio community to the City’s water supply system. The pipeline would extend along the
existing railroad track easement from the northern border of the City’s limits north to St. John
Road and Ladd Road, where the pipeline would connect to existing transmission pipes that
serve the Del Rio community. The pipeline would cross two Modesto Irrigation District canals
and two streets. Booster pump stations may be needed to transfer water from the City’s
system north to Del Rio.
Together with the City’s existing groundwater wells, the new pipeline connection would meet
the Proposed Project objectives related to water system pressure and operational flexibility,
and would improve water supply reliability particularly during prolonged drought years
when groundwater is less reliable. This alternative would utilize the City’s existing water
supply sources, including surface water supplies purchased from other water right holders,
such as Modesto Irrigation District.
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Environmentally Superior Alternative
Because each of the alternatives has fundamentally different characteristics, comparison of
their environmental impacts and benefits is not simple. Considering all aspects on balance,
the No Project Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative as it would
avoid all of the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Proposed Project.
The CEQA Guidelines require that, if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.
Among the other alternatives considered, Alternative 1: Construct at Existing City Well
Locations is considered the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would
achieve all the project objectives to a similar degree as the Proposed Project. As described
above, more sensitive receptors (residents) are located near the existing City well sites;
therefore, this alternative would result in increased impacts on aesthetics, operation-related
noise, and air quality because of the greater number of sensitive receptors near the well sites.
However, less GHG emissions and construction-related noise impacts would occur because
no pipelines would be constructed under this alternative. In summary, Alternative 1 would
result in the most reductions in environmental impacts among the alternatives considered.

Summary of Impacts and Levels of Significance
The impacts of the Proposed Project, proposed mitigation, and significance conclusions
before and after mitigation are discussed in detail in Chapters 4 through 11 of this DEIR.
Table ES-1 summarizes the impacts, mitigation measures, and levels of significance
identified in this document.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Potential Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Impact

Level of Significance

Mitigation Measures

Aesthetics


Impact AES-1: Substantial Degradation of the Visual
Character or Quality of the Site and its Surroundings
from Project Construction

Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Impact AES-2: Long-term Adverse Effects on the Visual
Character or Quality of the Site and its Surroundings
during Operation
Impact AES-3: Permanent Sources of Substantial Light or
Glare
Impact AES-4: Cumulative Aesthetic Impacts

Less than Significant

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Locate Staging Areas Away
from Public Areas.
 Mitigation Measure AES-2: Screen Staging and
Construction Areas.
None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant
Less than Significant

None required
None required

Significant and Unavoidable

None available

Less than Significant with
Mitigation



Air Quality
Impact AIR-1: Construction Emissions of Criteria
Pollutants and Precursors
Impact AIR-2: Local Community Risks and Hazards
During Construction
Impact AIR-3: Operational Emissions of Criteria
Pollutants and Precursors
Impact AIR-4: Local Community Risks and Hazards
During Operation
Impact AIR-5: Odor Emission Generation
Impact AIR-6: Consistency with Applicable Air Quality
Plans
Impact AIR-7: Cumulative Impact on Air Quality
Biological Resources
Impact BIO-1: Construction-related Loss of Occupied
Burrowing Owl Habitat
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Impact BIO-2: Construction-related Loss of Swainson’s
Hawk Foraging Habitat
Impact BIO-3: Construction-related Impacts on Nesting
Swainson’s Hawks
Impact BIO-4: Construction Disturbance of Tricolored
Blackbird and Other Migratory Birds, Including Raptors
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Level of Significance
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant with
Mitigation






Impact BIO-5: Disturbance of Roosting Areas for Bats,
including Special-status Bat Species
Impact BIO-6: Disturbance to or Displacement of
Wildlife from Site Operations
Impact BIO-7: Interference with Wildlife Movement,
Established Wildlife Corridors, or the Use of Native
Wildlife Nursery Sites

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant



Less than Significant with
Mitigation



None required





Impact BIO-8: Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances
Protecting Biological Resources

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensate for Loss of
Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk Nests.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Nesting Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Avoid and Minimize
Impacts on Nesting Raptors and Other Migratory
Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protect Bat Colonies.

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid and Protect
Burrowing Owls at Site A.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk Nests.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Nesting Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Avoid and Minimize
Impacts on Nesting Raptors and Other Migratory
Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protect Bat Colonies.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid and Protect
Burrowing Owls at Site A.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Compensate for Loss of
Burrowing Owl Habitat at Site A.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensate for Loss of
Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk Nests.
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Impact

Level of Significance



Impact BIO-9: Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts

Less than Significant with
Mitigation










Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Conduct Preconstruction
Surveys for Nesting Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Avoid and Minimize
Impacts on Nesting Raptors and Other Migratory
Birds.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protect Bat Colonies.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1
Mitigation Measure BIO-2
Mitigation Measure BIO-3
Mitigation Measure BIO-4
Mitigation Measure BIO-5
Mitigation Measure BIO-6
Mitigation Measure BIO-7

Cultural Resources
Impact CUL-1: Potential for a Substantial Adverse
Impact on Historical Resources
Impact CUL-2: Potential for a Substantial Adverse
Impact on Archaeological Resources from Construction

No Impact

None required

Less than Significant with
Mitigation



Impact CUL-3: Potential to Directly or Indirectly Destroy
a Unique Paleontological Resource or Site, or Unique
Geological Feature

Less than Significant with
Mitigation



Impact CUL-4: Potential for Disturbance of Human
Remains, including Those Interred Outside of Dedicated
Cemeteries

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
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Mitigation Measure CR-1: Suspend Construction
Immediately if Cultural Resources Are Discovered,
Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for CRHR
Eligibility, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation
Measures for Eligible Resources.
Mitigation Measure CR-2: Suspend Construction
Immediately if Paleontological Resources Are
Discovered, Evaluate the Significance of the
Resources, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation
Measures as Necessary.
Mitigation Measure CR-3: Halt Construction
Immediately if Human Remains Are Discovered and
Implement Applicable Provisions of the California
Health and Safety Code.
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Impact
Impact CUL-5: Potential to Cause a Substantial Adverse
Change in the Significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource

Level of Significance
Less than Significant with
Mitigation

Impact CUL-6: Potential to Eliminate Important
Examples of the Major Periods of California History or
Prehistory

Less than Significant with
Mitigation






Less than Significant

 Mitigation Measure P-GEO-1: Conduct project-specific
geotechnical investigation prior to construction.

No Impact

 Mitigation Measure P-GEO-1: Conduct project-specific
geotechnical investigation prior to construction.

No Impact

 Mitigation Measure P-GEO-1: Conduct project-specific
geotechnical investigation prior to construction.

Significant and Unavoidable

 Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Implement greenhouse gas
emissions reduction measures for operation.

Significant and Unavoidable

 Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Implement greenhouse gas
emissions reduction measures for operation.

Significant and Unavoidable

 Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Implement greenhouse gas
emissions reduction measures for operation.

Less than Significant

None required



Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure CR-4: Prepare and Implement
Treatment Plans for any TCRs Identified in the
Proposed Project Study Area.
Mitigation Measure CR-1
Mitigation Measure CR-2
Mitigation Measure CR-3
Mitigation Measure CR-4

Geology, Soils and Seismicity
Environmental Checklist Section VI.a.iii: Expose people
or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction
Environmental Checklist Section VI.a.iv: Expose people
or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
landslides
Environmental Checklist Section VI.d: Location on
expansive soil, creating substantial risks to life or
property
Global Climate Change
Impact GHG-1: Generate Substantial GHG Emissions,
Either Directly or Indirectly, from Project Construction,
Land Use Changes, and Operation
Impact GHG-2: Potential to Conflict with Applicable
Plans, Policies, or Regulations Adopted for the Purpose
of Reducing Emissions of GHGs
Impact GHG-3: Cumulative GHG Impact
Groundwater
Impact GRW-1: Potential to Lower the Groundwater
Table and Adversely Affect Nearby Existing Wells
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Impact
Impact GRW-2: Potential to Reduce or Interfere with
Groundwater Recharge
Impact GRW- 3: Potential to Result in Land Subsidence
Impact GRW-4: Cumulative Contribution to Chronic
Overdraft of Groundwater Subbasin
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Environmental Checklist Section VIII.d: Located on a site
that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code section
65962.5 and, as a result, create a significant hazard to
the public or the environment

Executive Summary

Level of Significance
Less than Significant

Mitigation Measures
None required

Less than Significant
Significant and Unavoidable

None required
None available

Less than Significant




Program EIR Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare a risk
assessment prior to construction activity.
Program EIR Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Control
contamination resulting from previously unidentified
hazardous waste materials.

Land Use and Planning
Impact LU-1: Physically Divide a Community
Impact LU-2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or
Regulations
Impact LU-3: Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans or
Other Land Conservation Plans
Impact LU-4: Cumulative Land Use Impacts

Less than Significant
Less than Significant

None required
None required

No Impact

None required

Less than Significant

None required

Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant



Less than Significant with
Mitigation
Less than Significant



Less than Significant

None required

Noise
Impact NOISE-1: Substantial Temporary or Periodic
Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
Impact NOISE-2: Exposure of Persons to, or Generation
of, Excessive Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne
Noise Levels during Project Construction
Impact NOISE-3: Substantial Permanent Increase in
Ambient Noise Levels
Impact NOISE-4: Substantial Permanent Increase in
Ambient Traffic Noise Levels
Impact NOISE-5: Cumulative Noise Impacts
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Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: Employ Noise-reducing
Construction Practices.
None required

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: Employ Noise-reducing
Methods during Operations at Site B.
None required
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The City of Modesto (City) has prepared this Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to
provide the public, responsible agencies, and trustee agencies with information about the
potential environmental effects of implementation of the proposed Del Rio Tank and Wells
Project (Proposed Project). This Proposed Project was previously identified in the City’s
Water System Engineer’s Report (WSER) Program EIR (State Clearinghouse No.
2008092095) (City of Modesto 2010). The WSER Program EIR is incorporated into this
document by reference and is available for review at the City’s Public Works Department
Office located at 1010 Tenth Street #4600, Modesto, CA 95354. This DEIR is tiered from the
Program EIR, pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Sections
15168 and 15152, as described further in Section 1.1.1, below. This document was prepared
pursuant to the requirements of CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.,
as amended) and the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section
15000 et seq.).

1.1 Overview of CEQA Requirements
CEQA’s basic purposes are to:


Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential, significant
environmental effects of proposed activities.



Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced.



Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring implementation of feasible mitigation measures or project alternatives that would substantially
lessen any significant effects that a project would have on the environment.



Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project
in the manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved.

With certain strictly limited exceptions, CEQA requires all state and local government
agencies to consider the environmental consequences of projects over which they have
discretionary authority before approving or carrying out projects. CEQA establishes both
procedural and substantive requirements that agencies must satisfy to meet CEQA’s
objectives. For example, the agency with principal responsibility for approving or carrying
out a project (the lead agency) must first assess whether a proposed project would result in
significant environmental impacts. If there is substantial evidence that the project would
result in significant environmental impacts, CEQA requires that the agency prepare an EIR,
analyzing both the proposed project and a reasonable range of potentially feasible
alternatives.
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As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a), an EIR is an informational document that
assesses potential environmental effects of a proposed project, and identifies mitigation
measures and alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid potentially significant
environmental impacts. Other key CEQA requirements include developing a plan for
implementing and monitoring the success of the identified mitigation measures and carrying
out specific public notice and distribution steps to facilitate public involvement in the
environmental review process. As an informational document used in the planning and
decision-making process, an EIR’s purpose is not to recommend either approval or denial of
a project. Note that an EIR does not expand or otherwise provide independent authority of
the lead agency to impose mitigation measures or avoid project-related significant
environmental impacts beyond the authority already within the lead agency’s jurisdiction.

1.1.1 Intent and Scope of this Document
Agencies are encouraged to tier the environmental analyses that they prepare for separate
but related projects to eliminate repetitive discussions of the same issues and focus the later
EIR on the actual issues ripe for decision at each level of environmental review (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15152). In proposing to conduct the various activities identified in
Chapter 2 of this DEIR, the City of Modesto is proposing to carry out and approve a
discretionary project subject to CEQA that was previously identified in the City’s WSER
Program EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15168). Accordingly, this DEIR is tiered from the
WSER Program EIR, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15152.
Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a program EIR may be used with later
activities:
Use with Later Activities: Subsequent activities in the program must be examined
in the light of the program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared.
1. If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program
EIR, a new initial study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or
a negative declaration.
2. If the agency finds that pursuant to Section 15162, no new effects could occur
or no new mitigation measures would be required, the agency can approve
the activity as being within the scope of the project covered by the program
EIR, and no new environmental document would be required.
3. An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives
developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions in the program.
4. Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency
should use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of
the site and the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of
the operation were covered in the program EIR.
5. A program EIR will be most helpful in dealing with subsequent activities if it
deals with the effects of the program as specifically and comprehensively as
possible. With a good and detailed analysis of the program, many subsequent
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activities could be found to be within the scope of the project described in the
program EIR, and no further environmental documents would be required.
Section 15168(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that a program EIR may be used with
Subsequent EIRS and Negative Declarations:
A program EIR can be used to simplify the task of preparing environmental
documents on later parts of the program. The program EIR can:
1. Provide the basis in an initial study for determining whether the later activity
may have any significant effects.
2. Be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary
effects, cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply
to the program as a whole.
3. Focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely on new
effects which had not been considered before.
Section 15152 of the CEQA Guidelines allows an EIR to tier from the environmental analysis
of an earlier EIR. Section 15152(a) of the CEQA Guidelines explains the concept of tiering:
’Tiering’ refers to using the analysis of general matters contained in a broader EIR
(such as one prepared for a general plan or policy statement) with later EIRs and
negative declarations on narrower projects; incorporating by reference the general
discussions from the broader EIR; and concentrating the later EIR or negative
declaration solely on the issues specific to the later project.
Section 15152(d) of the CEQA Guidelines states that the lead agency for a later project
pursuant to or consistent with the program should limit the subsequent EIR as follows:
Where an EIR has been prepared and certified for a program, plan, policy, or
ordinance consistent with the requirements of this section, any lead agency for a later
project pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan, policy, or ordinance should
limit the EIR or negative declaration on the later project to effects which:
1. Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR;
or
2. Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific
revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means.
This EIR was prepared to disclose further details and changes to the Proposed Project, as well
as the potentially significant effects of the proposed project on the environment which were
not examined in the prior Program EIR. This EIR is tiered from the WSER Program EIR and
incorporates the Program EIR by reference, and all applicable mitigation measures from the
Program EIR (as described in Chapter 3, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis) are
incorporated into this EIR. The City will use the analyses presented in the Program EIR, this
DEIR, public comments on the DEIR, and the whole of the administrative record, to evaluate
the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts and to further modify, approve, or deny
approval of the Proposed Project.
Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

1-3

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 1. Introduction

1.2 CEQA Process
1.2.1 Notice of Preparation
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Proposed Project was prepared pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15082 and circulated to the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
State Clearinghouse on July 28, 2015. The scoping period continued for 30 days and
concluded on August 28, 2015. The NOP presented general background information on the
Proposed Project, the scoping process, and the environmental issues to be addressed in the
EIR. Approximately 120 copies of the NOP were mailed to a broad range of stakeholders,
including state, federal, and local regulatory agencies, jurisdictions, and nonprofit
organizations. The NOP is included in this DEIR in Appendix A, Scoping Summary.

1.2.2 Scoping Comments and Meetings
The City accepted written comments during the 30-day scoping period, July 28 to August 28,
2015. During the scoping period, 11 comment letters were received. These comments were
considered in the environmental impact evaluation. Copies of comment letters received
during the scoping period are included in Appendix A, Scoping Summary.

1.2.3 Draft EIR
The City has prepared this DEIR, as informed by public and agency input received during the
scoping period, to disclose potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the
Proposed Project. Where any such impacts are significant, feasible mitigation measures and
potentially feasible alternatives that would substantially lessen or avoid such effects are
identified and discussed. The public review period provides the public an opportunity to
provide input to the lead agency on the DEIR.

1.2.4 Public Review and Meetings
The DEIR is currently undergoing public review for a 45-day period. The dates of this period
are specified in the Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIR. The City will hold a public
meeting during the review period; the date, time, and location are also provided in the NOA.

1.2.5 Final EIR
Written and oral comments received in response to the DEIR will be addressed in a Response
to Comments document which, together with the DEIR and any related changes to the
substantive discussion in the DEIR, will constitute the Final EIR. The Final EIR, in turn, will
inform the City’s exercise of its discretion as a lead agency under CEQA in deciding whether
or how to approve the Proposed Project.
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1.3 Organization of this DEIR
This DEIR contains the following components:
Executive Summary. A summary of the Proposed Project, a description of the issues of
concern, Project alternatives, and a summary of environmental impacts and mitigation
measures are provided in this chapter.
Chapter 1, Introduction. This chapter describes the purpose and organization of the EIR
and its preparation, review, and certification process.
Chapter 2, Project Description. This chapter summarizes the Proposed Project, including
a description of the Project purpose and objectives, a brief description of the Project area,
and proposed actions that would be taken under the Proposed Project.
Chapter 3, Introduction to the Environmental Analysis. This chapter is an introduction to
the impact analysis conducted in this DEIR. This chapter also identifies resource topic
areas determined not to be affected by the Proposed Project, or resource topics for which
the Proposed Project is consistent with the Program EIR, and which therefore have been
dismissed from further analysis in this DEIR. All applicable mitigation measures from the
Program EIR are identified in this chapter.
Chapters 4-11 describe the environmental resources and potential environmental
impacts of the Proposed Project. Each chapter describes the existing setting and
background information for the resource topic area under consideration to aid the reader
in understanding the conditions that could be affected by the Proposed Project. In
addition, each chapter includes a discussion of the criteria used in determining the
significance levels of the Proposed Project’s environmental impacts. Each chapter also
provides mitigation measures to reduce, where possible, the adverse effects of potentially
significant impacts.
Chapter 12, Alternatives Analysis. This chapter describes the process by which
alternatives to the Proposed Project were developed and screened, evaluates their likely
environmental impacts, and identifies the environmentally superior alternative.
Chapter 13, Report Preparation, lists the individuals involved in preparing this DEIR.
Chapter 14, References, provides a bibliography of printed references, websites, and
personal communications used in preparing this DEIR.
Appendix A, Scoping Summary. This appendix contains the NOP issued by the City,
materials from the scoping process, a summary of comments received during the scoping
period, and copies of all comments submitted.
Appendix B, Environmental Checklist. This appendix contains the City’s Initial Study CEQA
checklist document prepared for the Proposed Project.
Appendix C contains supporting documentation for the air quality and greenhouse gas
emissions impacts evaluation.
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Appendix D contains supporting documentation for the biological resource impacts
evaluation.
Appendix E contains supporting documentation for the cultural resource impacts
evaluation.
Appendix F contains supporting documentation for the groundwater impacts evaluation.
Appendix G contains supporting documentation for the noise and vibrations impacts
evaluations.
Appendix H contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program.

1.4 Impact Terminology and Use of Language in CEQA
This DEIR uses the following terminology to describe environmental effects of the Proposed
Project:


A finding of no impact is made when the analysis concludes that the Proposed project
would not affect the particular environmental resource or issue.



An impact is considered less than significant if the analysis concludes that there would
be no substantial adverse change in the environment and that no mitigation is
needed.



An impact is considered significant or potentially significant if the analysis concludes
that there could be a substantial adverse effect on the environment.



An impact is considered less than significant with mitigation if the analysis concludes
that there would be no substantial adverse change in the environment with the
inclusion of the mitigation measures described.



An impact is considered significant and unavoidable if the analysis concludes that
there could be a substantial adverse effect on the environment and no feasible
mitigation measures are available to reduce the impact to a less than significant level.



Mitigation refers to specific measures or activities adopted to avoid, minimize, rectify,
reduce, eliminate, or compensate for an impact.



A cumulative impact can result when a change in the environment results from the
incremental impact of a project when added to other related past, present, or
reasonably foreseeable future projects. Significant cumulative impacts may result
from individually minor but collectively significant projects. The cumulative impacts
analysis in this DEIR focuses on whether the Proposed Project’s incremental
contribution to other significant cumulative impacts caused by past, present, or
probable future projects is cumulatively considerable (i.e., significant).



Because the term “significant” has a specific usage in evaluating impacts under CEQA,
it is used only to describe the significance of impacts and is not used in other contexts
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within this document. Synonyms such as “substantial” have been used when not
discussing the significance of an environmental impact.

1.5 Submittal of Comments
The City is circulating this DEIR for public review and comment for the period specified in the
NOA. As discussed above, the City will host a public meeting during this period. The purpose
of public circulation is to provide agencies and interested individuals with opportunities to
comment on or express concerns regarding the contents of this DEIR. The date, time, and
location for the meeting is provided in the NOA.
Written comments concerning this DEIR can be submitted at the public meeting described
above or at any time during the DEIR public review period. All comments must be received
by 5:00 p.m. on the final date of public review as identified in the NOA, and directed to the
name and address listed below:
Tamorah Bryant, Senior Civil Engineer
City of Modesto Utilities Department
P.O. Box 642 (1010 Tenth Street)
Modesto, CA 95353
tbryant@modestogov.com
Submittal of written comments via e-mail (Microsoft Word or Adobe PDF format) is
preferred. Written comments received in response to this DEIR during the public review
period will be addressed in a Response to Comments section of the Final EIR.
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Project Description

2.1 Overview
This chapter describes the Proposed Project and discusses its purpose and objectives,
location, proposed actions, and necessary permits and approvals.

2.2 Proposed Project Purpose and Objectives
The City of Modesto provides water service to the community of Del Rio. The Del Rio water
system currently requires a new storage tank (and associated pump station), well,
replacement well, backup generators, and pipelines to correct existing supply deficiencies.
The existing Del Rio water system does not meet certain design pressure and storage volume
requirements identified in the 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report for water supply and
fire-flow demand. The existing Del Rio water system also is not sufficient to supply
anticipated future growth in the Del Rio area. The City intends to decommission one of its Del
Rio water system wells (Well 271) when the new replacement well is brought online. The
future Del Rio service area will include additional acreage to the north, east, and southwest.
According to the Del Rio Community Plan, “future planned development land use” is proposed
for the northwestern and eastern portions of the service area, while development in the
southwestern area will be residential (Stanislaus County 1992). Full buildout of the service
area will require additional pipelines and pumping capacity, as identified for the Proposed
Project, to provide adequate water service to meet the anticipated demand.
The objectives of the Proposed Project are as follows:


Correct existing deficiencies in the Del Rio water system to meet design pressure and
volume storage requirements identified in the 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report;



Ensure sufficient system pressure to provide firefighting flow capacity;



Improve water system operational flexibility and reliability; and



Allow for additional water supply and storage volume to accommodate anticipated
future growth in the Del Rio area.

2.3 Proposed Project Location and Setting
The Proposed Project is located in the census-designated place of Del Rio in Stanislaus
County. Del Rio is located approximately 2 miles north of the City’s sphere-of-influence
boundary. The Proposed Project would involve activities at two separate sites within Del Rio:
(1) Site A, southeast of the intersection of Ladd Road and St. John Road on APNs 004-077-018
and 004-077-019, and (2) Site B, at the northwest corner of McHenry Avenue and Stewart
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Road on the southeastern-most portion of APN 004-102-003. Figure 2-1 shows the locations
of the Proposed Project sites.
Site A consists of two parcels owned by the City of Modesto, totaling approximately 4.0 acres.
The site is bounded by a Modesto Irrigation District canal on the south, agricultural and
residential sites on the east, and Union Pacific railroad tracks on the west. The northern
portion of the site fronts Ladd Road. The site is currently occupied by a single-family
residence, garage, and out-buildings. The remainder of the site consists of mostly open land
with a few trees, weeds, and grass. The residence has a water well and septic system. All
structures on the site, as well as the well and septic system, are to be abandoned and removed.
Four existing trees would be retained on site. Figure 2-2 shows the proposed facilities at
Site A.
Site B encompasses 0.4 acre on APN 004-102-003, currently owned by a private landowner
(Arnold W. Setliff et al. Trust). The City is in the process of acquiring approximately 0.52 acre
of the much larger 82.4-acre parcel, and would dedicate 0.12 acre to Stanislaus County as
right-of-way for McHenry Avenue. The surrounding land uses adjacent to this parcel include
single-family residences and outbuildings to the west and south, agricultural parcels to the
north and east, and a fruit stand to the southeast. The site is currently vacant and
undeveloped except for a few power and communication poles, a large oak tree, and a few
shrubs. The oak tree would be retained on site. Figure 2-3 shows the proposed facilities at
Site B.
Water transmission pipelines would be installed at Site A and Site B to connect the wells to
the City’s existing distribution system. An approximately 2,500-linear-foot, 16-inch-diameter
transmission main would be constructed at Site A from the well at Ladd Road, north under
St. John Road to the intersection of St. John Road and Country Club Drive. At Site B, a 12-inchdiameter transmission main would be constructed from the well at McHenry Road south for
190 feet under McHenry Road, then west for 760 feet along Stewart Road, terminating at the
intersection of Stewart Road and Grove Pointe Way. These transmission pipelines would be
installed under the road, within the road right-of-way. The transmission pipeline alignments
are shown in Figures 2-1, 2-2, and 2-3.
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2.4 Proposed Project Characteristics
The Proposed Project involves the construction and operation of water wells, a storage tank,
and associated distribution facilities. This section provides a discussion of the Proposed
Project facilities at each site (Section 2.4.1), construction methods (Section 2.4.2), and facility
operations (Section 2.4.3). Figures 2-2 and 2-3 show the conceptual locations of proposed
structures on the two sites. The Proposed Project would develop a total of approximately 4.4
acres (approximately 190,000 square feet).

2.4.1 Proposed Project Facilities
Site A – Ladd Road Tank and Well
The 2010 Program EIR included evaluation of a proposed tank and pump station on a large
parcel of land north of McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road. As the project developed, no land
was available for sale in that area. The City then considered alternate locations, one of which
was 6520 Carver Road, but was unable to complete the purchase of land in those alternate
locations. On March 13, 2012, by Resolution 2012-101, City Council approved the purchase
of two parcels at 718 Ladd Road.
Site A, located at 718 Ladd Road, would encompass approximately 4 acres. The project
facilities at Site A would consist of an above-ground water storage tank, production water
well and pump, monitoring well, standby generator, and booster pump station. Site
improvements would include a small parking and access area, fencing (1-inch chain-link
fencing), a retention basin, and low-maintenance landscaping. In addition, a 2,500foot-long,
16-inch-diameter transmission main would be installed to connect the proposed well to the
City’s existing water distribution system. Figure 2-2 provides a site plan of the Site A facilities.

Water Storage Tank: As proposed, the water tank would store approximately 250,000
gallons (0.25 million gallons) of water. The purpose of the tank is to store sufficient water to
meet peak hour and fire flow demands. The tank would stand a maximum of 20 feet above
grade and would be approximately 55 feet in diameter. The footprint area of the tank would
be approximately 173 square feet. The welded steel water tank would have a non-reflective,
painted, earth-tone exterior and a sloped roof. The tank would be constructed on a circular
concrete pad. The tank would be constructed in accordance with the current California
Building Code and American Water Works Association (AWWA) standards.

Pump Station Building: The pump station building would house the production well,
booster pumps, disinfection equipment, ancillary valves and flow meters, and electrical
equipment. The building would include three separate rooms: a pump station room, an
electrical room, and a calcium hypochlorite room. The building would be constructed of
masonry blocks and would be approximately 40 feet wide by 50.5 feet long and 21 feet tall.
The pump station building would have stucco finish and an earth-tone exterior.
The building would have various sound attenuation features, including wall panels, fans, and
louvers to reduce noise related to the operation of equipment removing heat generated
within the pump and electrical rooms. Metal wall panels would achieve a noise reduction
coefficient of approximately 0.90. The pump station building would be ventilated by one sidewall-mounted exhaust fan with a capacity of 4,500 cubic feet per minute. Exhaust fans would
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have the lowest possible exhaust fan noise measurement unit (called a sone). Ducting in the
building would also be designed to minimize noise. Sound caused by an operating louver is
proportional to the air velocity through the louver; the intake and exhaust pump station
louvers would be sized to minimize air flow noise.

Production Well: The production groundwater well would be drilled to a minimum depth
of 300 feet and a maximum depth of 600 feet deep, and would have a maximum yield of 1,000
gallons per minute (gpm). The well is expected to operate during off-peak demand periods to
fill the proposed adjacent storage tank and during maximum demand conditions (typically a
1- to 2-hour diurnal pattern). While the theoretical annual maximum yield of the new well
would be 525.6 million gallons (based on operations of 1,000 gpm, 24 hours per day, 365
days per year), this theoretical maximum exceeds the annual production for the entire Del
Rio service area of approximately 207 million gallons for the previous 5 years. The well pump
would be sized to meet peak demand conditions; however, pumping is expected to occur for
an annual average of 8 hours per day (not 24 hours per day), with an anticipated maximum
annual yield of about 175 million gallons, which is substantially less than the theoretical
annual maximum yield of the new well. The well would be housed inside the pump station
building.

Monitoring Well: A monitoring well would be installed on site to monitor groundwater
levels in relation to operation of the production well and to calibrate the City’s groundwater
flow model. The monitoring well would be installed within a 50-foot radius of the production
well and would be drilled to a similar depth (i.e., 600 feet deep). The monitoring well would
include three separate “nested” wells installed to different depths within the same borehole.
Each nested well would be equipped with a pressure transducer to monitor the groundwater
level. The three nested wells would be installed to measure groundwater levels in the shallow
(100-265 feet deep), intermediate (265-360 feet deep), and deep (360-600 feet deep) zones
of the aquifer. The monitoring well would not produce any water and would only be used to
collect data on groundwater levels.

Booster Pumps: The Proposed Project includes up to four 60-horsepower (hp) electric
booster pumps. Two booster pumps would be on duty, one would be on standby, and the
fourth would be available to serve future buildout demand. The pump capacity for each of
these booster pumps would be 850 gpm, with firm capacity of 1,700 gpm. The booster pumps
would be housed inside the pump station building.
During normal operation, the well pump would fill the storage tank at a maximum rate of
1,000 gpm, controlled by a variable-frequency drive and sensors in the tank. The booster
pumps would be separate from the well pump and would be designed to provide a maximum
flow from the storage tank to the distribution system of 1,700 gpm. The booster pumps would
deliver supply to the distribution system to meet peak-hour and fire-flow demands. The
booster pumps would be designed and operated to discharge water from the tank at a much
faster rate than the well can fill the tank to meet peak and fire-flow demands, as needed. When
the booster pumps are running at maximum flow, water from the production well may
simultaneously fill the storage tank. The tank, when full, would drain in less than 6 hours (357
minutes) under maximum flow conditions.
An additional booster pump would be installed in the pump station at full buildout. This
fourth booster pump would deliver an additional 700 gpm of flow from the storage tank to
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the transmission pipelines. The additional booster pump would increase the total delivery of
stored water from the tank to the distribution lines to 2,400 gpm in order to meet the
estimated peak-hour rate and fire-flow demands for Del Rio’s buildout condition. This fourth
pump would not result in increased groundwater extraction, only increased flow from the
storage tank to the transmission pipelines. The impact analysis presented in this EIR includes
evaluation of all four booster pumps operating under the full buildout condition.

Transmission Main: A 16-inch-diameter transmission main would be constructed from the
pump station building on Ladd Road, north along St. John Road, and terminating at the
intersection of St. John Road and Country Club Drive. The transmission main would extend
for approximately 2,500 linear feet and would be installed in accordance with Stanislaus
County Department of Public Works trenching requirements, which would include a 36-inchwide trench and a 60-inch-wide trench patch. A portion of the transmission main
(approximately 65 feet) would be installed by jack and bore underneath an existing rail
crossing on Ladd Road, just east of St. John Road.

Stormwater Retention Basin: Site runoff would be captured in an on-site retention basin
that would be designed to contain the 50-year storm event and the full capacity of the storage
tank, in the event of a tank rupture. The retention basin would be located on the southern
portion of the parcel and would encompass approximately 1.3 acres with a 1.4-acre-foot
holding capacity. The basin would be designed to hold water for a maximum of 48 hours
based on the assumed percolation rate of 0.6 gallon/square foot per hour.
Surface runoff north to Ladd Road would be limited to the entrance driveway. Rock-lined
drainage swales with shallow rock wells at one end would be installed within the Ladd Road
right-of-way to collect runoff from the northern portion of Site A. A drainage swale with
periodic inlets would be installed down the center of the site to convey surface runoff to the
retention basin. The site would be graded to slope toward the swale and retention basin. The
stormwater collection system would also convey tank overflow, drain water, and well
wastewater to the retention basin. Slopes would be stabilized with hydroseeding or planted
with drought-tolerant plants.

Site Security and Access: The entire site (i.e., within the parcel boundary) would be
enclosed within an 8-foot-tall concrete masonry wall or wrought-iron fence topped with noclimb points and three strands of barbed wire along the Ladd Road frontage. Ladd Road
frontage would include 9-foot-tall vehicular and pedestrian access gates. The rest of the site
would be enclosed by 8-foot-tall, 1-inch chain-link fence with security wire. The wroughtiron fencing would be placed approximately 65 feet from the right-of-way line.
A new 25-foot-wide driveway on Ladd Road would provide site access. The driveway would
have a 20-foot-wide, motorized sliding gate with an electronic key card reader or keypad for
access. A 3-foot-wide metal pedestrian gate would be provided alongside the sliding
vehicular gate.
Vehicular access (driveway) and parking areas within the site would be paved with Portland
cement concrete or asphaltic concrete. Other portions of the site would be covered with lowmaintenance landscaping or gravel.
Security lighting would be installed throughout the site. Exterior lighting would be elevated
on poles using light-emitting diodes (LEDs) and would be directed toward the interior of the
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site rather than off site, to the extent feasible, to reduce light or glare. Lights on the poles
would be equipped with motion sensors and would turn on only if motion were detected in
the vicinity of the building and tank. Security cameras and building alarms would also be
installed on site.

Landscaping: Landscaping at Site A would include vegetation to screen the fence, tank, and
other facilities from views from adjacent properties and from Ladd Road. The plant selections
would be arranged in a tiered format with low, ground-hugging shrubs in the foreground,
smaller shrubs in the middle tier, and taller screening trees for the backdrop. Plant selections
would be chosen based on their proven drought tolerance, survivability, hardiness, and ease
of maintenance. The trees would be a mixture of screening conifers, evergreen broadleaf, and
smaller flowering deciduous broadleaf. Approximately 70 trees would be planted within an
approximately 0.24-acre irrigated area. A vegetated, undulating soil berm on the east side of
the site would contribute to a natural aesthetic appeal. An automatic irrigation system for the
landscaping would be designed and would adhere to applicable water conserving ordinances.
A rain/freeze/thaw shut-off switch for the irrigation system would be installed. The slopes
surrounding the stormwater retention basin would also be hydroseeded or planted with
drought-tolerant plants to prevent erosion.

Electricity: Site A has immediate access to nearby electrical lines served by the local utility
provider, Modesto Irrigation District. The total new electrical connected load for the
proposed facilities would be approximately 502 kilovolt-amperes (kVA) when all equipment
is running (or approximately 755 amperes at 480 volts, 3 phase). However, the average
electrical demand load would vary with the number of pumps running and related output
with a maximum anticipated connected load of approximately 566 kVA. The project site
would include an underground electrical utility extension to connect to the existing Modesto
Irrigation District infrastructure.

Standby Generator: A standby diesel generator and an above-ground diesel storage tank
would be installed on a 10-foot by 20-foot concrete pad within the site. The standby generator
would be used as an alternate power source for the Proposed Project facilities as necessary.
The estimated capacity of the generator would be approximately 450 kilowatts (kW). The
generator would be equipped with critical grade mufflers for the exhaust system and level 2
sound housing to achieve an approximate sound level attenuation to 75 decibels within 30
feet of the unit.
The generator would include a belly tank (an above-ground diesel fuel tank built into the
frame of the generator support as part of a packaged unit) that would hold approximately 24
hours of generator fuel supply, which equates to approximately 775 gallons. The diesel
storage tank would be housed in accordance with City of Modesto Fire Prevention
Department requirements and would comply with Stanislaus County standards, including
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures (SPCC), the Uniform Fire Code (UFC), and
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) requirements, including secondary
containment requirements.

Site B – McHenry Avenue Well
Site B, located on McHenry Avenue, would encompass approximately 0.4 acre. The facilities
at this site would consist of a production well and pump, standby generator, disinfection

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

2-12

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 2. Project Description

facilities, monitoring well, transmission pipelines connecting to the City’s existing
distribution system down McHenry Avenue, and space for a future treatment unit and
treatment filters. These facilities would be fully enclosed by a 12-foot-tall concrete block wall
with a 24-foot-wide vehicular access gate. The site would be accessed from a new driveway
off McHenry Avenue; no site access would be provided from Stewart Road. Site improvements
would include a concrete pad and paved driveway, well and associated piping, controls,
treatment facilities, generator, and appurtenances. Runoff from new impervious surfaces at
Site B would be retained on site. Figure 2-3 provides a site plan of the Site B facilities.

Well and Pump: The Site B groundwater well would replace the City’s existing Well 271
located on the west side of the Del Rio service area. This well is past its operational life and
would be decommissioned upon completion of the Site B well. The new Site B well would be
drilled to a minimum depth of 300 feet and a maximum depth of 600 feet, with a maximum
yield of 1,000 gpm. Similar to the Site A production well, the Site B well would have a
theoretical annual maximum yield of 525.6 million gallons (based on operations of 1,000
gpm, 24 hours per day, 365 days per year); however, the well would not be operated to its
full capacity. The well pump would be sized to meet peak demand conditions, with pumping
expected to vary throughout the year depending upon system pressure needs. While
pumping may vary from as much as 20 hours per day during the summer to as little as 2 hours
per day in the winter, pumping is expected to occur for an annual average of 10.8 hours per
day, with an anticipated maximum annual yield of approximately 237 million gallons, which
is substantially less than the theoretical annual maximum yield of the new well. The well
pump would be approximately 200 hp or less and powered by electricity. The pump would
require a 300-kW backup generator with a sound-attenuating enclosure. No booster pumps
are expected to be needed at Site B. A geotechnical investigation of the site would be
completed during the design process.

Monitoring Well: Similar to Site A, a monitoring well would be installed at Site B to
measure changes in groundwater levels that could occur from operation of the production
well. The monitoring well would be installed within a 50-foot radius of the production well
and would be drilled to a similar depth (i.e., 600 feet deep). The monitoring well would
include three separate “nested” wells installed to different depths within the same borehole.
Each nested well would be equipped with a pressure transducer to monitor the groundwater
level. The three nested wells would be installed to measure groundwater levels in the shallow
(100-265 feet deep), intermediate (265-360 feet deep), and deep (360-600 feet deep) zones
of the aquifer. The monitoring well would not produce any water and would only be used to
monitor groundwater levels.

Stormwater Retention Basin: Site runoff would be captured in a 50-foot by 40-foot
temporary retention basin that would be designed to contain the 100-year, 24-hour storm
event. The retention basin would be located north of the proposed well site on an adjacent
parcel that is currently in private ownership. The basin would encompass approximately 0.15
acre with an 0.08-acre-foot holding capacity. It would be designed to hold water for a
maximum of 48 hours, based on the assumed percolation rate of 0.3 gallon/square foot per
hour.
Surface runoff east to McHenry Avenue would be limited to the area within the right-of-way.
Grading within the right-of-way would include drainage to an existing storm drain inlet. The
site would be graded to slope toward the north and the retention basin. The stormwater
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collection system would also convey well wastewater to the retention basin. Slopes would be
stabilized with hydroseeding or planted with drought-tolerant plants.

Transmission Pipeline: A 12-inch-diameter transmission pipeline would be constructed
from the well along McHenry Road to connect with existing City distribution pipelines along
Stewart Road. The transmission pipeline would run from the well site south for
approximately 190 feet under McHenry Road, then west for approximately 760 feet along
Stewart Road, terminating at the intersection of Stewart Road and Grove Pointe Way. The
pipeline would be installed beneath the road, within the road right-of-way, and in accordance
with Stanislaus County Department of Public Works trenching requirements, which would
include a 32-inch-wide trench and a 56-inch-wide trench patch.

Standby Generator: A standby diesel generator with a belly tank (an above-ground diesel
fuel tank built into the frame of the generator support as part of a packaged unit) would be
installed on a 10-foot by 20-foot concrete pad within Site B. The standby generator would be
used as an alternate power source for the Proposed Project facilities as necessary. The
estimated capacity of the generator would be approximately 450kW. The generator would be
equipped with critical grade mufflers for the exhaust system and level 2 sound housing to
achieve an approximate sound level attenuation to 75 dB within 30 feet of the unit. The belly
tank would hold approximately 24 hours of generator fuel supply, which equates to
approximately 775 gallons. The diesel storage tank would be housed in accordance with City
of Modesto Fire Prevention Department requirements. Similar to Site A, the generator would
include a fuel tank with secondary containment.

Site Security: Security lighting would be installed throughout the site. Exterior lighting
would be on poles using LEDs and directed toward the interior of the site, to the extent
feasible, to reduce light or glare. Lights on the poles would be equipped with motion sensors
and would turn on only if motion were detected in the vicinity of the building and tank.
Security cameras and alarms would also be installed on site.
Existing trees, electrical, and communication poles at Site B would remain on site and
undisturbed.

2.4.2 Construction
Construction Methods
Construction activities for the Proposed Project would include the construction phases and
approximate durations shown in Table 2-1. Additional descriptions of these phases and
pieces of equipment are provided below and in Appendix C, Air Quality and Global Climate
Change Impacts Evaluation Supporting Documentation. In addition, Table 2-1 indicates the
anticipated number of potential worker trips and construction-related trips for the various
construction phases. Pipeline construction activities (for both trenching and jack/bore)
might overlap with building construction activities. All other phases are assumed not to
overlap.
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Table 2-1. Construction Activity Summary
Approximate
Duration
(days)

Worker Trips

Vendor Trips

Hauling Trips

Total Trips by
Construction
Phase

Demolition

20

15

0

16

31

Site Preparation

5

18

0

11

29

Grading

8

15

0

33

48

Well Construction
(Drilling)

20

13

1

0

14

Pipeline
Construction
(Jack/Bore)*

20

15

1

2

18

Pipeline
Construction
(Trenching)*

20

30

0

4

34

Building
Construction

230

25

2

0

27

Paving

18

20

0

0

20

Architectural
Coating

18

5

0

0

5

Construction Phase

*Trenching and jack/bore construction phases might overlap to some degree.

The Proposed Project would be constructed in accordance with standard protocols of the
Clean Water Act Section 402 General Construction Permit (State Water Resource Control
Board Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ).

Site Preparation and Earthwork: Site preparation activities would include clearing and
grubbing; demolition of existing buildings and associated features at Site A; excavation,
import, and placement of fill; and compaction. Clearing and grubbing would be conducted
using standard excavators, bulldozers, and hand labor.
Demolition activities would be performed at Site A to abandon and remove the existing house,
garage, shed, out-buildings, well, and septic system. Abatement of asbestos-containing
materials and lead-based materials, if needed, during demolition of existing buildings would
be supervised by a contractor certified by the California Occupational Safety and Health
Administration and would be conducted in a manner compliant with federal, state, and local
regulations. Removal or abandonment of the septic system would be conducted in accordance
with local and state regulations to prevent any potential release of or worker exposure to
waste material or contaminated soils. The estimated demolition area would be approximately
3,460 square feet. All demolished material and debris, including any hazardous waste, would
be disposed of off site at an appropriate location selected by the construction contractor. For
the purposes of this analysis, the disposal site is assumed to be located within 20 miles
(maximum 1 hour of travel time) from Site A.
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To the extent feasible, excavated soil would be reused on site. If required, fill would be
delivered to the project sites by conventional haul trucks with a capacity of up to 20 cubic
yards per load. Fill material would be placed with an excavator and compacted with a
compactor/roller. Site preparation activities at Sites A and B are divided into three phases in
Table 2-1 (demolition, site preparation, and grading) for the purpose of estimating worker
trips and construction-related trips.

Pipelines: New pipelines would be installed beneath existing streets and within the project
sites. The general process for pipeline installation involves digging a trench, installing the
pipe, and backfilling the trench (“cut and cover”). In existing streets, the cut-and-cover
method involves removing the asphalt, roadway base, and underlying soil; all materials are
replaced at the completion of the process. The depth and width of the trenches would vary
depending on the size of the pipe and in consideration of other existing utility lines; however,
it is anticipated that the minimum depth for the transmission main would be 42 inches.
Construction crews may close one lane of traffic temporarily during pipeline installation. In
general, the maximum length of an open trench would be the distance necessary to
accommodate the amount of pipe that can be laid in one day, typically 200-400 feet. The
approximate width of the construction area for installation of the pipeline would be 20 feet
and would be within the road right-of-way boundaries.
In addition to the cut-and-cover method, approximately 65 feet of the Site A transmission
main would be installed by the jack-and-bore method. The jack–and-bore method involves
directional drilling to reduce disturbance to the ground surface and disruption to other
facilities or surface features. The jack-and-bore method involves use of cutting heads or
hydraulic jacks to install pipe from a launch (bore) pit to a receiving pit. Slurry, typically
bentonite (inert clay) and water, is used as a lubricant for tunneling and pipe installation.

Buildings and Structures: Construction of buildings and structures would generally
include the following activities:






concrete delivery, forming, and placement and rebar placement;
structural steel work (assembly and welding);
installation of electrical/instrumentation equipment;
masonry concrete wall construction; and
installation of mechanical equipment and accessories.

Following construction of the buildings, architectural coating of the building/structures, and
final site restoration (shown as paving in Table 2-1) would be performed. The final step in
the construction process is to restore the ground surface, which generally involves paving,
installing landscaping, or installing erosion controls, as necessary.

Staging Areas: Staging areas would be needed to store pipe, construction equipment, and
other construction-related materials. Staging areas would likely be established at Sites A and
B or along the pipeline routes where space is available within the road right-of-way or in
vacant lots. Staging areas would avoid areas of sensitive biological habitat. The City would
reserve the authority to approve the locations of the staging areas as part of the contracts for
construction of the facilities.
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Construction Equipment
In general, the main pieces of equipment that may be used during construction activities are:













well drilling equipment
rollers
pavers
bulldozer
backhoe
welders
track-mounted excavator
front-end loader
crane
compactor
end dump truck
forklift













ten-wheel dump truck
compressors/jack hammers
paving equipment
water truck
flat-bed delivery truck
boom truck
concrete truck
cement and mortar mixers
grader
mowing equipment (e.g., weed eaters,
commercial lawnmowers)
generator sets

Specific construction equipment assumptions are provided in Appendix C, Air Quality and
Global Climate Change Impacts Evaluation Supporting Documentation.

Construction Schedule
Construction of the Proposed Project is anticipated to last for up to approximately 15 months,
beginning in 2016 and completing in 2017. Within this timeframe, the majority of
construction work that involves use of operating equipment would occur within a 10-month
period. Construction activities would generally occur Monday through Friday between 7:00
a.m. and 5:00 p.m., excluding City-observed holidays.

2.4.3 Project Operations
Operation of the Proposed Project would primarily involve the operation, inspection, and
maintenance of the facilities. The pump stations, storage tank, and wells would be controlled
remotely through a Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. The facilities
would be inspected at least once a week to verify instrument readings, check on the condition
of the sites, and maintain equipment.
The City would inspect the water system on an annual basis to determine whether
maintenance was needed. Maintenance activities for the storage tank would include periodic
cleaning of the tank’s interior (with the use of a vacuum system) to maintain capacity and
function and occasional recoating of the tank, as needed. Maintenance activities for the wells
would include various mechanical tests and meter calibration (with equipment specific to
those activities) and general maintenance of treatment systems (e.g., treatment system
flushing or regeneration). The City would inspect the wells and pump stations on a regular
basis (numerous times during the wet months and less frequently during the remainder of
the year) to ensure optimal performance. Maintenance of the pump stations and pipelines
would be performed on an as-needed basis.
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2.5 Permits and Approvals
The permits and regulatory compliance requirements for the Proposed Project are described
by permitting agency in Table 2-2.
Table 2-2. Applicable Permit and Regulatory Requirements
Permit/Authorization
Type

Regulatory Agency

Law/Regulation

Purpose

Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control
Board

Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 402

National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES)
program regulates
discharges of pollutants

NPDES General Permit
Construction Permit
Notification

California Health and
Safety Code (Chapter 7)

Approval of County
well permit

Permit Approval

Stanislaus County
Department of
Environmental
Resources

County Municipal Code
(Title 9 Health and
Safety, Section 9.36)

Well construction
approval

Well Construction
Permit

Stanislaus County

County policies and
requirements

Compliance with
County right-of-way
policies

Encroachment Permit

Stanislaus County
Planning Commission

Stanislaus County
Zoning Ordinance
(Chapters 21.20.030
and 21.96.050)

Approval of proposed
facilities at Site B

Use Permit

Stanislaus County
Zoning Ordinance
(Chapter 21.40.040)

Approval of proposed
facilities at Site B

Development Plan
Approval

California Department
of Public Health

Safe Drinking Water
Act, California Health
and Safety Code (Title
17, Title 22)

Compliance with public
health water quality
requirements

Use Permit for Well
Water

San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control
District

Rule 2010 permits
required

District permitting for
any constructed or
operated source that
emits or may emit air
pollutants

Authority to Construct,
Permit to Operate

Modesto Irrigation
District

District policies and
requirements

Compliance with utility
district policies

Construction Permit
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Introduction to the Environmental Analysis

3.1 Overview
Chapters 4 through 11 of this DEIR describe the environmental resources and potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project. Each chapter describes the existing setting
and background information for the particular resource topic to help the reader understand
the conditions that could be affected by the Proposed Project. In addition, each chapter
includes a discussion of the criteria used in determining the significance levels of the Proposed
Project’s environmental impacts. Finally, each chapter recommends mitigation measures to
reduce, where possible, the adverse effects of significant impacts, including applicable
mitigation measures from the Program EIR.

3.2 Significance of Environmental Impacts
According to CEQA, an EIR should define the thresholds of significance and explain the
criteria used to determine whether an impact is above or below that threshold. Significance
criteria are identified for each environmental resource topic to determine whether
implementation of the project would result in a significant environmental impact when
evaluated against the baseline conditions as described in the environmental setting. The
significance criteria vary depending on the environmental resource topic. In general, effects
can be either significant (above threshold) or less than significant (below threshold). In some
cases, a significant impact will be identified as significant and unavoidable if no feasible
mitigation measure(s) is/are available to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. If
a project is subsequently adopted despite identified significant impacts that would result
from the project, CEQA requires the lead agency to prepare and adopt a statement of
overriding considerations describing the social, economic, and other reasons for moving
forward with the project despite its significant impact(s).

3.3 Baseline Conditions
Under CEQA, the environmental setting or “baseline” serves as a gauge to assess changes to
existing physical conditions that would occur as a result of a proposed project. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, for purposes of this DEIR, the environmental setting is
the existing physical conditions at the time the NOP was published (July 28, 2015).

3.4 Tiering from the WSER Program DEIR
As described in Section 1.1.1, this DEIR is tiered from the City’s 2010 Water Service
Engineer’s Report (WSER) Program EIR (Program EIR) (City of Modesto 2010), in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168 and 15152. CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d) states:
“A program EIR can be used to simplify the task of preparing environmental documents on
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later parts of the program. The program EIR can: … [f]ocus an EIR on a subsequent project to
permit discussion solely on new effects which had not been considered before.”
CEQA Guidelines Section 15152(d) states:
[A]ny lead agency for a later project pursuant to or consistent with the program, plan,
policy, or ordinance should limit the EIR or negative declaration on the later project
to effects which:
1. Were not examined as significant effects on the environment in the prior EIR;
or
2. Are susceptible to substantial reduction or avoidance by the choice of specific
revisions in the project, by the imposition of conditions, or other means.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(4) states that a program EIR may be used with later
activities. Section 15168(c)(4) states:
Where the subsequent activities involve site specific operations, the agency should
use a written checklist or similar device to document the evaluation of the site and
the activity to determine whether the environmental effects of the operation were
covered in the program EIR.
Accordingly, the City prepared an Environmental Checklist (Appendix B) to identify
environmental issues that fall within the scope of the Program EIR and need not be
reevaluated in this EIR. Eight resource issues were not analyzed further in this EIR because
they either were fully within the scope of the Program EIR or had no potentially significant
impacts. The rationale for eliminating these issues from further analysis is provided in
Section 3.5. As a result, this EIR analyzes environmental issues that were found to have the
potential for significant impacts on the environment and were not fully considered in the
Program EIR.

3.5 Sections Eliminated from Further Analysis
Eight CEQA checklist resource topics have been eliminated from further analysis based on
the nature and scope of the Proposed Project activities, either because of the absence of any
potentially significant environmental impacts or because the Proposed Project would be
consistent with previous evaluations under the Program EIR. Where appropriate, the
Environmental Checklist identifies applicable mitigation measures from the Program EIR
that would apply to the various environmental topics; these mitigation measures are also
listed in Section 3.6 of this DEIR.
Based on the Environmental Checklist prepared for the Proposed Project (Appendix B) and
supporting environmental analysis, and in accordance with Section 15168 and 15162 of the
CEQA Guidelines, the City has determined, on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of
the whole record, that the Proposed Project is consistent with the project described and
analyzed in the Program EIR. With implementation of the mitigation measures identified in
this DEIR, no new or additional significant impacts related to these environmental resources
would occur, compared to impacts disclosed in the Program EIR.
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The Environmental Checklist is included in Appendix B. A brief summary and description of
the resource topics dismissed from further evaluation is provided below.

3.5.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
There are no Williamson Act contracts on the Proposed Project sites.
According to the California Department of Conservation’s map, “Stanislaus County
Important Farmland 2010,” the Site A property is designated Rural Residential and the Site
B property is designated as Urban and Built-Up (California Department of Conservation
2015). Therefore, no Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance would be converted to nonagricultural use for this project.
Site A is zoned as A-2-40 (General Agriculture District), which permits various uses, including
(but not limited to) agricultural uses, single-family dwellings, mobile homes, buildings and
appurtenances that are incidental or related to farming purposes, garage sales, and
temporary agricultural service airports. According to Section 21.20.030 of the Stanislaus
County Code, the A-2 district allows “Tier Three” uses that are not directly related to
agriculture but may be necessary to serve the A-2 district. Specifically, public buildings and
facilities for public utilities may be permitted on parcels zoned A-2, subject to permit
approval by the Stanislaus County Planning Commission. The proposed facilities would likely
meet the “Tier Three” criteria of a permitted use. As required by County Code, the City would
apply for a use permit from Stanislaus County.
Site B is zoned as P-D (Planned Development) and therefore would not conflict with zoning
for agricultural use. The Site A and Site B pipelines would be installed within road rights-ofway and therefore would not conflict with zoning for agricultural uses.
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in farmland conversion.

3.5.2 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources
As described in Section VI of the Environmental Checklist, the Proposed Project sites are
underlain with soils suitable for the proposed tank and wells. The sites have sandy loam and
loamy sand soils and a relatively low water table; thus, seismic-induced differential
settlement, ground failure, or liquefaction would not be expected. There are no known faults
in the project area. The project area lies within the central portion of Stanislaus County and
is considered to be at “Moderate” risk for earthquake shaking potential. The Proposed Project
would be required to comply with the most recent California Building Code seismic standards
for construction.
Site A is underlain by soils with moderate susceptibility to erosion. Soils at site B have low to
moderate susceptibility to erosion. The Proposed Project would reduce erosion and
sedimentation potential to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of
construction best management practices required as part of the permitting process for the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.
The proposed infrastructure would have no significant impact on the recoverability of any
mineral deposits in the vicinity of the project sites.
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The Proposed Project sites are located in an area that is relatively flat with only minor
changes in topography; landslides and lateral spreading are not likely to occur on either of
the proposed sites. Construction-related ground-disturbing or excavation activities could
alter the soil stability at the construction locations. Excavation and trenching for the
transmission pipelines may create unstable slopes during construction. The City would
implement Mitigation Measure GEO-1 from the Program EIR to reduce these impacts to a
less-than-significant level.
The Proposed Project includes the installation of production wells and extraction of
groundwater resources. Groundwater withdrawal has the potential to result in subsidence
and/or collapse during a seismic event and may be potentially significant. Analysis of
groundwater resources and the Proposed Project’s potential risk of land subsidence or
collapse are addressed in detail in Chapter 9, Groundwater, of the DEIR.

3.5.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
At Sites A and B, most of the equipment to be installed would be electrical, but may contain
small amounts of oils, lubricants, or other hazardous substances. Backup generators on site
would use diesel fuel, which would be transported to the site, stored on site, and disposed of
from time to time. On-site containment is required for the chlorinator and in case of diesel
fuel spills and would be implemented as part of project design.
Phase I Environmental Site Assessments were conducted at Site A and Site B in 2012 (ATC
Associates 2012a, 2012b). Three underground storage tank (UST) sites were reported in the
vicinity of Site A, none of which are reported as having impacts on Site A. Other potential
sources of hazardous materials at Site A include asbestos-containing materials and leadbased paint within the residential buildings. Abatement of asbestos-containing materials and
lead-based materials during any demolition of existing buildings would be supervised by a
contractor certified by the California Occupational Safety and Health Administration and
would be conducted in a manner compliant with federal, state, and local regulations. The
homestead is served by an existing septic tank and leach lines located just south of the main
residence. Removal or abandonment of the treatment system would be conducted in
accordance with local and state regulations to prevent any potential release of or worker
exposure to waste material or contaminated soils.
At Site B, a database query reported one 1,000-gallon gasoline UST and one 500-gallon
gasoline UST at the property for agricultural uses. No files, reports of releases, or violations
were identified at the property or addresses near Site B. There are no records of hazardous
materials sites or hazardous cleanup sites along St. John Road and the proposed pipeline
alignment.
In summary, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments conducted at Sites A and B did not
identify any documented hazardous materials storage areas, hazardous materials cleanup
sites, or leaking USTs that may affect the project sites. Demolition of existing buildings and
wastewater treatment systems would be conducted in accordance with local and state
regulations. However, the Proposed Project could result in direct and indirect impacts from
a release of hazardous materials at a known contaminated site.
There are no public or public-use airports near the project sites. Additionally, there are no
wildlands near the site. Therefore, there is no impact on wildfires.
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Installation of distribution pipelines may require temporary lane closures in the vicinity of
the sites. Implementation of a traffic management plan would be included as part of the City’s
Standard Construction Procedures.
In conclusion, the Proposed Project could result in direct and indirect impacts from a release
of hazardous materials at a known contaminated site. The City would implement Mitigation
Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 from the Program EIR to reduce this impact to a less-thansignificant level.

3.5.4 Hydrology and Water Quality
Several topics in Section IX of the Environmental Checklist were dismissed, as summarized
below; however, the Proposed Project’s potential impacts on groundwater are fully evaluated
in the EIR.
Water quality could be affected by construction of the tank, pipelines, and water wells or by
a possible accident involving fuel spills, but secondary containment and the location of the
site away from the Stanislaus River and other water bodies would reduce the potential for
water quality impacts, as compared to the impacts analyzed in the Program EIR.
The Proposed Project would not alter the course of any stream or river, but would change the
existing drainage patterns at the project sites. Proposed facilities at Site A would result in an
increase of impervious surfaces and could, therefore, increase the amount of runoff or
otherwise change patterns of drainage and infiltration. Site A includes construction of a
stormwater retention basin to capture and infiltrate stormwater runoff from the project site.
The basin would be designed with the appropriate capacity to receive rainfall runoff and
water from the water storage tank, if it were to fail. Runoff from new impervious surfaces
proposed at Site B would be retained on site.
The Proposed Project would involve grading, excavation, trenching, and other constructionrelated activities that leave soils exposed to erosion. During construction, runoff at the sites
would be controlled through implementation of a stormwater pollution prevention plan as
required under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; after construction, the
project sites would be flat, and loss of topsoil and soil erosion would not be substantial. At
Site A, the proposed stormwater retention basin and berm slopes may be susceptible to
erosion; however, the Proposed Project includes planting vegetation on the berms and
stabilizing the slopes of the retention basin with hydroseeding or planted with droughttolerant plants.
The Proposed Project does not involve the construction of housing and the site does not lie
within the 100-year floodplain.
The Proposed Project would occur outside the 100-year floodplain, so risk of flood damage
to the proposed infrastructure is consistent with the degree of risk assumed in the Program
EIR. Furthermore, there would be no change in the risk of flooding from dam failure as
compared to the risk throughout the area. Finally, the Proposed Project would not
substantially alter any existing drainage pattern or change a watercourse such that flood
hazards are increased, and is consistent with the degree of risk analyzed in the Program EIR.
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3.5.5 Population and Housing
At Sites A and B, the proposed wells and tank in the Del Rio area would increase the local
water supply and water pressure, which would, in turn, allow greater development in the Del
Rio plan area, which has not yet been fully built out. The new facilities are proposed to
address existing deficiencies in the water delivery system; the amount of water that would
be produced by these wells is not expected to facilitate growth greater than that anticipated
to occur with the development of the Del Rio planning area. This impact was disclosed in the
Program EIR and no mitigation was proposed to reduce the impact; the impact of this specific
project is consistent with the impact disclosed in the Program EIR. Because population
growth induced by the Proposed Project would occur only within the bounds of planned
growth, the Proposed Project would not contribute to unplanned growth. All growth would
be consistent with that contemplated in the Program EIR, and therefore this issue is
considered less than significant.
No people or housing would be displaced as a result of construction or operation of the
proposed well and tank.

3.5.6 Public Services
The Proposed Project would have no significant impacts on public services. The Program EIR
did not identify an impact and thus did not identify mitigation measures. No new or additional
significant impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project relative to this topic.
Construction of the Proposed Project would employ construction workers at the project sites,
who would likely come from the regional labor force. While some construction workers could
temporarily relocate from other areas, the project would not result in a substantial increase
in the local population. During construction, potential incidents could require the
involvement of local law enforcement, fire protection, or emergency services. However, such
increases in incidents are not anticipated to be of a magnitude that would adversely affect
response times or other performance objectives of these public services. No need for
additional schools or public facilities or physical modifications to schools or other public
facilities would result from the Proposed Project.
Furthermore, during the EIR scoping period, the Stanislaus Union School District submitted
a comment letter stating that the school district had no comments or concerns with the
Proposed Project (Stanislaus Union School District 2015). The Pacific Gas and Electric
Company submitted a comment letter during the scoping period stating that the agency had
no comments or concerns regarding the Proposed Project (Pacific Gas and Electric Company
2015). Therefore, the Proposed Project is anticipated to have a less-than-significant impact
on public services.

3.5.7 Recreation
No significant impacts on recreation were identified in the Program EIR; therefore, it
contained no mitigation measures.
Construction and operation of the proposed wells and tank are not expected to have any
impact on the use or quality of parks. Furthermore, this project would create no demand for
new or expanded parks or other recreational facilities.
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3.5.8 Transportation and Traffic
At Sites A and B, a maximum of 31 daily one-way vehicle trips (worker commute trips, haul
trips, and vendor trips) would occur during trenching, the most traffic-intensive phase of
construction on the individual projects (see Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description). If
trenching and jack/bore activities take place simultaneously, a total of 48 daily, one-way
vehicle trips could result for that 20-day period. During operation of the wells and tank, City
staff would visit the facilities once each week-day (i.e., five round trips each week) for
inspection and maintenance.
At Site A, construction activities would temporarily increase emergency response times due
to lane narrowing or lane closures to allow the installation of approximately 2,500 linear feet
of water transmission pipeline in St. John Road from the site to the intersection with Country
Club Drive. At Site B, construction activities would temporarily increase emergency response
times due to lane narrowing or lane closures to allow the installation of approximately 500
linear feet of water transmission pipeline in McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road to the
intersection with Grove Pointe Drive. However, these impacts were disclosed in the Program
EIR and no greater impacts would be expected to occur as a result of the Proposed Project.
The City’s Standard Construction Procedures would be implemented during construction;
these include preparing a traffic control plan, public notification, and preconstruction
meetings. Adherence to the City’s Standard Construction Procedures would ensure a lessthan-significant impact, consistent with the Program EIR.
At Sites A and B, there would be no continuous demand for parking for maintenance staff.
Any needed parking would be accommodated on site.
Neither Site A nor Site B is located near any airport or airstrip or the infrastructure that would
have an effect on air traffic due to any of its features. This is consistent with the analysis in
the Program EIR. Furthermore, the construction of the tank, wells, and associated
infrastructure would result in no significant changes to the affected roadways or traffic on
them after construction is complete. The project does not conflict with plans or policies for
non-automobile transportation.
The Program EIR did not identify an impact and thus did not identify mitigation measures.
No new or additional significant impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project
relative to this topic.

3.5.9 Utilities and Service Systems
The purpose of the Proposed Project is to extract groundwater supplies. Both Sites A and B
would help diversify water supply and improve reliability, consistent with the Program EIR.
The Proposed Project would not directly affect surface water supplies or surface water rights.
The potential impact of the Proposed Project on groundwater supplies is fully evaluated in
Chapter 9, Groundwater, of this DEIR. Aside from the issue of groundwater supply, other
topics in Section XVII of the Environmental Checklist are less than significant, as described
below.
The proposed new water supply infrastructure at Sites A and B would not directly result in a
substantial increase in the demand for stormwater drainage or wastewater treatment
facilities. Surface runoff is expected to be minimal, as noted in the discussion of hydrology
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and water quality. Impacts from this project are expected to be consistent with those
disclosed in the Program EIR.
Any solid waste resulting from construction and maintenance of the proposed well and tank
would be disposed of at the Fink Road Landfill, if it cannot be recycled, as disclosed in the
Program EIR. The Fink Road Landfill is expected to have adequate capacity to serve the very
limited need expected to result from this project and no significant impact is anticipated.
All relevant federal, state, and local statutes and regulations would be complied with and no
impact is expected to occur.
No new or additional significant impacts have been identified for the Proposed Project
relative to this topic.

3.6 Program EIR Mitigation Measures Applied to the Project
CEQA Guidelines Section15168(c)(3) states that “[a]n agency shall incorporate feasible
mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions
in the program.” In compliance with this requirement, all appropriate mitigation measures
from the Program EIR shall be incorporated into the Proposed Project. Urban Area General
Plan policies and Master EIR mitigation measures shall be made part of the Proposed Project
prior to approval by means of conditions of project approval or incorporation into the
appropriate document or plan. Applicable mitigation measures are listed below for those
topics not evaluated in detail in this DEIR, as referenced above, and for topics receiving
detailed evaluation in this DEIR; applicable mitigation measures from the Program EIR are
also included in the relevant topical chapter of this DEIR. These mitigation measures are also
listed in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) included with this DEIR
(Appendix H).

3.6.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
None.

3.6.2 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources
Sites A and B
Mitigation Measure GEO-1: Conduct project-specific geotechnical investigation
prior to construction.
During project design, project-specific geotechnical investigations and reports will be
prepared by registered engineers to detect site conditions that could result in
liquefaction, construction on expansive soils, or other potential hazards and to
identify appropriate design requirements that would prevent damage to structures.
Site-specific geological data and recommendations by a registered engineer will be
incorporated into project design, thereby reducing any impacts due to liquefaction.
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3.6.3 Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Sites A and B
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Prepare a risk assessment prior to construction
activity.
Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the City or its contractor will
prepare a risk assessment and establish procedures to address the identification,
excavation, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials in accordance with ASTM
Standard 1527-05, “Standard Practice for Environmental Site Assessments: Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment Process” and the EPA “All Appropriate Inquiries”
standards and practices (40 CFR 312). An environmental database search of
regulatory-listed hazardous materials sites contained in local, regional, state, and
federal databases for the program site and within a 0.5-mile radius of the site will be
performed by a qualified professional as part of this assessment. If contaminated soil
or groundwater is encountered, the City will notify the appropriate local
environmental management agencies and local fire departments. The City will ensure
that any identified environmental site conditions that may represent a risk to public
health and safety will be remediated in accordance with federal, state, and local
environmental laws and regulations. All recommendations in the risk assessment will
be implemented by the City and all its representatives, including contractors and
earthwork construction workers, such that people are not exposed to adverse
conditions on the program site as a result of discovering existing sources of
contamination.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Control contamination resulting from previously
unidentified hazardous waste materials.
Prior to the onset of construction, all construction workers will be trained in the
identification of potentially contaminated soil and water, including the characteristics
of potential contamination, such as discolored soil, oils or sheens on water, and
unusual odors. In the event that hazardous materials are encountered during
construction, all construction activities in the area of the discovery will stop, and the
City or its contractors will conduct hazardous materials investigations to identify the
nature and extent of contamination and evaluate potential impacts on program
construction. If necessary, the City or its contractors will implement remediation
measures consistent with all applicable local, state, and federal codes and regulations.
Construction will not resume until remediation is complete. If waste disposal is
necessary, the City will ensure that all hazardous materials removed during
construction are handled and disposed of by a licensed waste-disposal contractor and
are transported by a licensed hauler to an appropriately-licensed and permitted
disposal or recycling facility, in accordance with local, state, and federal
requirements.

3.6.4 Hydrology and Water Quality
None.
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3.6.5 Population and Housing
None.

3.6.6 Public Services
None.

3.6.7 Recreation
None.

3.6.8 Transportation and Traffic
None.

3.6.9 Utilities and Service Systems
None.
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Aesthetics

4.1 Overview
This chapter describes the existing visual and aesthetic resources within the potentially
affected area and pertinent local, state, and federal plans and policies regarding the
protection of visual and scenic resources. The potential impacts on scenic resources, public
views of scenic vistas, visual character of the potentially affected area, and light and glare
effects from construction and operation of the Proposed Project are evaluated. Mitigation
measures are proposed to address the impacts found to be significant.
Visual character, visual quality, and visual sensitivity are three terms used throughout this
chapter. Visual character is the unique set of landscape features that combines to make a
view, including native landforms, water, and vegetation patterns, as well as built features
such as buildings, roads, and other structures. Visual quality is the intrinsic appeal of a
landscape or scene due to the combination of natural and built features in the landscape.
Natural and built features combine to form unique perspectives with varying degrees of
visual quality, which is rated in this analysis as high, moderate, or low. Visual sensitivity
reflects the level of interest or concern that viewers have for a particular visual resource with
visual quality taken into account. Visual sensitivity is a measure of how noticeable proposed
changes might be in a particular setting and is determined based on the distance from a
viewer, the contrast of the proposed changes, and the duration that a particular view would
be available to viewers. For example, areas such as scenic vistas, parks, trails, and scenic
roadways typically have a high visual quality and visual sensitivity because these locales are
publicly protected and appear natural, view durations are typically long, and close-up views
are more commonly available.

4.2 Regulatory Setting
No federal regulations are applicable to aesthetics in relation to the Proposed Project.

4.2.1 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
California Scenic Highway Program
In 1963, the California State Legislature established the California Scenic Highway Program,
a provision of the Streets and Highways Code, to preserve and enhance the natural beauty of
California (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2015). The state highway
system includes designated scenic highways and those that are eligible for designation as
scenic highways. There are no state-designated scenic highways near the Proposed
Project site.
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4.2.2 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
The Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 Conservation/Open Space Element (2016)
acknowledges the scenic value of the county’s open space lands and need for preserving these
lands for scenic purposes. The general plan includes the following goal, policy, and
implementation measure concerning protection of scenic views or aesthetic resources:
Goal One:

Encourage the protection and preservation of natural and scenic areas
throughout the County.

Policy Two:

Assure compatibility between natural areas and development.

Del Rio Community Plan
The Del Rio Community Plan (Stanislaus County 1992), which was incorporated in the
Stanislaus County General Plan, does not identify specific policies or regulations related to
preservation of scenic views or aesthetic resources.

4.3 Environmental Setting
4.3.1 Regional Setting
The community of Del Rio is characterized by agricultural uses, open space, residential
development, the Del Rio Golf and Country Club, and the Stanislaus River, which borders the
community to the north. The Stanislaus River is the primary body of water in Del Rio.
Numerous riparian trees and shrubs line the river corridor. The overhead electrical power
lines and poles located along roads in Del Rio also contribute to the region’s visual character.
The topography of Del Rio, including the Proposed Project site, is relatively flat.

4.3.2 Project Vicinity
Visual Character and Quality of the Proposed Project Site
Site A is situated in the southern part of Del Rio and Site B is located in the eastern part of the
community. The visual character and quality of both sites are described in the following
paragraphs. Figure 4-1 provides a key to photographs of Sites A and B and the project vicinity
from several vantage points. Photographs presented in Figures 4-2 and 4-3 show the
agricultural and residential character of the sites and surrounding areas. Photographs of the
existing sites are also presented in the top images of Figures 4-4, 4-5, and 4-6.
Site A is located immediately southeast of the Ladd Road/St. John Road intersection. The
approximately 4-acre site is bounded by a Modesto Irrigation District canal to the south,
Union Pacific Railroad tracks to the west, and agricultural uses and residential uses to the
north and east (see Figure 4-2, Photo 3). The northeastern portion of Site A that fronts Ladd
Road is currently occupied by a single-family residence, which consists of a house, garage,
and outbuildings (see Figure 4-2, Photos 1 and 2; Figure 4-4, Photo 7). Approximately 22 trees
are present on the site. The remaining portion of the site is undeveloped land covered with
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Photo 1:
View of Site
A looking
southeast
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John Road
and Ladd
Road
intersection.

Photo 2:
View of Site
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Ladd Road
intersection).
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View of land
uses east of
Site A from
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Figure 4-2
Views of Site A and Surrounding Area
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Figure 4-3
Views of Site B and Surrounding Area
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Existing View

Photo 7. Existing view of Site A looking southwest from Ladd Road.

Simulated View
(Without Landscaping)

Simulated view of Site A looking southwest from Ladd Road shortly after construction is complete.

Source: ICF, 2015
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Figure 4-4: Existing and Simulated Views of Site A in the Short Term
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Existing View

Photo 7. Existing view of Site A looking southwest from Ladd Road.

Simulated View

Simulated view of Site A looking southwest from Ladd Road in the long-term.

Source: ICF, 2015

Horizon
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Figure 4-5: Existing and Simulated Views of Site A in the Long Term
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Existing View

Photo 8. Existing view of Site B looking west from McHenry Avenue.

Simulated View

Simulated view of Site B looking west from McHenry Avenue.
Source: ICF, 2015
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Figure 4-6: Existing and Simulated Views of Site B
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grasses and ruderal vegetation. Mature trees border the western side of the site and overhead
electrical transmission lines and wooden utility poles are located along the northern side of
Site A and Ladd Road. Site A is largely characterized by the surrounding fallow fields and
orchards and single-family homes. Aside from the trees present on the northeastern corner
of the site, there are no features of special visual concern. However, given that most of the
site is undeveloped and given the openness of surrounding land uses, the visual quality is
considered moderate.
Site B is located at the northwest corner of the McHenry Avenue/Stewart Road intersection.
The site encompasses approximately 0.4 acre. Land uses surrounding Site B include singlefamily residences and outbuildings to the west and south, agricultural lands used to grow
grains and orchards to the north and east, and a fruit stand to the southeast. The site is
currently vacant and undeveloped, with the exception of a few overhead power lines and
utility poles (see Figure 4-3, Photos 4 and 5; Figure 4-5, Photo 8). Similar to Site A, Site B is
largely characterized by the nearby agricultural fields and residential development to the
west. As shown in Figure 4-3 (Photos 5 and 6) and Figure 4-6, mature trees (including an oak
tree) are situated to the south and west of Site B. While there are no particular features of
visual interest present on the site, because of the site’s undeveloped condition and openness,
and the agricultural nature of the surrounding lands to the east, the visual quality of Site B is
considered moderate.

Light and Glare
Nighttime lighting is sometimes necessary to provide and maintain safe, secure, and
attractive environments. Light that falls beyond the intended area of illumination is referred
to as “light trespass.” The most common cause of light trespass is spillover light, which occurs
when a lighting source illuminates surfaces beyond the intended area, such as when building
security lighting or parking lot lights shine onto neighboring properties. During nighttime
hours, spillover light can adversely affect light-sensitive uses such as residences. Both light
intensity and fixtures can affect the amount of any light spillover. Modern, energy-efficient
fixtures that face downward, such as shielded light fixtures, are typically less obtrusive than
older, upward-facing light fixtures.
Glare is caused by light reflections from pavement, vehicles, and building materials such as
reflective glass, polished surfaces, or metallic architectural features. During daylight hours,
the amount of glare depends on the intensity and direction of sunlight.
Existing lighting is sparse on and around Sites A and B. The sparse lighting on the two sites is
largely due to the fact that both sites are mostly undeveloped and surrounded by agricultural
and residential land uses. The most notable lighting source nearby is from the subdivisions
north of Site A and the subdivision west of Site B. There are no significant sources of glare in
the vicinity of Sites A and B.

Scenic Vistas, Highways, and Corridors
A scenic vista is generally defined as a viewpoint that provides expansive views of a highly
valued landscape for the benefit of the general public. There are no scenic vistas or statedesignated scenic highways or scenic corridors in the vicinity of Sites A and B.
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Viewer Sensitivity
Viewer sensitivity is another consideration in assessing the effects of visual change.
Sensitivity is a function of factors such as the visibility of resources in the landscape,
proximity of viewers to the visual resource, elevation of viewers relative to the visual
resource, frequency and duration of views, number of viewers, and types and expectations of
individuals and viewer groups.

Viewer Groups
Viewer groups in the vicinity of the project site and their sensitivity to visual changes are
described below. Viewer groups with visual access to the project site include residents
and recreationists.

Residents
In general, as a viewer group, residents have a heightened sensitivity to the surrounding
viewshed because their views are of high frequency and long duration. Residents also have
an expectation of a consistent setting around their properties.
Site A is immediately visible from several residences bordering the site to the west, northeast
and east on Ladd Road. Photo 7 in Figure 4-4 is a representative view of Site A from the
residence northeast of the site. As previously described, existing views of Site A from the
residences adjacent to Site A include the single-family home, outbuildings, trees, and grasscovered land north of the buildings.
Site B is partially visible from the adjacent property on Stewart Road south of the site. The
residence at this property may have partial views of Site B from the backyard, although the
mature trees and fencing likely screen views of the site.

Recreationists
Other viewers of the Proposed Project site include pedestrians and bicyclists, who typically
have a heightened sensitivity to the surrounding viewshed. Although these roads are not
expected to be highly used by pedestrians and bicyclists, this viewer group cannot be
discounted entirely. Views from the perspective of recreationists would be moderately
short. This viewer group is likely accustomed to the working agricultural landscape,
residential uses, and open space that are present throughout the Del Rio area. For these
reasons, this viewer group is expected to have a moderate visual sensitivity to views in the
vicinity of Sites A and B.

4.4 Impact Analysis
4.4.1 Methodology
This section evaluates potential impacts on visual resources that could occur during
construction and operation of the Proposed Project. The visual analysis is based on review of
maps and evaluations of aerial and ground-level photographs of the Proposed Project sites.
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Visual effects of the Proposed Project were assessed based on the Proposed Project’s
potential to substantially alter scenic resources or to degrade the visual character of the sites.
The evaluation of temporary or short-term visual impacts considers whether construction
activities could substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the sites or
surrounding areas, as well as the duration over which any such changes would occur. Because
of their short-term nature, construction activities occurring in an area for less than 1 year are
typically considered to have a less-than-significant effect on visual quality. However,
activities occurring in an area for more than 1 year have been evaluated for potentially
significant visual impacts.
Because construction activities would be limited to daytime hours (between 7:00 a.m. and
5:00 p.m.), no nighttime construction or associated lighting would be required. As such, no
effects related to nighttime construction lighting would occur. The impact analysis below
focuses instead on evaluating permanent effects associated with new sources of light or glare.
Actions with long-term visual effects, such as constructing new or altered structures, grading
roads, removing trees, and introducing new sources of light and glare, could permanently
alter the landscape in a manner that could affect the visual character or quality of the area,
depending on the perspective of the viewer. To determine impact potential, the assessment
considers the visual sensitivity of the Proposed Project sites and surrounding areas.

4.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and professional expertise, it was determined
that the Proposed Project would result in a significant impact on aesthetics if it would:


Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista;



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



Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings; or



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 be visible from any known nearby scenic vistas. Therefore,
construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not have a substantial effect on a
scenic vista.
As described in Section 4.4.1, the Proposed Project facilities would not be located near any
state-designated scenic highway or scenic corridor. Therefore, there would be no impact on
scenic resources located along a scenic highway or corridor.
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4.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact AES-1: Substantial Degradation of the Visual Character or Quality
of the Site and its Surroundings from Project Construction (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Site A Construction Activities
At Site A, construction activities associated with the water storage tank, pump station
building housing a production well and booster pumps, pipeline installation, stormwater
retention basin, security fencing, landscaping, and other ancillary improvements would be
visible from Ladd Road and the Ladd Road/St. John Road intersection. In general,
construction activities at this site would include clearing and grubbing, demolition of the
existing house and outbuildings, excavation, import and placement of fill, pipeline
installation, backfilling, placement of concrete foundation, and tank and building
construction. Large equipment such as bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, excavators, graders,
pavers and rollers, and well drilling equipment would be required for various project
components within the site.
Pipeline installation work would extend from the St. John Road/Country Club Drive
intersection to the St. John Road/Ladd Road intersection, totaling approximately 2,500 linear
feet. Although the exact location of staging areas has not yet been determined, it is anticipated
that staging areas would be accommodated within Site A and within the right-of-way or in
vacant lots.
Direct views of construction activities for the water tank, pump station building, and other
proposed components at Site A would be available from Ladd Road and the Ladd Road/St.
John Road intersection (see Figure 4-2, Photos 1 and 2). Residences located northeast and
east of the site on Ladd Road would have views of Site A construction activities throughout
the approximately 15-month construction period. These residences would notice the
operation of construction equipment and the presence of staging materials, construction
vehicles, and construction workers. Any pedestrians and bicyclists using these roads would
also have short-duration views of these construction activities.

Site B Construction Activities
At Site B, construction activities associated with the production well and pump, facility walls
and gate, and transmission pipeline would be visible from McHenry Avenue. As with Site A,
large equipment, including bulldozers, backhoes, cranes, excavators, graders, and pavers,
would be used at Site B, and this equipment would be visible from McHenry Avenue. Pipeline
installation work would extend from the well to the existing City distribution pipelines along
McHenry Avenue (approximately 190 feet), then extend west for 760 feet along Stewart Road,
terminating at the intersection of Stewart Road and Grove Pointe Way.
Residences adjacent to Site B may have partial close-up views of construction activity
throughout the duration of the construction period; however, the property’s existing fence
and mature trees would largely screen views of the construction activities.
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Conclusion
Overall construction is expected to last approximately 15 months. Throughout this period,
construction activities at Sites A and B, pipeline installation work along St. John Road, and
materials and equipment in staging areas would be visible from St. John Road, Ladd Road,
and McHenry Avenue. Nearby residents and any pedestrians or bicyclists using these public
roads would have views of the work areas throughout the 15-month construction period.
While these views would be primarily limited to adjacent residents and recreationists and
would not affect any designated scenic resources, the visual character of the two sites and the
surrounding areas would be substantially degraded during the construction period. While
CEQA does not consider impacts on private views to be significant, given that publicly
accessible views from nearby roads would be temporarily degraded, this impact is
considered potentially significant. Implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-1 (Locate
Staging Areas Away from Public Areas) and AES-2 (Screen Staging and Construction
Areas), which have been modified from mitigation measures identified in the Program EIR,
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.
Mitigation Measure AES-1: Locate Staging Areas Away from Public Areas.
Construction staging areas for equipment, personal vehicle parking, and material
storage shall be sited as far as possible from residences, major roadways, and public
areas. The City contract specifications shall require that staging areas be identified in
the documents prepared by construction contractors and subject to approval by the
City. The City shall not approve staging areas that are not sited as described above.
Mitigation Measure AES-2: Screen Staging and Construction Areas.
The construction contract shall specify that staging areas be located where
opportunities for screening with existing topography and vegetation will be
maximized. Security fencing placed around staging and construction areas shall
include slats or other screening sufficient to hide the area from the passing public.
Screens used for this purpose shall be of an earth tone or other appropriate
neutral color.

Impact AES-2: Long-term Adverse Effects on the Visual Character or
Quality of the Site and its Surroundings during Operation (Less than
Significant)
Once constructed, the Proposed Project pipelines and wells at Sites A and B would be
underground and would not be visible. These project components would not be visible and
would have no impact on the visual character or quality of the site and surrounding area.
However, other structures would be built on the site, such as the proposed water storage
tank, pump station building, and other ancillary improvements. The impacts of these
structures are described below.

Site A
Figure 4-4 presents an existing image of Site A looking southwest from Ladd Road and a
simulated image that depicts the proposed water storage tank, pump station building, and
other ancillary improvements shortly after project construction is complete. Figure 4-5
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shows the same existing image of Site A as presented in Figure 4-4 and includes a simulated
image of the proposed facilities in the long term (approximately 10-12 years after
construction is complete).
As shown in the bottom images of Figures 4-4 and 4-5, the water storage tank would be set
back from Ladd Road near the central portion of the site, and the pump station building would
be located near the northwestern corner of the site but also set back from the roadway edge;
the Ladd Road frontage would consist of the paved driveway, fencing, and landscaping. An
approximately 2-foot-high undulating berm would be constructed on the west and east sides
of the site. Coast redwoods would be planted on top of the berms to help screen views of the
site from adjacent residences. Over time, landscaping along the western, eastern, and
northern sides of the site would screen views of the tank and building.
Proposed Project components that would be publicly visible include the following:


Water storage tank – The water storage tank would be up to 20 feet tall (above
ground) and approximately 55 feet in diameter. The exterior of the tank would consist
of non-reflective earth tones and have a sloped roof.



Pump station building – The pump station building would be approximately 40 feet
wide by 50.5 feet long and 21 feet tall. The pump station building would have a stucco
finish and an earth tone exterior.



Other ancillary features – Site A would have 8-foot-tall concrete masonry or
wrought-iron fencing topped with no-climb points and three strands of barbed wire
along the Ladd Road frontage. Ladd Road frontage would include 9-foot-tall vehicular
and pedestrian access gates. The rest of the site would be enclosed by an 8-foot-tall,
1-inch chain-link fence with security wire.



Landscaping would be installed along the Ladd Road frontage to screen views of the
tank from this roadway. Landscaping would be tiered such that the low ground
shrubs would be planted in the foreground (closest to Ladd Road), with mediumsized shrubs and taller screening trees in the backdrop in front of the wrought-iron
gate. Based on the draft landscaping plan developed for the Proposed Project (North
Star Engineering Group 2013), trees that may be planted on the site include Chinese
tallow, coast redwoods, and cherry laurel trees. Note that this selection of plants is
preliminary; plants would be chosen based on their proven drought tolerance. The
groundcover depicted in the bottom image of Figure 4-5 also includes cotoneaster
and floral shrubs that would provide low-level screening. Vegetated undulating soil
berms would be constructed on the eastern and western sides of the site, and
screening trees would be planted along these berms. Slopes of the stormwater
retention basin would be hydroseeded or planted with drought-tolerant plants.

Interim Effects
Shortly after project construction is complete, primary views of Proposed facilities at Site A
would be available from Ladd Road and the southern end of St. John Road. The Proposed
Project would replace an existing house, outbuilding, and approximately 15 trees,
introducing quasi-industrial uses to a predominantly agricultural and residential area. More
specifically, the proposed water storage tank, pump station building, retention basin, and
berms would convert vacant portions of the site to quasi-industrial facilities. Fencing and
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landscaping would be installed where the existing house currently resides. As proposed,
landscaping trees would take time to grow and mature. Shortly after construction is
complete, the water storage tank, pump station building, and fencing would be visible to
adjacent residents and any recreationists passing by the site (see bottom image of Figure 44). Four existing trees (12- to 18-inch diameter) would remain on site and, as shown in Figure
4-4, would partially screen views of the tank from Ladd Road. The berms on the east and west
sides of the property would also partially screen views of the tank from adjacent residences.
As such, the proposed tank and building would constitute a substantial visual change in
comparison to existing conditions and the surrounding agricultural and residential land uses.
Given the site’s moderate visual quality and general lack of any prominent scenic resources
on site, and because the proposed berms and trees left on site would help screen views of the
new facilities, the Proposed Project’s interim effects on the site and surrounding area’s visual
character and visual quality would be less than significant.

Long-term Effects
Over time, the proposed shrubs and trees would grow and mature and the visual conditions
at Site A would incrementally improve compared to the site’s appearance immediately after
construction. The photosimulation shown in Figure 4-5 presents visual conditions
approximately 10-12 years after planting of the floral shrubs, cotoneaster, Chinese tallow,
coast redwoods, and cherry laurel trees. The tree and plant species selected for the
landscaping plan have relatively fast growth rates and require low maintenance. Coast
redwood trees, for instance, have relatively fast growth rates with height increases of
sometimes more than 24 inches per year (Arbor Day Foundation 2015). As such, within the
first 5-6 years after project construction, the coast redwoods planted along the berms on the
western and eastern sides of Site A would screen adjacent residential views of the lower
portions of the tank and building. Within this same timeframe, other trees and shrubs planted
along the site’s frontage would also screen the lower portions of the new facilities. In the long
term (approximately 10 years after construction), these trees and shrubs would screen the
majority of the water storage tank and pump station building from Ladd Road. Given that the
existing site is mostly vacant (with the exception of the existing house, garage, and
outbuilding) and that the Proposed Project involves establishing many more trees and shrubs
than are currently present, the Proposed Project would result in a beneficial effect on the
visual character and quality of the site.

Site B
Figure 4-6 shows an existing view and a simulated view of the proposed 12-foot-tall concrete
wall and 24-foot-wide gate surrounding the well and pump facilities at Site B from McHenry
Avenue. The facility wall would be constructed of concrete blocks painted in an earth-tone
tan color. The wall would be approximately 75 feet long and 65 feet wide. LED lighting,
security cameras, and alarms would be installed outside of the building. A paved driveway
connecting to McHenry Avenue would also be visible from McHenry Avenue. No trees would
be removed and no landscaping is proposed at the site, aside from hydroseeding or planting
of the retention basin slopes.

Interim Effects
Once construction at Site B is complete, the facility wall and gate would introduce a quasiindustrial facility on the currently vacant site and into a rural and residential setting. Any
bicyclists or recreationists traveling on McHenry Avenue would have short-duration views of
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the facility. The residence west of the site may have partial views of the new building, but the
presence of mature trees south and west of the site would largely screen views of the new
facility. Given the site’s moderate visual quality and the lack of any prominent scenic
resources on or near the site, the proposed building would not result in an adverse effect
on the visual character of the site or surrounding area. The interim effect would be less
than significant.

Long-term Effects
The long-term effects on the site and the surrounding area’s visual character and visual
quality would be similar to those described above under “Interim Effects.” This impact would
be less than significant.

Impact AES-3: Permanent Sources of Substantial Light or Glare (Less than
Significant)
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the buildings at both sites would be
constructed of concrete block material with an earth tone exterior and the tank at Site A
would have a non-reflective paint on the outside. As such, the Proposed Project would not
generate any substantial permanent sources of glare.

Site A
Currently, the house on Site A has an outdoor porch light near the front entrance. Once project
construction is complete, outdoor security lighting would be installed throughout the site.
Exterior lighting would be on poles using full cut-off LED fixtures and downward and
internally directed, to the extent feasible, to reduce excess light or glare. Lights on poles
would be equipped with motion sensors and would turn on only if motion is detected in the
vicinity of the buildings and water storage tank Outdoor lighting near the tank would have
different control settings (e.g., Hi and Low). The lowest light setting would be used most of
the time to minimize light trespass on adjacent properties; during periods of nighttime
maintenance and repair work, the City may activate the high setting to achieve illumination
levels necessary to complete maintenance/repair work safely. When outdoor lighting is
active, these lights may be partially visible to nearby residents and from Ladd Road and St.
John Road. Over time, landscaping at Site A would help screen views of lighting at the site.

Site B
There is no existing lighting on Site B. Similar to Site A, outdoor security lighting would be
installed throughout Site B. Exterior lighting would be on poles using full cut-off LED fixtures
and downward and internally directed, to the extent feasible, to reduce excess light or glare.
Lights on poles would be equipped with motion sensors and would turn on only if motion is
detected in the vicinity of the buildings. When outdoor lighting is active, these lights may be
partially and temporarily visible to nearby residents to the south. The mature trees south and
west of the site would largely screen views from adjacent residents.

Conclusion
At both sites, trees and vegetation would help screen views of any outdoor lighting when
activated. In addition, exterior lighting would be directed downward, would operate only
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when motion is detected, and would not generate a substantial source of light. Therefore,
visual impacts related to permanent sources of light or glare would be less than significant.

4.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact AES-4: Cumulative Aesthetic Impacts (Less than Significant)
The Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010) concluded that there would be no cumulative
impacts regarding aesthetics. Since publication of that document and based on a current
review of Stanislaus County Planning Department’s website, no other projects are planned in
the immediate vicinity of Sites A or B that could create a significant cumulative impact related
to aesthetics in combination with the Proposed Project. As such, consistent with the
conclusions disclosed in the Program EIR, there would be no cumulative aesthetic impact to
which the Proposed Project could contribute.
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Air Quality

5.1 Overview
This chapter describes the existing setting for air quality emissions in the project area, which
is located in the San Joaquin Valley Air Basin (SJVAB). This chapter also describes federal,
state, and local laws, regulations, and policies relevant to protection of air quality as they
relate to the Proposed Project. The potential impacts on air quality as a result of construction
and operation of the Proposed Project are evaluated.

5.2 Regulatory Setting
The Proposed Project is subject to air quality regulations developed and implemented at the
federal, state, and local levels. Plans, policies, and regulations that pertain to air quality are
discussed in this section.

5.2.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Clean Air Act
At the federal level, the Clean Air Act (CAA) governs air quality in the United States and is
implemented by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). USEPA is responsible
for setting and enforcing the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for
atmospheric pollutants. It regulates emission sources that are under the exclusive authority
of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships, non-road engines, and certain types of
locomotives. USEPA also has jurisdiction over emissions sources outside state waters (outer
continental shelf) and establishes various emissions standards for vehicles sold in states
other than California; California has received a waiver to establish emission standards lower
than the federal standards. As part of its enforcement responsibilities, USEPA requires each
state with “nonattainment1” areas to prepare and submit a state implementation plan (SIP)
that demonstrates the means to attain the NAAQS before the deadline mandated by USEPA.
The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan components and regulations and identify
specific measures to reduce pollution, using a combination of performance standards and
market-based programs, within the timeframe identified in the SIP. A maintenance plan must
be prepared for each former nonattainment area that subsequently demonstrates compliance
with the standards.
The CAA also contains regulations dealing with operating permits for large industrial
and commercial sources that release pollutants into the air. Operating permits contain

Nonattainment areas are air basins, counties, or regional areas that have been designated as exceeding federal
or state ambient air quality standards.
1
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information on which pollutants are being released, the quantity that may be released, and
what kinds of steps the source’s owner or operator must take to reduce pollution.

Non-road Emission Regulations
USEPA has adopted emissions standards for different types of non-road engines, equipment,
and vehicles. For non-road diesel engines, USEPA has adopted multiple tiers of emission
standards.
USEPA signed a final rule on May 11, 2004, introducing the Tier 4 emission standards, to be
phased in between 2008 and 2015 (69 CFR 38957–39273, June 29, 2004). The Tier 4
standards require that emissions of particulate matter (PM) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) be
further reduced by about 90 percent. Such emission reductions can be achieved through the
use of control technologies, including advanced exhaust gas after-treatment. To enable
sulfur-sensitive control technologies in Tier 4 engines, USEPA also mandated reductions in
sulfur content in non-road diesel fuels. In most cases, federal non-road regulations also apply
in California, which has only limited authority to set emission standards for new non-road
engines. The CAA preempts California’s authority to control emissions from new farm and
construction equipment less than 175 horsepower (CAA Section 209[e][1][A]) and requires
California to receive authorization from USEPA for controls over other off-road sources (CAA
Section 209[e][2][A]).

5.2.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
California Clean Air Act
Responsibility for attaining and maintaining air quality standards in California is divided
between the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and regional air quality districts. Areas
of control for the regional districts are set by CARB, which divides the state into air basins.
The California Clean Air Act (CCAA) requires nonattainment areas to achieve and maintain
the health-based California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) by the earliest
practicable date. The act is administered by CARB at the state level and by local air quality
management districts at the regional level; the air districts are required to develop plans and
control programs for attaining the state standards. Unlike the federal CAA, the CCAA does not
set precise attainment deadlines. Instead, the CCAA establishes increasingly stringent
requirements for areas that will require more time to achieve the standards.
CARB is responsible for ensuring implementation of the CCAA, meeting state requirements of
the federal CAA, and establishing the CAAQS. The state standards are generally more
stringent than the federal standards and incorporate additional standards for sulfate (SO4),
hydrogen sulfide (H2S), vinyl chloride, and visibility-reducing particles. CARB sets emission
standards for vehicles sold in California and for other emission sources, such as consumer
products and certain off-road equipment. CARB also establishes passenger vehicle fuel
specifications.

Statewide Truck and Bus Regulations
On December 12, 2008, CARB approved a new regulation to substantially reduce emissions
of diesel particulate matter (DPM), NOX, and other pollutants from existing on-road diesel
vehicles operating in California. The regulation requires affected trucks and buses to meet
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performance standards and requirements between 2011 and 2023. Affected vehicles
included on-road, heavy-duty, diesel-fueled vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating
greater than 14,000 pounds. The regulation was updated in 2011 and 2014 with revisions
that provide more compliance flexibility and reflect the impact of the economic recession on
vehicle activity and emissions. Heavy-duty trucks used in Proposed Project activities would
be required to comply with this regulation.

In-use, Off-road Diesel Vehicle Regulation
In 2007, CARB adopted a regulation to reduce DPM and NOX emissions from in-use, off-road,
heavy-duty diesel vehicles in California. The regulation imposes limits on vehicle idling and
requires fleets to reduce emissions by retiring, replacing, repowering, or installing exhaust
retrofits to older engines. In December 2010, major amendments were made to the
regulation, including modifications to the compliance dates for performance standards and
establishing requirements for compliance with verified diesel emission control strategy
technologies that reduce PM and/or NOX emissions.

Heavy-duty Vehicle Inspection Program
The heavy-duty vehicle inspection program requires heavy-duty trucks and buses to be
inspected for excessive smoke and tampering and for compliance with engine certification
labels. Any heavy-duty vehicle (i.e., a vehicle with a gross vehicle weight rating greater than
6,000 pounds) traveling in California, including vehicles registered in other states and foreign
countries, may be tested. Tests are performed by CARB inspection teams at border crossings,
California Highway Patrol weigh stations, fleet facilities, and randomly selected roadside
locations. Owners of trucks and buses found to be in violation are subject to penalties starting
at $300 per violation. Heavy-duty trucks used for Proposed Project activities would be subject
to the inspection program.

Heavy-duty On-board Diagnostic System Regulations
In 2004, CARB adopted regulations requiring on-board diagnostic (OBD) systems on all 2007
and later model year heavy-duty engines and vehicles (i.e., vehicles with a gross vehicle
weight rating greater than 14,000 pounds) in California. CARB subsequently adopted a
comprehensive OBD regulation for heavy-duty vehicles model years 2010 and beyond. The
heavy-duty OBD regulations were updated in 2010, 2013, and 2016 with revisions to
enforcement requirements, testing requirements, and implementation schedules. Heavyduty trucks used for Proposed Project activities would be required to comply with the heavyduty OBD regulatory requirements.

California Standards for Diesel Fuel Regulations
State regulations require diesel fuel with sulfur content of 15 parts per million (ppm) or less
(by weight) to be used for all diesel-fueled vehicles that are operated in California. The
standard also applies to non-vehicular diesel fuel, except for diesel fuel used solely in
locomotives or marine vessels. The regulations also contain standards for the aromatic
hydrocarbon content and lubricity of diesel fuels.
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Airborne Toxic Control Measures
CARB regulates toxic air contaminants (TACs) by requiring implementation of various
airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs), which are intended to reduce emissions associated
with toxic substances.

ATCM to Limit Diesel-fueled Commercial Motor Vehicle Idling
On October 20, 2005, CARB approved an ATCM to limit idling of diesel-fueled commercial
motor vehicles. This regulation, which followed previous idling ATCMs, consists of new
engine and in-use truck requirements, as well as idling emission performance standards. The
regulation requires 2008 and newer model year heavy-duty diesel engines to be equipped
with a nonprogrammable engine shutdown system that automatically shuts down the engine
after 5 minutes of idling or, optionally, meets a stringent NOX idling emission standard (30
grams per hour). The regulation also is applicable to the operation of in-use trucks, requiring
operators of sleeper berthequipped trucks with both in-state and out-of-state registration
to shut down their engines manually when idling more than 5 minutes at any location within
California, beginning in 2008. Vehicles subject to this regulation are diesel-fueled commercial
vehicles with a gross vehicle weight rating greater than 10,000 pounds. There are exceptions
to this regulation; for example, ready-mix concrete trucks, which require the engine to be on
in order to operate, are not required to comply with this regulation. Trucks used for vendor
delivery of materials for Proposed Project activities would be required to comply with the
commercial vehicle idling regulatory requirements.

Portable Engine ATCM
The California Portable Engine ATCM is designed to reduce the PM emissions from portable
diesel-fueled engines rated at 50 brake horsepower or larger. This regulation requires that
an owner’s fleet of portable engines meet emission standards that reduce the amount of PM
emissions over time.

Portable Equipment Registration Program
The statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP) establishes a system to
uniformly regulate portable engines and portable engine–driven equipment units. After
being registered in this program, engines and equipment units may operate throughout the
state without the need to obtain permits from individual air districts. Owners or operators of
portable engines and certain types of equipment can voluntarily register their units under
this program. Operation of registered portable engines may still be subject to certain district
requirements for reporting and notification. Engines with less than 50 brake horsepower are
exempt from this program. Some of the engines used for the Proposed Project may operate
under PERP.

TAC Regulations
In addition to ATCMs, TACs are controlled under several different regulations in California,
including the Tanner Air Toxics Act, Air Toxics Hot Spots Information Act, and AB 2588: Air
Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act. In addition, Proposition 65 (the Safe
Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1996) requires the state to publish a list of chemicals
known to cause cancer or birth defects or other reproductive harm. Proposition 65 requires
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businesses to notify Californians about substantial amounts of chemicals in the products they
purchase or that are released into the environment.

5.2.3 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
At the local level, responsibilities of air quality districts include overseeing stationary-source
emissions, approving permits, maintaining emissions inventories, maintaining air quality
monitoring stations, overseeing agricultural burning permits, and reviewing air
qualityrelated sections of environmental documents under CEQA. The air quality districts
are also responsible for establishing and enforcing local air quality rules and regulations that
address the requirements of federal and state air quality laws, as well as for ensuring that the
NAAQS and CAAQS are met.
Local governments are essential partners in the effort to reduce air pollutant emissions. The
local governments have influence through their planning and permitting processes, local
ordinances, outreach and education efforts, and municipal operations.

San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
SJVAPCD has local air quality jurisdiction over the Proposed Project and in other counties
under its jurisdiction. SJVAPCD’s recommended CEQA thresholds are outlined in its Guidance
for Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015a). SJVAPCD has adopted
attainment plans to address ozone and PM.

1-Hour Ozone
Although USEPA revoked its 1979 1-hour ozone standard in June 2005, many planning
requirements remain in place, and the SJVAB must still attain this standard before CAA
Section 185 fees (which are required when attainment is not reached) can be rescinded.
SJVAPCD’s most recent 1-hour ozone plan, the 2013 Plan for the Revoked 1-hour Ozone
Standard (SJVAPCD 2013), demonstrated attainment of the 1-hour ozone standard by 2017.
In July 2016, USEPA made a final determination that the SJVAB has attained the 1-hour ozone
NAAQS based on the most recent 3-year data period (20122014) of sufficient, qualityassured, and certified data (SJVAPCD 2016a). For the SJVAB to be officially designated as an
attainment area, SJVAPCD must verify that attainment is due to permanent and enforceable
emission reductions and prepare a maintenance plan.

8-Hour Ozone
SJVAPCD’s far-reaching 2007 Ozone Plan demonstrates attainment of USEPA’s 1997 8-hour
ozone standard by 2023. USEPA approved the 2007 Ozone Plan effective April 30, 2012. The
district has prepared a 2016 Ozone Plan to address USEPA’s 2008 8-hour ozone standard,
which the SJVAB must attain by 2032 (SJVAPCD 2016b). This extremely stringent standard is
nearing the SJVAB’s naturally occurring background concentrations of ozone. The 2016 plan
identifies that, without mobile sources transitioning to near-zero emission levels through the
implementation of transformative measures such as ultra-low tailpipe emissions standards
(which SJVAPCD does not have the authority to implement), attainment of the federal
standards is not possible (SJVAPCD 2016b).
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PM10
PM is a complex mixture of extremely small particles and liquid droplets, made up of multiple
components, including acids, organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles. Particles
that are smaller than 10 micrometers in diameter (PM10) are typically found near roadways
and around dusty industrial sites. Based on PM10 measurements from 2003-2006, USEPA
found that the SJVAB has reached attainment of federal PM10 standards. On September 21,
2007, the SJVAPCD Governing Board adopted the 2007 PM10 Maintenance Plan and Request
for Redesignation, which demonstrates that the SJVAB will continue to meet the PM10
standard. USEPA approved the document and, on September 25, 2008, the SJVAB was
redesignated to attainment/maintenance (SJVAPCD 2016c).

PM2.5
Fine particles (PM2.5) are less than 2.5 micrometers in diameter and are found in smoke and
haze. Changes in the federal PM2.5 air quality standard (in 1997, 2006, and 2012) and recent
drought conditions in California have resulted in the development of multiple PM 2.5 air
quality plans by SJVAPCD. The 2008 and 2015 PM2.5 Plans have been prepared to achieve
attainment of USEPA’s first PM2.5 standard, set in 1997. The attainment deadline for the 1997
standard has been delayed to 2020 (SJVAPCD 2015b).
USEPA lowered the PM2.5 standard in 2006. Although SJVAPCD’s 2012 PM2.5 Plan showed
attainment of this standard by 2019, USEPA reclassified SJVAPCD to serious nonattainment
for the 2006 PM2.5 standard in January 2015, and SJVAPCD must prepare a revised plan to
address this nonattainment. In addition, SJVAPCD must prepare a separate plan to address
another PM2.5 standard issued by USEPA in 2012 and USEPA’s determination that the SJVAB
is a moderate nonattainment area for the 2012 federal PM2.5 standard. SJVAPCD continues to
work with USEPA on issues surrounding these plans, including USEPA implementation
updates (SJVAPCD 2015b).

SJVAPCD Rules
The Proposed Project may be subject to the following district rules. These rules have been
adopted by SJVAPCD to reduce emissions throughout the SJVAB:


Rule 2201 – New and Modified Stationary-Source Review Rule applies to all new
stationary sources and all modifications to existing stationary sources subject to
SJVAPCD permit requirements that, after construction, emit or may emit one or more
pollutants regulated by the rule.



Rule 3135 – Dust Control Plan Fees requires the applicant to submit a fee in
addition to a dust control plan. The purpose of this rule is to recover SJVAPCD’s cost
for reviewing these plans and conducting compliance inspections.



Rule 4101 – Visible Emissions prohibits emissions of visible air contaminants into
the atmosphere and applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air
contaminants.



Rule 4102 – Nuisance applies to any source operation that emits or may emit air
contaminants or other materials. In the event that the project or construction of the
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project creates a public nuisance, it could be in violation of this rule and subject to
SJVAPCD enforcement action.


Rule 4641 – Cutback, Slow-Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving, and
Maintenance Operations applies to the manufacture and use of cutback asphalt,
slow-cure asphalt, and emulsified asphalt for paving and maintenance operations.



Rule 4701 – Internal Combustion Engines—Phase 1 limits the emissions of NOX,
carbon monoxide (CO), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from internal
combustion engines. These limits are not applicable to standby engines as long as
they are used fewer than 200 hours per year (e.g., for testing during nonemergencies).



Rule 4702 – Internal Combustion Engines—Phase 2 limits the emissions of NOX,
CO, and VOCs from spark-ignited internal combustion engines.



Regulation VIII – Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions is a series of rules (Rules 8011–8081)
designed to reduce PM10 emissions (predominantly dust/dirt) generated by human
activity, including construction, road construction, bulk materials storage, landfill
operations, and other activities.



Rule 9510 – Indirect Source Review is intended to reduce a project’s impact from
indirect sources such as on-road and off-road vehicles on air quality through project
design elements or mitigation by payments of applicable off-site mitigation fees.
Compliance with Rule 9510 is designed to reduce construction exhaust NOX and PM10
emissions by 20 percent and 45 percent, respectively. Compliance with Rule 9510 is
designed to reduce operational emissions of NOX and PM10 emissions by 33.3 percent
and 50 percent, respectively. This rule is only applicable to certain development
projects that exceed size requirements at buildout (e.g., 25,000 square feet of light
industrial space).



Rule 9410 – Employer-Based Trip Reduction requires large employers to establish
an Employer Trip Reduction Implementation Plan, which is a set of measures that
encourages employees to use alternative transportation and ridesharing for their
commutes.

Fugitive Dust Measures (Regulation VIII)
The Proposed Project would also be required to implement the mandatory control measures
listed in Table 2 of the SJVAPCD’s Mitigation Measures guidance document (SJVAPCD 2016d)
to reduce fugitive dust emissions. These measures are not considered mitigation measures
under CEQA because they are required by law.
The Regulation VIII requirements (some of which are not applicable to the Proposed Project)
are listed below:


All disturbed areas, including storage piles, which are not being actively used for
construction purposes, will be effectively stabilized for dust emissions using water or a
chemical stabilizer/suppressant, or covered with a tarp or other suitable cover or
vegetative ground cover.
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All on-site unpaved roads and off-site unpaved access roads will be effectively stabilized
for dust emissions using water or a chemical stabilizer/suppressant.



All land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land leveling, grading, cut and fill, and
demolition activities will be effectively controlled of fugitive dust emissions by utilizing
an application of water or by presoaking.



With the demolition of buildings up to six stories in height, all exterior surfaces of the
building will be wetted during demolition.



All materials transported off site will be covered or effectively wetted to limit visible
dust emissions, and at least 6 inches of freeboard space from the top of the container
will be maintained.



All operations will limit or expeditiously remove the accumulation of mud or dirt from
adjacent public streets at the end of each workday. The use of dry rotary brushes is
expressly prohibited except where preceded or accompanied by sufficient wetting to
limit the visible dust emissions. Use of blower devices is expressly forbidden.



Following the addition of materials to, or the removal of materials from, the surface of
outdoor storage piles, piles will be effectively stabilized to prevent fugitive dust
emissions utilizing sufficient water or a chemical stabilizer/suppressant.



Within urban areas, trackout will be immediately removed when it extends 50 or more
feet from the site and at the end of each workday.



Any site with 150 or more vehicle trips per day will prevent carryout and trackout.

Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
The Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 Conservation/Open Space Element (2016) identifies
air quality–related goals and policies. These would contribute to reduced criteria pollutant
emissions and improved regional air quality by requiring all development projects to include
reasonable air quality mitigation measures, reducing motor vehicle emissions, and increasing
public awareness of air quality problems and solutions.

Del Rio Community Plan
The Del Rio Community Plan includes goals and policies related to preventing adverse impacts
on air quality through development-related policies for the protection of air resources
(Stanislaus County 1992). Specifically, Goal 3 of the Community Plan would be relevant to the
Proposed Project:
Goal Three:

Further development in the Del Rio area should be planned to ensure that
adverse impacts on services and utilities, schools, transportation and
circulation, agriculture, water, and air quality are appropriately mitigated.
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5.3 Environmental Setting
5.3.1 Regional Setting
San Joaquin Valley Air Basin
The SJVAB is the southern half of California’s Central Valley and is approximately 250 miles
long and averages 35 miles wide. The SJVAB is bounded by the Sierra Nevada to the east, the
Coast Ranges to the west, and the Tehachapi Mountains to the south. The SJVAB contains all
of San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Kings, and Tulare Counties, as well as a
portion of Kern County.
The area has an inland Mediterranean climate that is characterized by warm, dry summers
and cool winters. Summer high temperatures often exceed 100 degrees Fahrenheit (°F),
averaging in the low 90s in the northern valley and the high 90s in the southern portion.
Although marine air generally flows into the basin from the Bay-Delta region, the
surrounding mountain ranges restrict air movement through and out of the valley. Wind
speed and direction influence the dispersion and transportation of pollutants; the greater the
wind flow, the lower the accumulation. The vertical dispersion of air pollutants in the SJVAB
is limited by the presence of persistent temperature inversion, leading to higher
concentrations of emitted pollutants (SJVAPCD 2015a).
Precipitation and fog tend to reduce pollutant concentrations. Ozone (O3) is formed when
chemical compounds such as VOCs and NOX (collectively known as ozone precursors) react
with sunlight. Clouds and fog block the solar radiation for the ozone-forming reaction. Annual
precipitation in the San Joaquin Valley decreases from north to south, averaging
approximately 20 inches in the north, 10 inches in the central portion, and less than 6 inches
in the south (SJVAPCD 2002). In the Del Rio/Modesto area of the SJVAB, the average annual
precipitation is approximately 12 inches (Western Regional Climate Center 2016).

5.3.2 Project Vicinity
The project sites are located within the jurisdiction of SJVAPCD. Land uses immediately
adjacent to Site A include residential sites and agricultural lands to the east, Union Pacific
railroad tracks, a Modesto Irrigation District canal, and Ladd Road. At Site B, adjacent land
uses include single-family residences, a fruit stand, and agricultural parcels.

5.3.3 Air Pollutants
Carbon Monoxide
CO is an odorless, colorless gas that is highly toxic. CO is formed by the incomplete
combustion of fuels and is emitted directly into the air. Ambient CO concentrations normally
are considered a localized effect and typically correspond closely to the spatial and temporal
distributions of vehicular traffic, forming pollutant “hot spots.” CO concentrations are also
influenced by wind speed and atmospheric mixing. Under inversion conditions, CO
concentrations may be distributed more uniformly over an area to some distance from
vehicular sources. CO binds with hemoglobin, the oxygen-carrying protein in blood, and
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reduces the blood’s capacity for carrying oxygen to the heart, brain, and other parts of the
body. At high concentrations, CO can cause heart difficulties in people with chronic diseases,
impair mental abilities, and cause death.

Nitrogen Oxides
NOX is a family of gaseous nitrogen compounds and are precursors to the formation of ozone
and PM. The major component of NOX, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), is a reddish-brown gas that is
toxic at high concentrations. NOX results primarily from the combustion of fossil fuels under
high temperature and pressure. Fuel combustion, primarily from on-road and off-road motor
vehicles and industrial sources, is the major source of this air pollutant.

Volatile Organic Compounds
VOCs are hydrocarbon compounds that exist in the ambient air. VOCs contribute to the
formation of smog and/or may themselves be toxic. VOC emissions are a major precursor to
the formation of ozone.

Ozone
Ozone is a reactive gas consisting of three oxygen atoms. In the troposphere (the lowest
region of the atmosphere), it is produced by a photochemical process involving the sun’s
energy. It is a secondary pollutant that is formed when NOX and VOC (known as ozone
precursors) react in the presence of sunlight. Ozone at the earth’s surface causes numerous
adverse health effects and is a pollutant regulated by state and federal air quality agencies. It
is a major component of smog. In the stratosphere, however, ozone exists naturally and
shields the Earth from harmful incoming ultraviolet radiation. High concentrations of
ground-level ozone can adversely affect the human respiratory system and aggravate
cardiovascular disease and many respiratory ailments. Ozone also damages natural
ecosystems such as forests and foothill communities, agricultural crops, and human-made
materials such as rubber and plastics.

Particulate Matter
PM is a complex mixture of extremely small particles and liquid droplets. PM is made up of
multiple components, including acids, organic chemicals, metals, and soil or dust particles.
The size of particles in PM is directly linked to the particles’ potential for causing health
problems. PM10 is of concern because these particles pass through the throat and nose and
are deposited in the thoracic region of the lungs. Once inhaled, these particles can affect the
heart and lungs and cause serious health effects. PM2.5 penetrates even more deeply into the
thoracic and alveolar regions of the lungs.

Sulfur Dioxide
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, irritating gas with a “rotten egg” smell formed primarily by
the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels. Suspended SO2 particles contribute to the
poor visibility that occurs in the SJVAB and are a component of PM10.
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Lead
Lead (Pb) is a metal found naturally in the environment as well as in manufactured products.
The major sources of lead emissions have historically been mobile and industrial sources.
The health effects of lead poisoning include loss of appetite, weakness, apathy, and
miscarriage. Lead poisoning can also cause lesions of the neuromuscular system, circulatory
system, brain, and gastrointestinal tract.
In the past, gasoline-powered automobile engines were a major source of airborne lead
through the use of leaded fuels. Since the use of leaded fuel has been mostly phased out,
ambient concentrations of lead have decreased dramatically.

Hydrogen Sulfide
Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is associated with geothermal activity, oil and gas production and
refining, sewage treatment plants, and confined animal feeding operations. H2S is extremely
hazardous in high concentrations and can cause death.

Sulfates
Sulfates are the fully oxidized, ionic form of sulfur. Sulfates occur in combination with metal
and/or hydrogen ions. In California, emissions of sulfur compounds result primarily from the
combustion of petroleum-derived fuels (e.g., gasoline and diesel fuel) that contain sulfur. This
sulfur is oxidized to SO2 during the combustion process and subsequently converted to
sulfate compounds in the atmosphere. The conversion of SO2 to sulfates is comparatively
rapid and complete in urban areas of California due to regional meteorological features.
CARB’s sulfate standard is designed to prevent aggravation of respiratory symptoms. Effects
of sulfate exposure at levels that exceed the standard include decreased ventilatory function,
aggravation of asthmatic symptoms, and increased risk of cardiopulmonary disease. Sulfates
are particularly effective in degrading visibility and, because they are usually acidic, can harm
ecosystems and damage materials and property.

Vinyl Chloride
Vinyl chloride is a colorless gas that does not occur naturally; it is formed when substances
such as trichloroethane, trichloroethylene, and tetrachloroethylene are broken down. Vinyl
chloride is used to make polyvinyl chloride (PVC), which is used in plastic products such as
pipes, wire and cable coatings, and packaging materials.

Toxic Air Contaminants
TACs are air pollutants that may lead to serious illness or increased mortality, even when
present in relatively low concentrations. Hundreds of different types of TACs exist, with
varying degrees of toxicity. Many TACs are confirmed or suspected carcinogens or are known
or suspected to cause birth defects or neurological damage. For some chemicals, such as
carcinogens, no thresholds exist below which exposure can be considered risk free. Examples
of TAC sources associated with the Proposed Project are fossil fuel combustion sources.
Sources of TACs include stationary sources, area-wide sources, and mobile sources. USEPA
maintains a list of 187 TACs, also known as hazardous air pollutants. These hazardous air
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pollutants are included on CARB’s list of TACs along with additional chemicals identified as
TACs in California (CARB 2016a). According to the California Almanac of Emissions and Air
Quality (CARB 2013), many researchers consider diesel PM (DPM) to be a primary
contributor to health risk from TACs because particles in the exhaust carry many harmful
organics and metals, rather than being a single substance, as are other TACs. Unlike many
TACs, outdoor DPM is not monitored by CARB because no routine measurement method
exists. Using the CARB emission inventory’s PM10 database, ambient PM10 monitoring data,
and results from several studies, CARB has made preliminary estimates of DPM
concentrations throughout the state (CARB 2016b).

5.3.4 Existing Air Quality Conditions
Air Monitoring Data
USEPA, CARB, and local air districts operate an extensive air monitoring network to measure
progress toward attainment of the NAAQS and CAAQS. The closest air monitoring station to
the project area is the Modesto 14th Street station. Data are also provided from the next
closest station, the Turlock S. Minaret Street station, for pollutants that were not measured
at the Modesto 14th Street station. Table 5-1 shows the most recent 3 years (2013-2015) of
available data.
Table 5-1. Air Monitoring Data for 2013-2015
2013
Monitoring
Station

Pollutant
Standard

2014

2015

No.
Maximum
No.
Maximum
No.
Maximum
Exceed* Concentration Exceed* Concentration Exceed* Concentration

Modesto 14th

Ozone

1-hr

0/0

0.088 ppm

0/1

0.103 ppm

0/5

0.111 ppm

Modesto 14th

Ozone

8-hr

2/13

0.082 ppm

12/24

0.090 ppm

16/24

0.093 ppm

Turlock S. Minaret NO2
Street

1-hr

0/0

54 ppb

0/0

55 ppb

0/0

42 ppb

Turlock S. Minaret NO2
Street

Annual

Modesto 14th

PM10

Modesto 14th

PM10 Annual

Modesto 14th

PM2.5

Modesto 14th

PM2.5 Annual

24-hr

24-hr

11
0/57.71

NA

98.8 µg/m3

0/37.6

30.9 µg/m3
37.6/-

83.2 µg/m3
14.3 µg/m3

127.7 µg/m3

9
0/31.1

29.6 µg/m3
17/-

58.2 µg/m3
11.3 µg/m3

90.3 µg/m3
27.7 µg/m3

NA/-

46.4 µg/m3
NA

Notes: hr = hour; NA = not available (insufficient or no data available); ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million;
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
*The first value represents the number of days on which the federal standard was exceeded. The second number
represents the number of days on which the state standard was exceeded. No data were available in Stanislaus County
during 2013-2015 for carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and hydrogen sulfide.
Source: CARB 2016c
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TACs in the Project Vicinity
In the project vicinity, the primary source of TACs is combustion of fossil fuels, in particular
gasoline and diesel fuel, from both on-road and off-road vehicles.

Attainment Status
CARB and USEPA have established the CAAQS and NAAQS, respectively, in an effort to protect
human health and welfare. Geographic areas are deemed to be in attainment if these
standards are met or in nonattainment if they are not met. “Unclassified” areas are areas that
cannot be classified on the basis of available information as meeting or not meeting the
primary or secondary NAAQS for the pollutant. Nonattainment status is classified by the
severity of the nonattainment problem. For ozone, these classifications are marginal,
moderate, serious, severe, and extreme nonattainment. Nonattainment classifications for PM
range from marginal to serious. Table 5-2 shows the current attainment status for the NAAQS
and CAAQS. The area is designated as nonattainment for federal and state ozone and PM2.5
standards and as nonattainment for the state PM10 standard.
Table 5-2.

Attainment Status of the State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

Contaminant
Ozone (O3)

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Averaging Time

Concentration

State
Standards
Attainment
Status1

Federal
Standards
Attainment
Status2

1-hour

0.09 ppm

N

See footnote
3

8-hour

0.070 ppm

N

N, see
footnote 3

1-hour

20 ppm

A

35 ppm

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)

8-hour

9.0 ppm

1-hour

0.18 ppm

U/A
A
A

0.100 ppm
Annual arithmetic mean

0.030 ppm

4

U/A
A

0.053 ppm
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)

1-hour

0.25 ppm

U/A
A

0.075 ppm
24-hour

Particulate Matter
(PM10)

U/A

0.04 ppm

U/A
A

0.14 ppm

U/A

Annual arithmetic mean

0.030 ppm

U/A

24-hour

50 µg/m3
150 µg/m

Annual arithmetic mean

20 µg/m3

24-hour

35 µg/m3
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Averaging Time

Concentration

State
Standards
Attainment
Status1

Federal
Standards
Attainment
Status2
N

Fine Particulate
Matter (PM2.5)

Annual arithmetic mean

12 µg/m3

N

Sulfates

24-hour

25 µg/m3

A

Lead5

30-day average

1.5 µg/m3

A

3

Calendar quarter

1.5 µg/m

Rolling 3-month average

0.15 µg/m3

Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S)

1-hour

0.03 ppm

U

Vinyl Chloride5
(chloroethene)

24-hour

0.010 ppm

A

Visibility-reducing
Particles

8 hour (10:00 to 18:00 PST)

See footnote 6

U

A – attainment
N – nonattainment

ppm – parts per million
PST – Pacific Standard Time

U/A
U/A

U – unclassified
µg/m3 – micrograms per cubic
meter

Notes:
1.

2.

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide (except Lake Tahoe), sulfur dioxide (1-hour and 24-hour), nitrogen
dioxide, suspended particulate matter – PM10, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded.
The standards for sulfates, Lake Tahoe carbon monoxide, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride are not to be
equaled or exceeded. If the standard is for a 1-hour, 8-hour, or 24-hour average (i.e., all standards except for lead and
the PM10 annual standard), then some measurements may be excluded. In particular, measurements are excluded that
CARB determines would occur less than once per year on the average. The Lake Tahoe carbon monoxide standard is
6.0 ppm, one-half the national standard and two-thirds the state standard.
National standards shown are the primary standards designed to protect public health. National air quality standards
are set by USEPA at levels determined to be protective of public health with an adequate margin of safety. National
standards other than for ozone, particulates, and those based on annual averages are not to be exceeded more than
once per year. The 1-hour ozone standard is attained if, during the most recent three-year period, the average number
of days per year with maximum hourly concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one. The 8-hour
ozone standard is attained when the three-year average of the 4th highest daily concentrations is 0.075 ppm (75 parts
per billion) or less. The 24-hour PM10 standard is attained when the three-year average of the 99th percentile of
monitored concentrations is less than 150 µg/m3. The 24-hour PM2.5 standard is attained when the three-year average
of 98th percentiles is less than 35 µg/m3. Except for the national particulate standards, annual standards are met if the
annual average falls below the standard at every site. The national annual particulate standard for PM 10 is met if the
three-year average falls below the standard at every site. The annual PM2.5 standard is met if the three-year average of
annual averages spatially averaged across officially designed clusters of sites falls below the standard.

3.

The national 1-hour ozone standard was revoked by USEPA on June 15, 2005. On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour
ozone primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm. However, the attainment status has
not yet been updated based on this revised 8-hour standard. It is likely that the region will remain in nonattainment.

4.

To attain this standard, the three-year average of the 98th percentile of the daily maximum 1-hour average at each
monitoring station within an area must not exceed 0.100 ppm (effective January 22, 2010).

5.

CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold level of exposure below which
there are no adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at
levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

6.

Statewide Visibility-Reducing Particle Standard (except Lake Tahoe Air Basin): Particles in sufficient amount to
produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer when the relative humidity is less than 70 percent. This standard
is intended to limit the frequency and severity of visibility impairment due to regional haze and is equivalent to a 10mile nominal visual range.

Sources: CARB 2016d, USEPA 2016, SJVAPCD 2012
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5.3.5 Sensitive Receptors
Sensitive receptors are those segments of the population most susceptible to poor air quality:
children, the elderly, and individuals with serious pre-existing health problems affected by
air quality (e.g., asthma) (CARB 2005). Examples of locations that contain sensitive receptors
are residences, schools and school yards, parks and playgrounds, daycare centers, nursing
homes, and medical facilities. Residences include houses, apartments, and senior living
complexes. Medical facilities can include hospitals, convalescent homes, and health clinics.
Playgrounds include play areas associated with parks or community centers.
Sites A and B are generally surrounded by agricultural lands and residences. Apart from
residences, other sensitive receptors are located more than a mile from the project sites. The
nearest schools to the project sites are Stanislaus Elementary School, 1.9 miles southwest of
Site A and 2.75 miles southwest of Site B; and Rio Altura Elementary School, 3.0 miles east of
Site A and 2.3 miles southeast of Site B. The nearest medical facilities to Sites A and B include
Valley Wound Healing Center Inc. (approximately 1.9 miles south of Site A) and the Riverbank
Community Health Center (approximately 2.6 miles southeast of Site B). The daycare and
assisted living facilities nearest to the sites are Cia’s Day Care (approximately 1.1 miles [Site
A] and 2.1 miles [Site B]) and Graceful Living at Riverbank (approximately 2.7 miles [Site A]
and 2.6 miles [Site B]). There are no parks in the Del Rio area; Safreno Park, approximately
2.3 and 2.6 miles southeast of Sites A and B, respectively, is the nearest park to the project
sites.

5.4 Impact Analysis
5.4.1 Methodology
This section evaluates whether construction and operation of the Proposed Project and its
actions would result in significant impacts related to air quality and odors, and if the
Proposed Project would comply with applicable air quality plans.
As recommended by SJVAPCD, the California Emission Estimator Model (CalEEMod), version
2013.2.2, was used to quantify criteria pollutant emissions from the Proposed Project’s
construction and operation activities. CalEEMod incorporates numerous default assumptions
and CARB emission factors for on-road and off-road vehicles (EMFAC 2013 and In-Use OffRoad Equipment Inventory Model 2011, respectively). Below is a brief summary of the
CalEEMod site-specific inputs used to estimate emissions from the Proposed Project. Further
CalEEMod inputs and outputs are available in Appendix C. Worker trips were assumed to be
the default of 16.8 miles one-way, and material hauling trips were assumed to be 20 miles
one way. An exception to the material hauling trip distances was for the pipeline construction
activities, which were assumed to only require material hauling of 2 miles one way from
staging sites. Material exported was assumed to be 88 cubic yards for the site preparation
phase and 264 cubic yards for the grading phase.
The Proposed Project is assumed to take approximately 15 months to construct, beginning in
2017 and completed in 2018. The anticipated duration of each project construction phase
and the anticipated number of potential worker and construction-related trips are provided
in Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, Project Description. It was assumed that pipeline construction
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activities (for both trenching and jack/bore) could overlap with building construction
activities. All other phases were assumed to be sequential rather than overlapping.
The equipment anticipated to be used during each construction phase is detailed in Appendix
C and summarized in Chapter 2. The equipment was mapped to an appropriate CalEEMod
equipment type and default horsepower and load factors were utilized.
Regarding operational emissions, vehicle trips to the site would be limited to those needed
for maintenance and inspection of the project facilities. It was assumed that one (round-trip)
worker trip would be required per weekday. The pumps would be electricity-driven, and
electricity was assumed to be supplied by Modesto Irrigation District. No criteria pollutants
are associated with electricity use. Emissions from the two emergency generators were
estimated using CalEEMod based on an assumed use of 1 hour per day for 20 days per year.
Odor-related impacts were evaluated qualitatively by considering potential project-related
odor sources, potential duration of any odor emissions, and the proximity of odor sources to
sensitive receptors.
To determine whether the Proposed Project is consistent with existing air quality plans, the
analysis examines whether the Proposed Project is consistent with relevant general or
specific plans upon which the air quality plans are based and any specific measures contained
in the air quality plans that may relate to the Proposed Project.

5.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project would have a significant
impact with regard to air quality if it would:


Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan;



Violate any air quality standard established by USEPA or CARB, or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation;



Expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations; or



Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

SJVAPCD Thresholds of Significance
SJVAPCD has developed thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants based on the mass
emissions generated during construction, operation of stationary sources, and operation of
non-stationary sources. Those projects with mass emissions less than the thresholds of
significance would not create additional violations of pollutants and are considered to be
consistent with the applicable air quality plans. Table 5-3 shows the mass emission
thresholds applicable to activities in the SJVAB.

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

5-16

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 5. Air Quality

Table 5-3. SJVAPCD CEQA Significance Thresholds
Operational Emissions
Construction
Emissions
Pollutant

Permitted Equipment and
Activities

Non-permitted Equipment and
Activities

Emissions (tons per year)

CO

100

100

100

NOX

10

10

10

VOC

10

10

10

SOX

27

27

27

PM10

15

15

15

PM2.5

15

15

15

Source: SJVAPCD 2016e.

According to SJVAPCD’s guidance, impacts of operational and construction emissions are
considered to be less than significant if fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) emissions are below
the significance levels listed above. In addition, SJVAPCD Regulation VIII requires all projects
that involve earthmoving or travel on unpaved roads to implement fugitive dust control
measures. Implementation of these control measures would be sufficient to reduce PM10 and
PM2.5 impacts to a level considered less than significant.
The following quantitative TAC thresholds of significance are identified in the Guidance for
Assessing and Mitigating Air Quality Impacts (SJVAPCD 2015a), with implementation of the
latest revisions to SJVAPCD’s risk management policy (SJVAPCD 2016f) also serving as
revisions to the CEQA thresholds:


Probability of contracting cancer for the Maximally Exposed Individual (MEI) exceeds
20 in 1 million, or



Ground-level concentrations of non-carcinogenic TACs result in a Hazard Index
greater than 1 for the MEI.

Due to the variable nature of construction activity, the generation of TAC emissions in most
cases would be temporary, especially considering the short amount of time such equipment
is typically operating within an influential distance that would result in the exposure of
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations. Chronic and cancer-related health effects
estimated over short periods are uncertain. Cancer potency factors are based on animal
lifetime studies or studies of workers with long-term exposure to the carcinogenic agent.
There is considerable uncertainty in trying to evaluate the cancer risk from exposure that
would last only a small fraction of a lifetime. Some studies indicate that the dose rate may
change the potency of a given dose of a carcinogenic chemical. In others words, a dose
delivered over a short period may have a different potency than the same dose delivered over
a lifetime (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment [OEHHA] 2015). Given that the
construction period for the Proposed Project, which is approximately 15 months, would not
involve the use of substantial quantities of construction equipment, a qualitative analysis was
determined to be the appropriate level of detail required to determine the impact of potential
TAC emissions. For operational TAC emissions, the facility is required to be below the health
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effects quantitative thresholds in order to obtain the required operating permits consistent
with SJVAPCD regulations regarding permitted sources. For construction and operation,
health risks from TACs were evaluated by identifying the Proposed Project’s potential to
generate TAC emissions and determining whether sensitive receptors could be affected by
those emissions.

Small Project Analysis Level
SJVAPCD has established screening levels based on project types (land use) and sizes (e.g.,
square footage, housing units). Projects below these sizes are considered to have emissions
below the numeric thresholds of significance for criteria pollutants. The Proposed Project is
categorized as General Light Industrial Land Use. Projects that are at or below these criteria
would result in less-than-significant impacts:



Industrial land uses: result in vehicle trips of 1,506 trips/day;
General light industrial land uses: construct 510,000 square feet.

As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Proposed Project would construct less than
510,000 square feet (or approximately 11.7 acres) of general light industrial land uses, and,
therefore, falls within SJVAPCD’s screening criteria for a small project. Although not required
by SJVAPCD due to the project’s small size, estimated construction- and operation-related
emissions are provided in this chapter because they were readily available from modeling
performed for Chapter 8, Global Climate Change.

5.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact AIR-1: Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and Precursors
(Less than Significant)
The Proposed Project’s construction activities would emit criteria pollutants from the
combustion of fossil fuels by heavy equipment, worker vehicles, vendor vehicles, and haul
trucks. In addition, ground-disturbing activities could potentially emit particulate matter.
Construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project were estimated using
CalEEMod with the assumptions specified above and in Appendix C. These emissions are
compared to the CEQA significance thresholds shown in Table 5-4.
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Table 5-4. Estimated Project Construction Emissions
Emissions (tons per year)
Year

CO

NOX

VOC

SOX

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

2017

3.77

5.42

0.59

0.0057

0.32

0.17

0.30

0.083

2018

0.36

0.47

0.068

0.0006

0.03

0.0063

0.028

0.0017

Total

4.13

5.89

0.66

0.0063

0.35

0.18

0.33

0.085

SJVAPCD
Significance
Threshold

100

10

10

27

15

15

Exceed
Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Based on comparison to the significance thresholds, all pollutants are well below the
construction emission thresholds. As explained above, those projects with mass emissions
less than the thresholds of significance would not create additional violations of pollutants.
In addition, the Proposed Project would be required to implement all dust control measures
needed to meet SJVAPCD requirements, so fugitive dust emissions of PM10 and PM2.5 are
considered less than significant. Compliance with SJVAPCD’s required dust control measures
would not be considered a mitigation measure under CEQA because implementation of these
measures is required under Regulation VIII. Implementation of these measures, as well as the
enhanced control measures, is already required under the Program EIR. Therefore, this
impact would be less than significant.

Impact AIR-2: Local Community Risks and Hazards During Construction
(Less than Significant)
The closest sensitive receptors to the Proposed Project’s construction activities consist of
several single-family residences located adjacent to the roadways along the pipeline
alignments or adjacent to the project sites. The pollutants of concern that would affect
sensitive receptors are PM10 and PM2.5 contained in fugitive dust and DPM from construction
equipment. The control of particulates and fugitive dust is discussed above in Impact AIR-1,
and SJVAPCD Regulation VIII would be implemented during construction activities to
minimize exposure to fugitive dust. The construction period for the Proposed Project, which
is approximately 15 months, would not involve the use of substantial quantities of
construction equipment and thus would not emit substantial quantities of DPM. Given the
uncertainty of estimating chronic health effects over a short period described in the
methodology section, health effects from construction were not quantified. Implementation
of best management practices would reduce the amount of construction emissions to the
extent feasible through a combination of use of late model engines, low-emission diesel
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, add-on
devices such as particulate filters, and/or other options as such become available. These
construction practices would ensure that health effects from construction of the Proposed
Project are minimized for nearby sensitive receptors. Thus, the Proposed Project would not
pose long-term or substantial health risks to nearby residents and workers in the vicinity of
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the project sites. The impact on sensitive receptors from fugitive dust and other pollutants
would be less than significant.

Impact AIR-3: Operational Emissions of Criteria Pollutants and Precursors
(Less than Significant)
The Proposed Project would emit criteria pollutants during its operation from inspectionand maintenance-related worker vehicle trips, assumed to be limited to one round-trip per
weekday, and the periodic operation of each site’s standby emergency generator during
maintenance and testing. SJVAPCD’s small project analysis level guidance states that general
industrial activities generating fewer than 1,506 trips per day are assumed to have a lessthan-significant impact on air quality, and criteria pollutant emissions associated with these
activities would not need to be quantified. The Proposed Project’s activities would result in a
fraction of this truck trip significance threshold, and these limited maintenance trips would
not be expected to conflict with or obstruct implementation of the local air district’s air
quality plans or increase criteria pollutant emissions above the significant thresholds. In
addition, although not necessary to be quantified, the Proposed Project’s emissions were
estimated using CalEEMod (Table 5-5) and would be substantially less than SJVAPCD’s
operational significance thresholds. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Table 5-5. Estimated Project Operational Emissions
Emissions (tons per year)
Year

CO

NOX

VOC

SOX

Exhaust
PM10

Fugitive
PM10

Exhaust
PM2.5

Fugitive
PM2.5

Annual
Emissions

0.025

0.048

0.014

0.00011

0.0014

0.00065

0.0014

0.00017

SJVAPCD
Significance
Threshold

100

10

10

27

15

15

Exceed
Threshold?

No

No

No

No

No

No

Impact AIR-4: Local Community Risks and Hazards During Operation (Less
than Significant)
DPM from worker vehicle or truck exhaust and each site’s standby emergency generator
represents the primary health risk from operation of the Proposed Project. Truck exhaust
would only be emitted during maintenance and pipeline inspection activities, which are
anticipated to be minimal. Given the small number of operation-related trips and because
CARB regulations limit diesel truck idling to 5 minutes or less, the Proposed Project would
not expose any nearby residents or other sensitive receptors to substantial health risks from
truck exhaust during Proposed Project operation. The standby emergency generators would
operate only under emergency situations and for periodic testing (up to an assumed 1 hour,
20 days per year). The emergency generators would be a permitted source under SJVAPCD
regulations, which require implementation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
standards and require that health risks are minimized such that sensitive receptors are not
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exposed to substantial health risks. The permit approval process for the standby emergency
generators ensures that risk to nearby sensitive receptors is less than the threshold of
significance of 20 in a million. Given the minimal number of truck trips and permit
requirements for the emergency generators with respect to health risks, the impacts to the
health of sensitive receptors would be less than significant.

Impact AIR-5: Odor Emission Generation (Less than Significant)
Construction activities for the Proposed Project would not result in the generation of
permanent or long-term objectionable odors. Odors associated with the intermittent
operation of diesel-powered equipment might be detected by nearby sensitive receptors, but
these odors would be of short duration and would not affect a substantial number of people.
Soil excavated or brought up from well construction activities may contain organic material
that is decaying, which may create an objectionable odor. The intensity of the odor perceived
by a receptor depends on the distance of the receptor from the construction activity and the
amount and quality of the exposed soil material. The locations of the construction activities
would be limited and in a rural area not located near a large number of receptors. Exposed
soil would be either quickly reused on-site or hauled and disposed of properly off-site. Thus,
any odor that could be produced would be short-term and temporary. Therefore, this impact
would be less than significant.

Impact AIR-6: Consistency with Applicable Air Quality Plans
(Less than Significant)
The Proposed Project is located in the SJVAB, which is currently designated as a
nonattainment area for federal and state ozone and PM2.5 standards and state PM10 standards.
SJVAPCD has developed Air Quality Attainment Plans (AQAPs) and prepares associated
triennial updates. AQAPs present comprehensive strategies to reduce VOCs, NOX, PM10, and
PM2.5 emissions from stationary, area, mobile, and indirect sources. VOC and NO X are the
principal precursor pollutants that cause the formation of ozone, the nonattainment pollutant
commonly known as smog. Strategies in the AQAPs include the adoption of rules and
regulations; enhancement of CEQA participation; implementation of a new and modified
indirect source review program; adoption of local air quality plans; and stationary, mobile,
and indirect-source control measures. The Proposed Project is consistent with all strategies
outlined in the AQAPs and would not impede implementation of the plans. The Proposed
Project would not modify land uses from those anticipated in the Stanislaus County General
Plan or the SJVAPCD AQAPs for long-range air quality planning and would not directly
facilitate further growth. The Proposed Project would result in construction of pipelines,
water tanks, groundwater wells, and a pump station building to the extent necessary to meet
current growth projections incorporated into the plans. Specific air quality impacts related
to criteria pollutants are discussed in impacts AIR-1 and AIR-3. The Proposed Project would
comply with SJVAPCD regulations. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with
or obstruct the SJVAPCD AQAPs and the impact would be less than significant.
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5.5.1 Cumulative Impacts
Impact AIR-7: Cumulative Impact on Air Quality (Significant and
Unavoidable)
The SJVAB is currently designated as a nonattainment area for federal and state ozone and
PM2.5 standards, and state PM10 standards. Past, present, and probable future projects would
have a significant cumulative impact on air quality in the project area. No single project would
be sufficient in size, by itself, to result in nonattainment of the regional air quality standards.
Construction of the Proposed Project would result in emissions of ozone precursors (ROG
and NOX), PM2.5, and PM10 below the significance thresholds for project-level impacts
established by SJVAPCD. The Program EIR acknowledged that cumulative impacts of
construction-related emissions of PM10 and ozone precursors would be significant and
unavoidable, and the Proposed Project would contribute to this impact, albeit minimally.
Although, given the low emissions, short duration, and intermittent operation during
construction, SJVAPCD thresholds indicate that the level of air pollutants emitted by the
Proposed Project would not cause any new violations, the Proposed Project could contribute
to an existing violation when combined with other projects in the area. Therefore, the
Proposed Project’s contribution to construction-related emissions would be cumulatively
considerable and this impact would be significant and unavoidable.
Operation of the Proposed Project’s standby emergency generators and maintenance-related
vehicle trips would result in a net increase in emissions of ROG, NOX, and PM10. Given that
these emissions are estimated to be substantially lower than SJVAPCD’s thresholds of
significance, and would be consistent with existing growth plans and new source review
permits, the emissions are unlikely to contribute to any new violations or contribute
substantially to any air quality violation. The standby emergency generators would be used
for a limited amount of time (up to 1 hour a day for 20 days per year), and health impacts
associated with TACs would be below the thresholds of significance as required during
permitting. Because impacts from TACs are localized, the thresholds of significance for TACs
have been established at such a conservative level, and the risks would be below this level,
they are not considered to be cumulatively significant. Sources permitted consistent with
requirements of SJVAPCD’s New Source Review (e.g., emergency generators) are considered
to not be individually significant and are not cumulatively significant. While the nonpermitted operational emissions are minimal from occasional maintenance vehicle trips, the
vehicle trips may combine with other increased trips in the area and other Program activities
to result in an increase in pollutants and was concluded as such in the Program EIR. Given the
low emissions and intermittent operation of the generators and maintenance trips, SJVAPCD
thresholds indicate that the level of air pollutants emitted by the Proposed Project would not
cause any new violations. The Proposed Project could, however, contribute to an existing
violation when combined with other projects in the area. Therefore, the incremental
contribution of the Proposed Project would be cumulatively considerable, and this impact
would be significant and unavoidable.
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6.1 Overview
This chapter discusses the potential for the Proposed Project to affect biological resources
and natural communities, and the special-status plant and wildlife species that may utilize
these habitats. Specifically, this section: (1) discusses federal, state, and local regulations
relevant to vegetation and wildlife resources that may be affected by the Proposed Project;
(2) describes the existing environmental setting in the Proposed Project area; (3) identifies
plant and wildlife species potentially affected by the Proposed Project; and (4) proposes
avoidance, minimization, and compensation measures to reduce potentially significant
impacts to satisfy the requirements of CEQA.

6.2 Regulatory Setting
This section describes laws and regulations at the federal, state, and local level that may apply
to the Proposed Project.

6.2.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Clean Water Act Section 404
The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary federal law that protects the quality of the nation’s
aquatic habitats involving surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and coastal wetlands.
CWA Section 404 regulates the discharge of dredged and fill materials into waters of the
United States (waters of the U.S.), which include all navigable waters, their tributaries, and
some isolated waters, as well as some wetlands adjacent to the aforementioned waters (33
CFR Section 328.3). Areas typically not considered jurisdictional waters include non-tidal
drainages, irrigation ditches excavated on dry land, artificially irrigated areas, artificial lakes
or ponds used for irrigation or stock watering, small artificial water bodies such as swimming
pools, and water-filled depressions (33 CFR Part 328). Activities involving placement of fill
into jurisdictional waters of the U.S. are regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) through permit requirements, which also require state water quality certification in
compliance with Section 401 of the CWA.

Endangered Species Act
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC Sections 1531–1544) provides for
conservation of species that are endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant
portion of their range, as well as the protection of habitats on which they depend. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) share
responsibility for implementing the ESA. In general, USFWS manages land and freshwater
species, whereas NMFS manages marine and anadromous species. As defined by Section 3 of
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the ESA, “endangered” refers to species that are "in danger of extinction within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range," whereas “threatened”
refers to “those animals and plants likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future
throughout all or a significant portion of their ranges.”

Section 7
ESA Section 7 requires federal agencies to consult with USFWS or NMFS, or both, before
performing any action (e.g., funding a program or issuing a permit) to ensure that federal
actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of a species or destroy or adversely modify
critical habitat (defined below). Authorization to take (also defined below) an endangered or
threatened species can be obtained through Section 7 consultation. USFWS and/or NMFS may
issue a Biological Opinion (BO) with an incidental take statement to the federal agency issuing
a permit or approval for a Proposed Project. The federal consulting agency then incorporates
the BO and incidental take statement into any authorization or permits.

Section 10
ESA Section 10 provides a process by which nonfederal entities may obtain an incidental take
permit from USFWS or NMFS for otherwise lawful activities that incidentally may result in
“take” of endangered or threatened species, subject to specific conditions. A habitat
conservation plan must accompany an application for an incidental take permit.

Critical Habitat
When a species is proposed for listing as endangered or threatened under the ESA, USFWS or
NMFS must consider whether there are areas of habitat that are essential to the species’
conservation. Those areas may be proposed for designation as “critical habitat.” Under CWA
Section 7, all federal agencies must ensure that any actions they authorize, fund, or carry out
are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species or destroy or adversely
modify its designated critical habitat. These requirements apply only to federal agency
actions, and only to habitat that has been designated. Critical habitat requirements do not
apply to citizens engaged in activities on private land that do not involve a federal agency. For
experimental populations designated pursuant to CWA Section 10(j), critical habitat may be
designated for “essential” experimental populations, but may not be designated for
“nonessential” experimental populations.

Take
Section 9 of the ESA and its implementing regulations prohibit the “take” of any fish or wildlife
species listed under the ESA as endangered or threatened, unless otherwise authorized by
federal regulations. The ESA defines the term “take” to mean “harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct” (16
USC Section 1532).

Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC Part 703) enacts the provisions of
treaties between the United States, Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet Union (now
Russia) and authorizes the U.S. Secretary of the Interior to protect and regulate the taking of
migratory birds. It establishes seasons and bag limits for hunted species and protects
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migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs (16 USC 703, 50 CFR 21, 50 CFR 10).
Most actions that result in taking of, or the permanent or temporary possession of, a
protected species constitute violations of the MBTA. The act also prohibits destruction of
occupied nests. The Migratory Bird Permit Memorandum, dated April 15, 2003, clarifies that
destruction of most unoccupied bird nests (without eggs or nestlings) is permissible under
the MBTA; exceptions include nests of federally listed threatened or endangered migratory
birds, bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos). USFWS
is responsible for overseeing compliance with the MBTA.
On December 8, 2004, the U.S. Congress passed the Migratory Bird Treaty Reform Act
(Division E, Title I, Section 143 of the Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005, PL 108–447),
which excludes all migratory birds non-native or human-introduced to the U.S. or its
territories. It defines a native migratory bird as a species present within the U.S. and its
territories as a result of natural biological or ecological processes. USFWS published a list of
the bird species excluded from the MBTA on March 15, 2005 (70 FR 12710).

Executive Order 13112: Invasive Species
Executive Order (EO) 13112 directs all federal agencies to prevent and control introductions
of invasive non-native species in a cost-effective and environmentally sound manner to
minimize their impacts on economics, ecology, and human health. As directed by this EO, a
national invasive species management plan guides federal actions to prevent, control, and
minimize invasive species and their impacts (National Invasive Species Council 2008). To
support implementation of this plan, USACE released a memorandum describing the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Invasive Species Policy (USACE 2009). This policy includes
addressing invasive species effects in the impact analyses for civil works projects.

6.2.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
California Environmental Quality Act and CEQA Guidelines
CEQA (PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (PRC Section 15000 et seq.)
regulate environmental review in California. CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 requires that a
lead agency shall determine whether a project may have a significant effect on the
environment and shall require an EIR to be prepared for the project if there is substantial
evidence, in light of the whole record, that the project has the potential to substantially reduce
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, and/or substantially
reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15380 defines the terms “species,” “endangered,” “rare,” and
“threatened” as they pertain to CEQA. Section 15380 also provides a greater level of
consideration for state-listed or federally listed species, and for any species that can be shown
to meet the criteria for listing but has not yet been listed. The criteria for considering a species
endangered, rare, or threatened under CEQA are as follows:


When its survival and reproduction in the wild are in immediate jeopardy from one or
more causes, including loss of habitat, change in habitat, overexploitation, predation,
competition, disease, or other factors; or
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Although not presently threatened with extinction, the species is existing in such small
numbers throughout all or a significant portion of its range that it may become
endangered if its environment worsens; or



The species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all
or a significant portion of its range and may be considered "threatened" as defined in
the ESA.

Species that meet the criteria listed above are often considered Species of Special Concern by
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). The designation “Species of Special
Concern” is administrative and carries no formal legal status. Generally, Species of Special
Concern should be included in an analysis of project impacts if they can be shown to meet the
criteria of sensitivity outlined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15380. That said, some older lists
of Species of Special Concern were not developed using criteria relevant to CEQA, and the
information used in generating those lists is out of date. Therefore, the current circumstances
of each unlisted Species of Special Concern must be considered in the context of Section
15380 criteria, and these species should not automatically be assumed to be rare, threatened,
or endangered.

California Fish and Game Code
The California Fish and Game Code (Fish & G. Code) establishes CDFW (Fish & G. Code Section
700) and states that the fish and wildlife resources of the state are held in trust for the people
of the state by and through CDFW (Fish & G. Code Section 711.7[a]). Fish and Game Code
Section 1802 states that CDFW has jurisdiction over the conservation, protection, and
management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and the habitat necessary for biologically
sustainable populations of those species. All licenses, permits, tag reservations, and other
entitlements for the take of fish and game authorized by the Fish and Game Code are prepared
and issued by CDFW (Fish & G. Code Section 1050[a]).
Other sections of the Fish and Game Code describe protection for specific types of wildlife.
For example, Fish and Game Code Sections 3503, 3513, and 3800 (and other sections and
subsections) protect native birds, including their active or inactive nests and eggs, from all
forms of take. Raptors (i.e., eagles, falcons, hawks, and owls) and their nests are specifically
protected in California under Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5, which states that it is
“unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the order Falconiformes or Strigiformes
(birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as
otherwise provided by this code or any regulation adopted pursuant thereto.” Certain species
are designated as fully protected under Fish and Game Code Sections 3511 (birds), 5515
(fish), 4700 (mammals), and 5050 (amphibians), and it is illegal to take these species. Nongame mammals are also protected by Fish and Game Code Section 4150.

Sections 1900-1913 – Native Plant Protection Act
The Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) of 1977 (Fish & G. Code Sections 1900-1913) directs
CDFW to carry out the California State Legislature's intent to “preserve, protect and enhance
rare and endangered plants in this state.” The NPPA authorizes the California Fish and Game
Commission to designate plants as “endangered” or “rare” and prohibits “take” of any such
plants, except as authorized in limited circumstances.
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CDFW and the California Native Plant Society (CNPS), a non-governmental organization,
jointly maintain California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) lists. These lists include plant species of
concern in California. Vascular plants included on these lists are defined as follows:
List 1:

Plants considered extinct or extirpated in California

List 1B:

Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere

List 2:

Plants that are rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common
elsewhere

List 3:

Plants about which more information is needed – review list

List 4:

Plants of limited distribution – watch list

Plants appearing on Lists 1 and 2 are, in general, considered to meet the CEQA Guidelines
Section 15380(b) criteria, and adverse effects on these species may be considered significant.
Impacts on plants that are on Lists 3 and 4 are also considered during CEQA review; however,
because these species are typically not as rare as those on Lists 1 and 2, impacts on them are
less frequently considered potentially significant.

Sections 2050 -2098 – California Endangered Species Act
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G. Code Sections 2050–2098) prohibits
state agencies from approving a project that would jeopardize the continued existence of a
species listed under the CESA as endangered or threatened, or that would result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of those
species, if reasonable and prudent alternatives are available that would avoid a jeopardy
finding.
Section 2080 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits the take of any species that is state listed
as endangered or threatened, or designated as a candidate for such listing. “Take” is defined
by Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as to “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill” an individual of a listed species. Under the CESA, CDFW
may issue an incidental take permit authorizing the take of listed and candidate species when
that that activity is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity, subject to specified conditions.

6.2.3 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
Stanislaus County has identified the following goals and policies in the Conservation/Open
Space Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 (2016) that are relevant to the
Proposed Project:
Goal One:

Encourage the protection and preservation of natural and scenic areas
throughout the County.

Policy Three:
Areas of sensitive wildlife and plant life (e.g., vernal pools, riparian
habitats, flyways and other waterfowl habitats, etc.) including habitats and plant species
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listed in the General Plan Support Document or by state or federal agencies shall be
protected from development and/or disturbance.
Policy Four:
habitat.
Goal Ten:

Protect and enhance oak woodlands and other native hardwood

Protect fish and wildlife species of the County.

Policy Twenty-nine:
Habitats of rare and endangered fish and wildlife species,
including special status wildlife and plants, shall be protected.
Stanislaus County does not have a tree protection ordinance, and the Del Rio community plan
does not identify any tree protection/replacement requirements.

6.3 Environmental Setting
The following sections describe the environmental setting for biological resources near the
Proposed Project sites. For the purposes of this chapter, the study area includes Sites A and
B, as well as their respective proposed pipelines (Figure 2-1). Adjacent areas outside of the
study area are also described when Proposed Project activities could potentially impact
biological resources in these areas. A reconnaissance-level biological survey and
investigation for the presence of jurisdictional waters in the study area was conducted by
Horizon Water and Environment on May 4, 2016. This survey consisted of walking the
entirety of Sites A and B, walking their associated pipeline alignments, and observing adjacent
habitats, which could provide potential habitat for sensitive wildlife. The USFWS IPaC Report
and CNDDB results are provided in Appendix D.

6.3.1 Regional Setting
The study area is situated in the northwestern portion of the San Joaquin Valley, in Stanislaus
County, near the community of Del Rio. Terrain in the study area is flat or very gently sloped,
with elevations approximately 100–110 feet above mean sea level (msl).
Land uses in the vicinity of the study area are primarily residential, agricultural,
transportation, and recreational (e.g., Del Rio Golf and Country Club). The Stanislaus River is
approximately 0.75 mile north of Site B and 1.3 miles north of Site A.

6.3.2 Project Vicinity
The following section provides descriptions of biological communities in the study area.
Wildlife typically associated with these biological communities is also described below.

Site A and Proposed Pipeline Alignment
Site A consists of a fallow field with a residence, outbuildings clustered on the north end of
the property, and a paved driveway (Figure 2-2). Land uses surrounding Site A include
residences to the east and north, an abandoned railroad line and residences to the west, and
an irrigation canal on the southern border of the property.
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The proposed alignment of the Site A pipeline is confined to the existing road right-of-way of
Ladd Road and St. John Road (Figure 2-1). Several houses are located in proximity to the
pipeline alignment along Ladd Road at the southern end of the alignment. St. John Road is
surrounded by almond (Prunus dulcis) orchards to the west and an abandoned railroad line
and hayfields to the east. Residences are located at the intersection of St. John Road and
Country Club Drive, the northern extent of the proposed pipeline, and a hayfield is located to
the east of the intersection.
Biological communities present include annual grassland, developed/ruderal, orchard, and
hayfields, which are described in the following sections. A Modesto Irrigation District canal
runs along the south boundary of the site but is not within Site A.

Annual Grassland
The vast majority of Site A is a fallow field composed of various annual grass and forb species.
Non-native grasses present include rip-gut brome (Bromus diandrus), Italian rye grass
(Festuca perennis), foxtail barley (Hordeum murinum), and rattail fescue (Festuca myuros).
Wildlife that could potentially use this habitat include California vole (Microtus californicus),
California ground squirrel (Otospermophilus beecheyi), pocket gopher (Thomomys spp.),
western fence lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis),
and Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia). Raptors may forage in this area. Several small
burrows were observed in the field, but no evidence of use by Burrowing Owls (e.g., whitewash, feathers) was observed.

Developed/Ruderal
Developed upland habitat at Site A includes a residence with a garage, outbuildings, and a
paved driveway. Some non-native annual grasses, such as rip-gut brome, are present. Forbs
present include cudweed (Pseudognaphalium luteoalbum). Several fruit trees, as well as an
ornamental tree and several ornamental shrubs, are planted around the house and
outbuildings. Small fan palms (Washingtonia sp.) are sprouting in pavement cracks behind
the house. Several trees, including five large sycamores (Platanus sp.), overhang the fence
from the adjacent property east of Site A. Native oaks are present in several locations on the
site. Two interior live oaks (Quercus wislizeni) are present between the outbuildings, and
smaller saplings are scattered along the fence lines. Two small coast live oaks (Quercus
agrifolia) are located along the west fence line. Trees in the study area may provide nesting
habitat for various passerines and possibly raptors. Although oaks are present on the site, the
habitat does not have the landscape character or biological integrity of an oak woodland that
would require its protection as a sensitive natural community.
Most of the residential parcels bordering the Proposed Project have trees that may be suitable
for bird nesting.
Along the Site A pipeline alignment, immediately to the east of St. John Road, is a planted line
of trees and railroad tracks between the road and adjacent hayfields. Planted trees include a
mix of native and non-native species, such as coast live oak, valley oak (Quercus lobata), coast
redwood (Sequoia sempervirens), fan palm, Chinese pistachio (Pistacia chinensis), maple (Acer
sp.), and weeping willow (Salix babylonica). This planted area has been mulched, and the
understory consists of planted African daisy (Osteospermum sp.) at the base of some trees, as
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well as sparse herbaceous weeds such as prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola) and sow thistle
(Sonchus oleraceus).
Developed/ruderal habitat in the study area provides relatively limited habitat value for
special-status wildlife, with the exception of large trees on adjacent parcels. These trees could
provide nesting habitat for raptors. However, urban/suburban–adapted bird species, such as
House Finch (Haemorhous mexicanus), Dark-eyed Junco (Junco hyemalis), and House Sparrow
(Passer domesticus), could use this habitat. Bats could roost in structures that have exterior
openings, such as the garage or shed.

Orchard
St. John Road is bordered by an almond orchard to the west. The understory of the almond
orchard is largely devoid of vegetation, except for small patches of Bermuda grass (Cynodon
dactylon). Species such as American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos) and side-blotched lizard
(Uta stansburiana) can occur in this habitat type.

Hayfields
Cultivated hayfields are present to the east of St. John Road. Hayfields provide seasonal
resources for wildlife such as Red-winged Blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), gopher, and
gopher snake (Pituophis catenifer) (California Department of Fish and Game [CDFG] 1988).
Raptors may forage in these areas.

Site B and Proposed Pipeline Alignment
Site B is located approximately 0.8 mile northeast of Site A (Figure 2-1). The site is adjacent
to residential development and orchards (Figure 2-1). Natural communities present on the
Site B property include annual grassland and native and ornamental trees and shrubs.
The proposed alignment of the Site B pipeline is confined to the existing road right-of-way of
McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road. Along the proposed pipeline alignment, a developed
residential community and ornamental plantings are dominant, with orchards to the east.

Annual Grassland
The eastern portion of Site B is largely flat and consists of a grassland composed of the nonnative grasses foxtail barley, Italian rye grass, rattail fescue, and rescue grass (Bromus
catharticus). The non-native forb broad leaf filaree (Erodium botrys) and the native forbs
common fiddleneck (Amsinckia intermedia) and bedstraw (Galium aparine) are also present.
Wildlife species that may use this area are similar to those identified for the annual grassland
habitat in Site A.

Native and Ornamental Trees and Shrubs
As the land slopes up to the west, the habitat type changes. Loquat trees (Eriobotrya japonica)
line the fence on the western boundary of the site. The area bordering the fence is fairly
disturbed and supports understory species such as English ivy (Hedera helix), periwinkle
(Vinca major), miner’s lettuce (Claytonia perfoliata), and ornamental poppies (Papaver
somniferum). A small brush pile in the western portion of the site could provide cover for
various passerines and small mammals. A very large live oak is present to the south of the
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site, and an incense cedar (Calocedrus decurrens) is adjacent to the property. These trees
could provide bird nesting habitat.

Orchard
East of the proposed pipeline alignment along McHenry Avenue is an almond orchard, with
similar habitat as that described for the almond orchard along the Site A pipeline alignment.

Developed
Developed habitat dominates the Site B proposed pipeline alignment. At the intersection of
McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road are a variety of ornamental shrub plantings. Small
ornamental trees have been planted along the road. Residential properties are located to the
north and south of Stewart Road up to the proposed pipeline’s terminus at Grove Point Way,
and these properties have a variety of landscape plantings. Many of these properties have
large trees, including California sycamore (Platanus racemosa), Peruvian pepper tree
(Schinus molle), several conifers, and various oaks, which could provide nesting habitat for
various passerines and possibly urban-adapted raptors.

6.3.3 Special-status Species
Special-status plant and wildlife species refers to those species that meet one or more of the
following criteria:


Species that are listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA (50 CFR Section
17.12 for listed plants, 50 CFR Section 17.11 for listed animals);



Species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered
under the ESA (76 FR 66370);



Species that are listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or
endangered under the CESA (14 CCR Section 670.5);



Plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (Fish & G.
Code Section 1900 et seq.);



CRPR List 1 and 2 species;



Species that meet the definitions of rare or endangered under CEQA (CEQA Guidelines
Section 15380); or



Animals fully protected in California (Fish & G. Code Sections 3511 [birds], 4700
[mammals], and 5050 [reptiles and amphibians]).

Background information on special-status plant and wildlife species with the potential to
occur in the study area was compiled from numerous sources, including, but not limited to,
the following:


USFWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) report for the study area
(USFWS 2016) and
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California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query for the twelve U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute quadrangles within and adjoining the Proposed Project,
including Avena, Brush Lake, Ceres, Denair, Escalon, Manteca, Oakdale, Ripon,
Riverbank, Salida, Waterford, and Westley (CDFW 2016).

Tables 6-1 and 6-2 list the special-status plant and wildlife species known to occur in the
vicinity of the study area, and Figure 6-1 shows the CNDDB occurrences of special-status
plants and animals and designated critical habitat within a 5-mile radius of the study area.
The potential for special-status species to occur in the vicinity of the study area was evaluated
according to the following criteria:
None: The area contains a complete lack of suitable habitat, the local range for the species
is restricted, and/or the species is extirpated in this region.
Not expected: Suitable habitat or key habitat elements may be present but may be of
poor quality or isolated from the nearest extant occurrences. Habitat suitability refers to
factors such as elevation, soil chemistry and type, vegetation communities, microhabitats,
and degraded/significantly altered habitats.
Possible: Suitable habitat or key habitat elements that potentially support the species
are present.
Present: The species was observed directly or its presence was confirmed by diagnostic
signs (e.g., tracks, scat, burrows, carcasses, castings, prey remains) during field
investigations or in previous studies in the area.

Special-status Plants
No special-status plants or special-status plant habitat were observed during the
reconnaissance survey. Based on site conditions and previous records of occurrences, no
special-status plant species are anticipated to occur within the study area (Table 6-1). An
extirpated CNDDB occurrence of Greene’s tuctoria (Tuctoria greenei) is documented within
5 miles of the study area (Figure 6-1); however, this species occurs only in vernal pools, and
no vernal pool habitat is present in the study area. Thus, this species would not occur in the
study area.

Special-status Wildlife
Special-status bird species with the potential to occur at the two Proposed Project sites, are
Tricolored Blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia), and Swainson’s
Hawk (Buteo swainsoni). The reconnaissance survey did not observe these species in either
the Site A or Site B study areas. These species are not known to occur at the project sites and
are not expected to nest at the sites; however, they could potentially nest near the study area.
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Table 6-1. Special-status Plant Species

Scientific/Common Name

Status
(Federal/
State/CRPR)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

Atriplex cordulata var. cordulata
heartscale

-/-/1B.2

Chenopod scrub, valley and foothill grassland, meadows.
Alkaline flats and scalds in the Central Valley, sandy soils. 0560 meters. Blooms April to October.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Atriplex minuscula
lesser saltscale

-/-/1B.1

Chenopod scrub, playas, valley and foothill grassland. In
alkali sink and grassland in sandy, alkaline soils. 20-100
meters. Blooms May to October.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Atriplex subtilis
subtle orache

-/-/1B.2

Valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline soils. 40-100 meters.
Blooms June to October.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Blepharizonia plumosa
big tarplant

-/-/1B.1

Valley and foothill grassland. Dry hills and plains in annual
grassland. Clay to clay-loam soils; usually on slopes and often
in burned areas. 30-505 meters. Blooms July to October.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

California macrophylla
round-leaved filaree

-/-/1B.2

Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland. Clay
soils. 15-1,200 meters. Blooms March to May.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Caulanthus lemmonii
Lemmon’s jewelflower

-/-/1B.2

Pinyon and juniper woodland, valley and foothill grassland.
75-1,585 meters. Blooms February to May.

Not expected. The estimated
natural range for this species
does not include the Proposed
Project area (CNPS 2016).

Clarkia rostrata
beaked clarkia

-/-/1B.3

Cismontane woodland, valley and foothill grassland. Northfacing slopes; sometimes on sandstone. 60-500 meters.
Blooms April to May.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Eryngium racemosum
Delta button-celery

-/SE/1B.1

Riparian scrub. Seasonally inundated floodplain on clay. 3-75
meters. Blooms June to October.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Eschscholzia rhombipetala
diamond-petaled California poppy

-/-/1B.1

Valley and foothill grassland. Alkaline, clay slopes and flats.
30-625 meters. Blooms March to April.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Legenere limosa
legenere

-/-/1B.1

Vernal pools. In beds of vernal pools. 1-880 meters. Blooms
April to June.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.
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Status
(Federal/
State/CRPR)

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

Habitat

Neostapfia colusana
Colusa grass

FT/SE/1B.1

Vernal pools. Usually in the bottoms of large or deep vernal
pools; adobe soils. 5-125 meters. Blooms May to August.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Orcuttia inaequalis
San Joaquin Valley Orcutt grass

FT/SE/1B.1

Vernal pools. 10-755 meters. Blooms April to September.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Puccinellia simplex
California alkali grass

-/-/1B.2

Meadows and seeps, chenopod scrub, valley and foothill
grasslands, vernal pools. Alkaline, vernally mesic. Sinks, flats,
and lake margins. 1-915 meters. Blooms March to May

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Sphenopholis obtusata
prairie wedge grass

-/-/2B.2

Cismontane woodland, meadows and seeps. Open moist
sites, along rivers and springs, alkaline desert seeps. 3002,000 meters. Blooms April to July.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Tuctoria greenei
Greene’s tuctoria

FE/SR/1B.1

Vernal pools. Dry bottoms of vernal pools in open
grasslands. 30-1,070 meters. Blooms May to September.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Status Legend
Federal:

State:

CRPR (California Rare Plant Rank):

FE = federally listed as endangered

SE = state listed as endangered

FT = federally listed as threatened

SR = state designated as rare

1B = Plants Rare, Threatened, or
Endangered in California and
Elsewhere

-=

no listing status

2B = Plants Rare, Threatened, or
Endangered in California, But More
Common Elsewhere
Threat Ranks =
0.1 = Seriously threatened in California
0.2 = Moderately threatened in California
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Table 6-2. Special-status Animal Species

Scientific/Common Name

Status
(Federal/
State)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

Invertebrates
Branchinecta conservatio
Conservancy fairy shrimp

FE/-

Endemic to the grasslands of the northern two-thirds of the Central
Valley; found in large, turbid pools. Inhabit astatic pools located in
swales formed by old, braided alluvium; filled by winter/spring rains,
last until June.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Branchinecta lynchi
vernal pool fairy shrimp

FT/-

Endemic to the grasslands of the Central Valley, Central Coast
mountains, and South Coast mountains, in astatic rain-filled pools.
Inhabit small, clear-water sandstone-depression pools and grassed
swale, earth slump, or basalt-flow depression pools.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn
beetle

FT/-

Occurs only in the Central Valley of California, in association with blue
elderberry (Sambucus mexicana). Prefers to lay eggs in elderberries 28 inches in diameter; some preference shown for "stressed"
elderberries.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Lepidurus packardi
vernal pool tadpole shrimp

FE/-

Inhabits vernal pools and swales in the Sacramento Valley containing
clear to highly turbid water. Pools commonly found in grass-bottomed
swales of unplowed grasslands. Some pools are mud-bottomed and
highly turbid.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

FT/ST, SSC

Central Valley distinct population segment (DPS) federally listed as
threatened. Santa Barbara and Sonoma County DPS federally listed as
endangered. Need underground refuges, especially ground squirrel
burrows, and vernal pools or other seasonal water sources for
breeding.

None. Site A provides suitable
upland habitat. Site B lacks
suitable habitat for this species.
The closest extant CNDDB
occurrence is 15 kilometers (9.3
miles) northeast of Site B and
16.1 kilometers (10 miles)
northeast of Site A. Analysis of
historical aerial imagery did not
identify suitable aquatic habitat

Amphibians and Reptiles
Ambystoma californiense
California tiger salamander
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Status
(Federal/
State)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area
for this species within 2.1
kilometers (1.3 miles).

Emys marmorata
western pond turtle

-/SSC

A thoroughly aquatic turtle of ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and
irrigation ditches, usually with aquatic vegetation, below 1,830 meters
elevation. Need basking sites and suitable upland habitat (sandy banks
or grassy open fields) up to 0.5 kilometer from water for egg-laying.

None. Site A lacks suitable
habitat for this species. The
irrigation canal south of Site A is
not anticipated to provide
suitable habitat, as it is concrete
lined and lacks basking sites.
Site B lacks suitable habitat.

Rana draytonii
California red-legged frog

FT/SSC

Lowlands and foothills in or near permanent sources of deep water
with dense, shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation. Requires 11-20
weeks of permanent water for larval development. Must have access
to estivation habitat.

None. Species has been
extirpated from Central Valley
floor (USFWS 2002).

Thamnophis gigas
giant garter snake

FT/ST

Prefers freshwater marsh and low-gradient streams. Has adapted to
drainage canals and irrigation ditches. This is the most aquatic of the
garter snakes in California.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

-/SC, SSC

Highly colonial species, most numerous in Central Valley and vicinity.
Largely endemic to California. Requires open water, protected nesting
substrate, and foraging area with insect prey within a few kilometers
of the colony.

Possible. This species may
forage in nearby agricultural
fields, but is not anticipated to
nest in the study area, although
it may nest nearby. Colonies
have been observed
approximately 5.6 kilometers
(3.5 miles) north of Site B (6.9
kilometers [4.3 miles] north of
Site A) and 10.5 kilometers (6.5
miles) east of Site B (10.9
kilometers [6.8 miles] east of
Site A) (UC Davis 2016).

Birds
Agelaius tricolor
Tricolored Blackbird
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Status
(Federal/
State)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

Athene cunicularia
Burrowing Owl

-/SSC

Open, dry annual or perennial grasslands, deserts, and scrublands
characterized by low-growing vegetation. Subterranean nester,
dependent upon burrowing mammals, most notably the California
ground squirrel.

Possible. Potentially suitable
habitat is present at Site A, and
there are two CNDDB
occurrences within 8 kilometers
(5 miles) of the sites (CDFW
2016). Site B is not anticipated
to provide suitable habitat due
to the lack of burrows observed
at the site.

Buteo swainsoni
Swainson’s Hawk

-/ST

Breeds in grasslands with scattered trees, juniper-sage flats, riparian
areas, savannahs, and agricultural or ranch lands with groves or lines
of trees. Requires adjacent suitable foraging areas such as grasslands,
or alfalfa or grain fields supporting rodent populations.

Possible. Potentially suitable
foraging habitat is present at
both sites, and there is a CNDDB
occurrence within 1.8
kilometers (1.1 miles of Site B)
(within 2.9 kilometers [1.8
miles] of Site A) (CDFW 2016).
This species is not anticipated to
nest at the sites, but may nest in
the vicinity.

Coccyzus americanus
occidentalis
Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

FT/SE

Riparian forest nester along the broad, lower flood-bottoms of larger
river systems. Nests in riparian jungles of willow, often mixed with
cottonwoods, with lower story of blackberry, nettles, or wild grape.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Icteria virens
Yellow-breasted Chat

-/SSC

Summer resident; inhabits riparian thickets of willow and other brushy
tangles near watercourses. Nests in low, dense riparian, consisting of
willow, blackberry, wild grape; forages and nests within 3 meters (10
feet) of ground.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Melospiza melodia
Song Sparrow (“Modesto”
population)

-/SSC

Emergent freshwater marshes, riparian willow thickets, riparian
forests, and vegetated irrigation. Inhabits cattails (Typha spp.), bulrush
(Schoenoplectus spp.) and other sedges; also known to frequent
tangles bordering sloughs.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.
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Status
(Federal/
State)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

FE/SE

Summer resident of Southern California in low riparian in vicinity of
water or in dry river bottoms; below 610 meters (2,000 feet). Nests
placed along margins of bushes or on twigs projecting into pathways,
usually willow, Baccharis, mesquite.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Hypomesus transpacificus
Delta smelt

FT/SE

Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta. Seasonally in Suisun Bay,
Carquinez Strait and San Pablo Bay. Seldom found at salinities > 10
parts per thousand; most often at salinities < 2 parts per thousand.

None. Study area is out of range
of the species.

Mylopharodon conocephalus
hardhead

-/SSC

Low to mid-elevation streams in the Sacramento–San Joaquin River
drainage. Also present in the Russian River. Clear, deep pools with
sand-gravel-boulder bottoms and slow water velocity. Not found
where exotic centrarchids predominate.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus
steelhead – Central Valley DPS

FT/-

Populations in the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers and their
tributaries.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

-/CS, SSC

Throughout California in a wide variety of habitats. Most common in
mesic sites. Roosts in the open, hanging from walls and ceilings. This
species generally roosts in caves, abandoned mines, and occasionally
buildings and is extremely sensitive to human disturbance (Pierson
and Rainey 1998).

Not expected. Buildings at Site
A provide marginally suitable
habitat for this species; as this
species is so sensitive to human
disturbance, it is not anticipated
to roost in these buildings. Site B
lacks suitable habitat. The
closest CNNDDB occurrence is
15 kilometers (9.3 miles)
southeast of Site A (15.8
kilometers [9.8 miles] southeast
of Site B), in the Tuolumne River
riparian corridor.

Fish

Mammals
Corynorhinus townsendii
Townsend’s big-eared bat
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Status
(Federal/
State)

Habitat

Potential to Occur in the
Project Area

Eumops perotis californicus
western mastiff bat

-/SSC

Many open, semi-arid to arid habitats, including conifer and deciduous
woodlands, coastal scrub, grasslands, and chaparral. Roosts in crevices
in cliff faces, high buildings, trees, and tunnels.

Not expected. Marginally
suitable habitat is present in the
study area.

Lasiurus blossevillii
western red bat

-/SSC

Roosts primarily in trees, 0.6-12 meters (2-40 feet) above ground,
from sea level up through mixed conifer forests. Prefers habitat edges
and mosaics with trees that are protected from above and open below
with open areas for foraging.

Not expected. Marginally
suitable habitat is present in the
study area. In the Central Valley,
this species is strongly
associated with riparian areas,
especially with mature
cottonwoods (Populus spp.) and
sycamores (Platanus racemosa)
(Pierson et al. 2006). The closest
riparian areas are 1.9 kilometers
(1.2 miles) from Site A and 1.1
kilometers (0.7 mile) from Site
B.

Neotoma fuscipes riparia
riparian (=San Joaquin Valley)
woodrat

FE/SSC

Riparian areas along the San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Tuolumne Rivers.
Needs areas with mix of brush and trees. Needs suitable nesting sites
in trees, snags, or logs.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Sylvilagus bachmani riparius
riparian brush rabbit

FE/SE

Riparian areas on the San Joaquin River in northern Stanislaus County.
Dense thickets of wild rose, willows, and blackberries.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Vulpes macrotis mutica
San Joaquin kit fox

FE/ST

Annual grasslands or grassy open stages with scattered shrubby
vegetation. Needs loose-textured sandy soils for burrowing and
suitable prey base.

None. The sites lack suitable
habitat for this species.

Status Legend
Federal:

State:

FE = federally listed as endangered

SC = state candidate for listing as threatened or endangered

FT = federally listed as threatened

SE = state listed as endangered
SSC = California species of special concern

-=

no listing status
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6.4 Impact Analysis
6.4.1 Methodology
The Proposed Project may affect biological resources through direct or indirect disturbance,
modification, or destruction of habitat that results in death, injury, or harassment of
individuals or populations of plant or animal species, or that impedes or prevents the
dispersal of individuals or populations of special-status species. Potential impacts on existing
biological resources were evaluated by comparing the quantity and quality of habitats
present in the study area under baseline conditions to anticipated conditions after
implementation of the project activities. Direct and indirect impacts on special-status species
were assessed based on the potential for the species or their habitat to be disturbed or
enhanced by implementation of the Proposed Project.
In general, once construction is complete, operation and maintenance of the Proposed
Project, as described in Chapter 2, would not disturb biological resources. Unless otherwise
stated below, impacts associated with operation and maintenance are considered unlikely or
less than significant, and are not discussed further.
Impacts on riparian habitat, federally protected wetlands, and wildlife corridors and
potential conflicts with local policies or ordinances were evaluated in the Environmental
Checklist (Appendix B) and found to be less than significant or to have no impact. These issues
are not evaluated further in this EIR.

6.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project would result in a
significant impact on biological resources if it would:


Have a substantial or potential 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 CDFW or USFWS;



Have a substantial or potential adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFW
or USFWS;



Have a substantial or potential adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, and
coastal) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means;



Interfere substantially or potentially with the movement of any wildlife species or with
established wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites; or



Conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, or conflict with
the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or Natural Community
Conservation Plan.

The analysis considers both species and their habitats. A less than significant impact generally
refers to a situation where there is a measurable impact, but the impact is not likely to result
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in an adverse outcome for the survival or fitness of a particular species, or a widespread or
long-lasting adverse effect on a natural community. Conversely, an impact would be
considered potentially significant if it may substantially decrease the likelihood of survival or
fitness of a particular species (e.g., substantial decrease in a local population size or
extirpation), or result in widespread or long-lasting adverse effects on a natural community.
For impacts found to be "potentially significant", mitigation measures are proposed. Any
impact that remains significant after application of all feasible mitigation is considered
significant and unavoidable.

6.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact BIO-1: Construction-related Loss of Occupied Burrowing Owl
Habitat (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Annual grasslands in the study area provide potentially suitable habitat for Burrowing Owl.
Although some burrows were observed at Site A, no evidence of use by Burrowing Owls (e.g.,
whitewash, feathers) was observed; however, there is the potential for this species to occupy
the site or for individuals to occur as transients. No burrows were identified at Site B, so this
site is not anticipated to support Burrowing Owls. If Burrowing Owls are present at or within
250 feet of Site A, construction during the breeding season could result in the incidental loss
of eggs or nestlings, or otherwise lead to nest abandonment. Raptors, including owls and their
nests, are protected under both federal and state laws and regulations, including the MBTA
and Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5. The loss, directly or indirectly through nest
abandonment or reproductive suppression, of occupied Burrowing Owl habitat (or habitat
known to have been occupied by owls during the nesting season within the past 3 years) or
reductions in the number of this rare species within Stanislaus County would constitute a
significant impact.
The Program EIR identified impacts on Burrowing Owl as potentially significant and
identified Mitigation Measure BIO-8: Avoid and Protect Burrowing Owls and Mitigation
Measure BIO-9: Compensate for Loss of Burrowing Owl Habitat to reduce impacts to
Burrowing Owls to less than significant. These mitigation measures have been modified to
reflect site conditions for the Proposed Project. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 (Avoid and Protect Burrowing Owls at Site A) and BIO-2 (Compensate
for Loss of Burrowing Owl Habitat at Site A), the potential for loss of Burrowing Owls
would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Avoid and Protect Burrowing Owls at Site A.
Because some burrows that could be used by Burrowing Owls were noted during field
surveys at Site A, and in conformance with federal and state regulations regarding the
protection of raptors, the City shall hire a qualified biologist to conduct a
preconstruction survey(s) for Burrowing Owls within a 250-foot buffer around the
project site, in conformance with accordance with protocols established in the Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 2012 or current version), and prior to the
start of construction. If no Burrowing Owls are located during these surveys, no
additional action is warranted. However, if breeding or resident owls are located on
or within 250 feet of Site A, the following measures shall be implemented.
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No Burrowing Owls will be evicted from burrows during the nesting season
(February 1 through August 31). Eviction outside the nesting season may be
permitted following evaluation of eviction plans and receipt of formal written
approval from CDFW authorizing the eviction.



A 250-foot buffer, within which no new activity is permissible, shall be
maintained between project activities and nesting Burrowing Owls. This
protected area will remain in effect until August 31 or, at CDFW’s discretion
(based upon monitoring evidence), until the young owls are foraging
independently.

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Compensate for Loss of Burrowing Owl Habitat at
Site A.
If a preconstruction survey finds that Burrowing Owls occupy Site A, and avoiding
construction in occupied areas is not feasible, then the City shall implement habitat
compensation on off-site mitigation lands, or shall purchase mitigation bank credits
from a mitigation bank approved by CDFW. If mitigation credits are not purchased,
habitat management lands comprising existing Burrowing Owl foraging and breeding
habitat will be acquired and preserved. An area of 6.5 acres (the amount of land found
to be necessary to sustain a pair or an individual owl) will be secured for each pair of
owls or for an individual, in the case of an odd number of birds. Relocation of owls
shall only be implemented during the non-breeding season. As part of an agreement
with CDFW, the City shall provide CDFW with security for the performance of its
mitigation duties in the form of funds that will:


allow for the acquisition and preservation of 6.5 acres of habitat management
lands for each pair of owls or unpaired resident single owl;



provide initial protection and enhancement activities on the habitat management
lands, potentially including such measures as fencing, trash cleanup, artificial
burrow creation, grazing or mowing, and any habitat restoration deemed
necessary by CDFW;



establish an endowment for the long-term management of the habitat
management lands; and



reimburse CDFW for reasonable expenses incurred as a result of the approval and
implementation of this agreement.

Impact BIO-2: Construction-related Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging
Habitat (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Swainson’s Hawks are known to nest within 1.1 miles of Site B (within 1.8 miles of Site A)
(CDFW 2016). The fallow field at Site A and the grassland at Site B provide potentially suitable
foraging habitat for Swainson’s Hawks. Project-related construction would result in the loss
of up to 1.3 acres of potentially suitable foraging habitat at Site A and 0.1 acre of potentially
suitable foraging habitat at Site B, resulting in a significant adverse effect on this statedesignated threatened species through habitat modification.
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The Program EIR identified loss of Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat as potentially
significant and identified Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk
Foraging Habitat to reduce impacts to less than significant. This mitigation measure has been
modified to reflect site condition for the Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-3 (Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat) would
reduce this impact to a level that is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Compensate for Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging
Habitat.
To mitigate for the loss of potential Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat, the City shall
provide off-site habitat management lands, as described in the CDFW protocol for the
mitigation of impacts on Swainson’s hawks in the Central Valley (CDFG 1994), or by
purchasing credits at a CDFW-approved Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat mitigation
bank that covers the Proposed Project area, such as the Dutchman Creek
Conservation Bank.
The City shall determine the final acreage of off-site management lands or mitigation
bank credits to be provided based on the distance between the project area and the
nearest active nest site, as stated in the CDFW protocol (CDFG 1994). Mitigation
credits would follow the same ratio guidelines as off-site management lands. Prior to
the grading of any site with potential foraging habitat, the City shall hire a qualified
biologist to conduct protocol-level surveys to determine the location of the nearest
active nest. Based on these surveys, the City shall compensate for losses in compliance
with the protocol for the mitigation of impacts on Swainson’s hawks in the Central
Valley (CDFG 1994), as follows:




Projects within 1 mile of an active nest tree shall provide:
-

1 acre of habitat management land for each acre of development authorized
(1:1 ratio), at least 10% of which shall be met by fee title acquisition or a
conservation easement allowing for the active management of the habitat,
with the remaining 90% protected by a conservation easement acceptable to
CDFW on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats that provide foraging
habitat for Swainson’s Hawk; or

-

0.5 acre of habitat management land for each acre of development
authorized (0.5:1 ratio), all of which shall be met by fee title acquisition or a
conservation easement acceptable to CDFW that allows for the active
management of the habitat for prey production on the habitat management
lands.

Projects within 5 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 1 mile from the nest
tree shall provide 0.75 acre of habitat management land for each acre of urban
development authorized (0.75:1 ratio). All habitat management lands protected
under this requirement may be protected through fee title acquisition or
conservation easement on agricultural lands or other suitable habitats that
provide foraging habitat for Swainson’s Hawks.
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Projects within 10 miles of an active nest tree but greater than 5 miles from an
active nest tree shall provide 0.5 acre of habitat management land for each acre
of urban development authorized (0.5:1 ratio). All habitat management lands
protected under this requirement may be protected through fee title acquisition
or conservation easement acceptable to CDFW on agricultural lands or other
suitable habitats that provide foraging habitat for Swainson’s Hawks.

Management Authorization holders/project sponsors shall provide for the long-term
management of the habitat management lands by funding a management endowment
(the interest on which shall be used for managing the habitat management lands). If
mitigation credits are purchased, long term management would be the responsibility
of the mitigation bank.

Impact BIO-3: Construction-related Impacts on Nesting Swainson’s Hawks
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Two CNDDB occurrences of Swainson’s Hawk are known within 5 miles of the study area
(CDFW 2016). Mature trees within 0.5 mile of the study area provide potentially suitable
nesting habitat for Swainson’s Hawk. Construction activities occurring within 1 mile of an
active nest could result in sufficient disturbance to cause Swainson’s hawk breeding pairs to
abandon their nest or could otherwise harm eggs or nestlings. Because Swainson’s Hawk is a
state-listed threatened species, disturbance that causes Swainson’s hawks to abandon their
nest or results in the loss of reproductive effort would constitute a significant impact.
The Program EIR identified impacts to Swainson’s Hawk as potentially significant and
identified Mitigation Measure BIO-11: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk
Nests to reduce impacts to less than significant. This mitigation measure has been modified
to reflect site condition for the Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
BIO-4 (Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s Hawk Nests) would reduce this
impact to a level that is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Swainson’s
Hawk Nests.
To ensure that nesting Swainson’s Hawks will not be disturbed by construction
activities, the City will hire a qualified ornithologist to conduct preconstruction
surveys of the Proposed Project sites and adjacent areas within 1 mile of Sites A and B.
No fewer than three surveys will be completed in at least each of the two survey
periods immediately prior to project initiation, according to this schedule, based on
Recommended Timing and Methodology for Swainson’s Hawk Nesting Surveys in
California’s Central Valley (Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000):


Survey Period I occurs from January 1 to March 20;



Period II from March 20 to April 5;



Period III from April 5 to April 20;
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Period IV from April 21 to June 10 (surveys are not recommended during this
period because identification is difficult, as the adults tend to remain within the
nest for longer periods of time); and



Period V from June 10 to July 30.

If a nest site is found, no construction work shall commence until after the City
engages in consultation with CDFW and CDFW-approved measures are implemented.
As a performance standard, the measures implemented shall ensure that project
initiation will not result in nest disturbance.

Impact BIO-4: Construction Disturbance of Tricolored Blackbird and Other
Migratory Birds, Including Raptors (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Table 6-2 lists the special-status bird species known to occur in the vicinity of the study area,
and Figure 6-1 shows the CNDDB occurrences of special-status wildlife species within a 5mile radius of the study area. The study area is unlikely to support nesting of special-status
passerines because suitable habitat is lacking for special-status passerine species known to
occur near the study area, although Tricolored Blackbirds may potentially nest near Site A
(Table 6-2).
Many other migratory birds, including raptors, have the potential to nest in the vicinity of the
Proposed Project sites. Raptors (e.g., kites, hawks, and owls) and other migratory birds and
their nests are protected under both California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 (active bird
nests) and the MBTA. Construction disturbance during the breeding season could result in
the incidental loss of fertile eggs or nestlings, or could otherwise lead to nest abandonment.
Trees in the study area, including those proposed for removal at Site A, could provide nesting
habitat for birds protected under the MBTA. Loss of raptor and other migratory birds’ eggs
or nests, or any activities resulting in nest abandonment, would constitute a significant
impact.
The Program EIR identified impacts to nesting birds as potentially significant and identified
Mitigation Measure BIO-12: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds and Mitigation
Measure BIO-13: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Nesting Raptors and Other Migratory Birds
to reduce impacts to less than significant. These mitigation measures have been modified
adjusted to reflect site condition for the Proposed Project. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-5 (Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds) and BIO-6 (Avoid
and Minimize Impacts on Nesting Raptors and Other Migratory Birds) would reduce this
impact to a level of less than significant.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5: Conduct Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds.
The City shall require that construction will be avoided during the nesting season
(generally between February 1 and August 31), where practical. If construction
activities cannot be avoided during the nesting season, a qualified biologist will
conduct a preconstruction survey within 500 feet of the construction area to
determine whether active nests are present on the site. The survey will be conducted
no more than 30 days prior to construction. If the biologist determines that the area
surveyed does not contain any active nests, then construction activities can
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commence without any further mitigation. If active nests are found, CDFW and
USFWS will be notified and Mitigation Measure BIO-6 will be implemented.
Mitigation Measure BIO-6: Avoid and Minimize Impacts on Nesting Raptors and
Other Migratory Birds.
To avoid disturbing any active migratory bird nests, the City shall require that
construction activities will be conducted during the non-breeding season for these
species (generally between September 1 and January 31). If active nests are present
on or adjacent to either of the Proposed Project sites, CDFW and USFWS will be
notified. If active migratory bird nests are present and construction cannot be
avoided during the breeding season, construction will not occur within 500 feet of an
active nest until the young have fledged, as determined by a qualified biologist, or
until the project applicant receives written authorization from CDFW and USFWS to
proceed.

Impact BIO-5: Disturbance of Roosting Areas for Bats, including Specialstatus Bat Species (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The four largest existing trees at Site A would be retained for the Proposed Project. Existing
trees to be removed through construction of the Proposed Project provide marginally
suitable roosting habitat for western red bat (California Species of Special Concern) and
hoary bats (Lasiurus cinereus) (no listing status). The western red bat is strongly associated
with mature riparian forests, although it has been detected roosting in orchards (Pierson et
al. 2006). The hoary bat generally roosts in medium to large trees (Harris 1990), and only
smaller trees would be removed at Site A. Due to the lack of their preferred habitat, western
red bat and hoary bat are not expected to roost in trees at Site A. No trees would be removed
from Site B.
Proposed construction activities would remove buildings at Site A that provide possible day
and/or night roosts for non-special-status bats such as Brazilian free-tailed bat (Tadarida
brasiliensis) and Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis). Townsend’s big-eared bat is not expected
to roost in the buildings, as this species is very sensitive to human disturbance and may
abandon roost sites after a single human visit (Pierson and Rainey 1998) and the buildings at
Site A have not been vacant for an extended period of time. No extensive survey of bat activity
in the buildings at Site A was conducted; however, if bats are present, impacts from the
removal of structures occupied by bats would be potentially significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Protect Bat Colonies), which requires
seasonal work periods in active bat habitat and avoidance and minimization of disturbance,
would reduce this impact to a level that is less than significant with mitigation.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Protect Bat Colonies.
The following measures shall be implemented to avoid and minimize impacts on bats:


Prior to removal of structures, the City shall hire a qualified bat biologist familiar
with bat biology and ecology to assess structures to be removed for potential,
active bat habitat. If the biologist determines that bats are not actively occupying
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the structures based on professional opinion following appropriate survey
protocols, then the structures may be removed.


For structures identified by the qualified biologist to be actively occupied by bats,
removal of the structures shall not occur between April 15 and August 31 to avoid
the bat maternity season,



Demolition of structures shall be preceded by either humane eviction, phased
dismantling, and/or deterrent methods to prevent direct mortality.

Impact BIO-6: Disturbance to or Displacement of Wildlife from Site
Operations (Less than Significant)
Operation of the Proposed Project would generate noise, light, and an increased level of
human activity at Sites A and B. Noise-generating pumps may operate during day and evening
hours. Site A pumps would be housed in an enclosed building, which would reduce noise; Site
B pumps would be surrounded by a wall, but no roof would be present, so noise levels may
be higher than at Site A. (See Chapter 11, Noise, for further discussion of potential noise
impacts and identified mitigation.) Sites A and B would have outside lighting in use at all times
to provide security; however, impacts of lighting are anticipated to be less than significant.
(See Chapter 4, Aesthetics, for further discussion of potential lighting impacts.) Operations
are not anticipated to displace individuals from occupied habitat, however, or result in
substantial adverse effects on special-status wildlife species with the potential to occur at the
site; therefore, the impacts associated with noise, light, and human activity would be less
than significant.

Impact BIO-7: Interfere with Wildlife Movement, Established Wildlife
Corridors, or the Use of Native Wildlife Nursery Sites (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)
The Proposed Project would be constructed primarily on disturbed and developed lands that
do not function as important wildlife movement corridors. Disruption of nesting or breeding
of special-status species would be minimized by conducting appropriate pre-construction
surveys (as described in Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-5 and Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and
BIO-4 through BIO-7). Therefore, impacts on wildlife movement would be less than
significant.

Impact BIO-8: Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting
Biological Resources (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
The Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 Conservation/Open Space Element (Stanislaus
County 2016) establishes several policies (notably Goal One, Policies Three and Four, and
Goal Ten, Policy Twenty-nine) to protect sensitive species, along with habitats such as vernal
pools, riparian habitats, and oak woodlands. The Proposed Project does not conflict with any
local policies protecting biological resources because no vernal pools, riparian habitats, or
oak woodlands are present in the study area, based on field surveys conducted by a qualified
biologist on May 4, 2016. Impacts of the Proposed Project on sensitive (i.e., special-status)
species are discussed in Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-5 above. With implementation of
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Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7, impacts on sensitive species would be less than
significant.

6.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact BIO-9: Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Native plant and wildlife species in the Central Valley are at risk from competition with nonnative species, ongoing loss of habitat, and other human activities. Habitat in the Central
Valley has largely been converted to agriculture or other human uses, resulting in the local
extirpation of several species that rely on sensitive habitats no longer present. Species that
persist in this altered landscape (e.g., Swainson’s Hawk, Tricolored Blackbird, and Burrowing
Owl) are still at risk from cumulative impacts. The collective implementation of projects in
the vicinity of the Proposed Project could degrade habitat and species viability from
consequences such as disruption of wildlife migration corridors, displacement and
fragmentation of habitats and species populations, and the introduction or promotion of nonnative predators and competitors. This is a significant cumulative impact.
As described in Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-5, construction of the Proposed Project has the
potential to adversely affect special-status wildlife species and/or their habitat. The Proposed
Project’s impacts on special-status wildlife would be reduced with implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-4 through BIO-7. These measures would require
preconstruction surveys, avoidance and minimization measures, and other protective
measures that would reduce construction-related disturbances on special-status species.
Impacts due to loss of Burrowing Owl and Swainson’s Hawk foraging habitat would be
reduced with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-3. Implementation of
these measures would ensure that the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts
on special-status species would not be considerable. With implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-1 through BIO-7, the Proposed Project’s contribution to this cumulative impact
on biological resources would be reduced to a level that is less than significant.
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Cultural Resources

7.1 Overview
This chapter describes potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to cultural and
paleontological resources. Cultural resources include prehistoric and historic-era
archaeological sites; tribal cultural resources (TCRs) or Traditional Cultural Properties
(TCPs); and historic-era buildings, structures, landscapes, districts, and linear features.
Prehistoric archaeological sites are places where Native Americans lived or carried out
activities during the prehistoric period, which is generally defined as before the early 1800s
in the Proposed Project area. Historic-era archaeological sites reflect the activities of people
after initial exploration and settlement in the region during the early 1800s. Native American
sites can also reflect the historic era. Prehistoric and historic-era sites may contain artifacts,
cultural features, subsistence remains, and/or human burials. TCRs are sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe.
Paleontological resources are the fossil remains of prehistoric flora and fauna, or traces of
evidence of the existence of prehistoric flora and fauna. This chapter addresses the
occurrence of paleontological resources within the Proposed Project area and the potential
impact that construction activities and operation of the Proposed Project would have on
scientifically important fossil remains, as identified in the CEQA Guidelines. The analysis
presented in this chapter conforms to the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology criteria.
This chapter describes the regulatory setting associated with cultural and paleontological
resources, the affected environment for these resources, project-related impacts on cultural
and paleontological resources, and mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts.

7.2 Regulatory Setting
7.2.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
The Proposed Project does not require any federal permits, and it is not located on federal
lands; therefore, federal laws do not apply to the Proposed Project. The following laws are
provided for context only.

National Historic Preservation Act
Projects that require federal permits, receive federal funding, or are located on federal lands
must comply with 54 USC 306108, formally and more commonly known as Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). To comply with Section 106, a federal agency
must “take into account the effect of the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure,
or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
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[NRHP].” The implementing regulations for Section 106 are found in 36 CFR Part 800, as
amended (2004).
The implementing regulations of the NHPA require that cultural resources be evaluated for
NRHP eligibility if they cannot be avoided by an undertaking or project. To determine if a site,
district, structure, object, and/or building is significant, the NRHP Criteria for Evaluation are
applied. A resource is significant and considered a historic property when it:
A.

Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad patterns of our history; or

B.

Is associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or

C.

Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of
construction, or that represents the work of a master, or that possesses high
artistic values, or that represents a significant and distinguishable entity
whose components may lack individual distinction; or

D.

Yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or
history.

In addition, 36 CFR Section 60.4 requires that, to be considered significant and historic,
resources must also exhibit the quality of significance in American history, architecture,
archaeology, engineering, or culture and must possess integrity of location, design, setting,
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.
Other “criteria considerations” need to be applied to religious properties, properties that are
less than 50 years old, a resource no longer situated in its original location, a birthplace or
grave of a historical figure, a cemetery, a reconstructed building, and commemorative
properties. These types of properties are typically not eligible for NRHP inclusion unless the
criteria for evaluation and criteria considerations are met.
For archaeological sites evaluated under criterion D, “integrity” requires that the site remain
sufficiently intact to convey the expected information to address specific important research
questions.
TCPs are locations of cultural value that are historic properties. A place of cultural value is
eligible as a TCP “because of its association with cultural practices or beliefs of a living
community that (a) are rooted in that community’s history, and (b) are important in
maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community” (Parker and King 1990, rev.
1998). A TCP must be a tangible property, meaning that it must be a place with a referenced
location, and it must have been continually a part of the community’s cultural practices and
beliefs for the past 50 years or more.

7.2.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines
Historical Resources
California cultural resources laws and regulations are embodied in CEQA (PRC Section 21000
et seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (PRC Section 15000 et seq.), as well as other portions of the
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Public Resources Code. CEQA requires that lead agencies determine whether their projects
would have a significant effect on a unique archaeological resource or a historical resource
under Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1, respectively. Section 15064.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines notes that “a project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the
environment.” Lead agencies are expected to identify potentially feasible measures to
mitigate significant adverse changes in the significance of a historical resource before they
approve such projects.
Historical resources are those that are:


listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR) (PRC Code Section 5024.1[d]);



included in a local register of historical resources (PRC Section 5020.1[k]) or
identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of
Section 5024.1(g); or



determined by a lead state agency to be historically significant.

Eligibility criteria for CRHR are set forth in PRC Section 5024.1(c). A resource is eligible for
CRHR listing if it:
1. is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of California’s history and cultural heritage;
2. is associated with the life of a person important in our past;
3. embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses
high artistic values; or
4. has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 also applies to unique archaeological resources, as defined
in CEQA Section 21083.2(g). A unique archaeological resource implies an archaeological
artifact, object, or site for which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding
to the current body of knowledge, there is a high probability that it meets one of the following
criteria:


Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions, and
there is a demonstrable public interest in that information; or



Has a special and particular quality, such as being oldest of its type or the best
available example of its type; or



Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic
event or person.

A non-unique archaeological resource is an archaeological artifact, object, or site that does
not meet the above criteria. Impacts on non-unique archaeological resources and resources
that do not qualify as historical resources receive no further consideration under CEQA.
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Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, a project potentially would have significant impacts
if it would cause substantial adverse change in the significance of one of the following:


a historical resource (i.e., a cultural resource eligible for CRHR listing);



an archaeological resource (i.e., a unique archaeological resource that does not meet
CRHR listing criteria); or



human remains (i.e., where the project would disturb or destroy burials).

Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines also assigns special importance to human remains
and specifies procedures to be used when Native American remains are discovered. These
procedures are detailed in PRC Section 5097.98.

Paleontological Resources
No state or local agency has specific jurisdiction over paleontological resources on private
lands. A paleontological collecting permit is not required by any state or local agency to allow
for the recovery of fossil remains discovered as a result of construction-related activities on
state or private land in the project area; however, if a state agency were to acquire ownership
of project lands, PRC Chapter 1.7 Archaeological, Paleontological, and Historical Sites, Section
5097.3, would apply. This section of the code specifies that surveys, excavations, or other
operations as necessary on state lands may be undertaken to preserve or record
paleontological resources.
As noted above, CEQA Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 provide specific
guidance on historical and unique archaeological resources and, under CEQA, resources
called “historical resources” can be of historic or prehistoric age. It is possible that a
paleontological resource could be determined to be a historical resource. Although CEQA
does not define what constitutes “a unique paleontological resource,” the criteria defining a
unique archaeological resource could be applied to define a unique paleontological resource.

Tribal Cultural Resources
AB 52 was approved in September 2014 and went effect on July 1, 2015. This bill requires
that state lead agencies consult with a California Native American tribe that is traditionally
and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a proposed project, if so requested by the
tribe. The bill, chaptered in CEQA Section 21084.2, specifies that a project that may cause a
substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR might have a significant effect on the
environment. Also under AB 52, revisions to the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G Environmental
Checklist went into effect on July 1, 2016, to include a consideration of substantial adverse
change to TCRs.
TCRs are defined in CEQA Section 21074:
(a) “Tribal cultural resources” are either of the following:
1. Sites, features, places, cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural
value to a California Native American tribe that are either of the following:
(a) Included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of
Historical Resources.
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(b) Included in a local register of historical resources as defined in subdivision (k) of
Section 5020.1.
2. 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 Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Section 5024.1
for the purposes of this paragraph, the lead agency shall consider the significance of
the resource to a California Native American tribe.
(b) A cultural landscape that meets the criteria of subdivision (a) is a TCR to the extent that
the landscape is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape;
and
(c) A historical resource described in Section 21084.1, a unique archaeological resource as
defined in subdivision (g) of Section 21083.2, or a “nonunique archaeological resource”
as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 21083.2 may also be a tribal cultural resource if
it conforms with the criteria of subdivision (a).
Mitigation measures for TCRs will be developed in consultation with the affected California
Native American tribe pursuant to newly chaptered Section 21080.3.2, or according to Section
21084.3. Section 21084.3 identifies mitigation measures that include avoidance and
preservation of TCRs, and treating TCRs with “culturally appropriate dignity taking into
account the tribal cultural values and meaning of the resource….”

7.2.3 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
Cultural resources are addressed in the Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 (2016) in
Chapter 3, the Conservation/Open Space Element. The policies and implementation
measures pertinent to the Proposed Project are listed below.
Goal Eight:

Preserve areas of national, state, regional and local historical importance.

Policy Twenty-four:
The County will support the preservation of Stanislaus
County’s cultural legacy of archeological, historical, and paleontological resources
for future generations.
3. The County shall work with the County Historical Society, and other
organizations and interested individuals to study, identify and inventory
archeological resources and historical sites, structures, buildings and objects.
4. The County will cooperate with the State Historical [sic] Preservation Officer
to identify and nominate historical structures, objects, buildings and sites for
inclusion under the [National] Historical [sic] Preservation Act.
5. The County shall utilize the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
process to protect archaeological, historic, or paleontological resources. Most
discretionary projects require review for compliance with CEQA. As part of
this review, potential impacts must be identified and mitigated.
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6. The County shall make referrals to the Office of Historic Preservation and the
Central California Information Center as required to meet CEQA
requirements.
7. The County will work with all interested individuals and organizations to
protect and preserve the mining heritage of Stanislaus County.
Policy Twenty-five:
“Qualified Historical Buildings” as defined by the State
Building Code shall be preserved.
1. Whenever possible, the County Building Permits Division shall utilize the
provisions of the State Building Code that allow historical buildings to be
restored without damaging the historical character of the building.

Del Rio Community Plan
The Del Rio Community Plan is a focused planning policy and land use planning document
that is part of the Stanislaus County General Plan (Stanislaus County 1992). The Del Rio
Community Plan contains no specific goals or policies related to cultural or paleontological
resources.

7.3 Environmental Setting
7.3.1 Prehistoric Setting
Very little archaeological work has been conducted in the Modesto area or in the San Joaquin
Valley in general; therefore, the archaeology of the project area is understood within the
prehistoric context developed for the Central Valley as a whole. Since the early 1930s, various
schemes have been set forth by researchers to organize the archaeological data of California
into a chronological framework. The Central Valley sequence established by Lillard, Heizer,
and Fenenga in 1939 is particularly notable. Based on archaeological investigations in the
lower Sacramento Valley, Lillard and colleagues divided human prehistory into three broad
cultural horizons: Early, Middle, and Late. This chronology was first known as the Delta
sequence and later became the basis of Richard Beardsley’s Central California Taxonomic
System (CCTS) (Moratto 1984:181). The system relies on the identification of characteristics
such as burial patterns, shell bead types, stone tools, and the types of locations where the
sites tend to occur. These traits and characteristics are used to identify an archaeological
resource as belonging to a specific time period.
The CCTS has continued to undergo significant refinement but remains the framework within
which California archaeologists explain cultural change. The general system is still widely
used by archaeologists, but it has been expanded and revised to include economic and
technological strategies, socio-politics, trade networks, population density, and variations of
artifact types to differentiate between cultural periods. The current chronology (Rosenthal et
al. 2010:150) for central California archaeology includes:




Paleo-Indian: 11,550–8550 B.C.
Lower Archaic: 8550–5550 B.C.
Middle Archaic: 5550–550 B.C.
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Upper Archaic: 550 B.C to 1100 A.D.
Emergent: 1100 A.D. to Historic

The Paleo-Indian Period (11,550–8,550 B.C.) is generally characterized by big-game hunters
occupying broad geographic areas. Archaeological deposits from the Paleo-Indian period are
rarely found in the Central Valley, however, and those that have been identified have largely
been discovered at the south end of the San Joaquin Valley near Tulare Lake. Postdepositional processes, mainly glacial outwash occurring at the end of the Pleistocene Epoch,
either destroyed or deeply buried much of the existing evidence of human activity in the
region from this period. As result, little is known about Paleo-Indian lifeways in the region
(Moratto 1984:214).
Similar to the preceding period, the Lower Archaic Period (8550–5550 B.C.) is presumed to
reflect a mobile population that continued to hunt big game. Few localities in the Central
Valley are associated with this period, and those that have been found are largely isolated
artifacts consisting of large wide-stemmed and leaf-shaped projectile points, along with
flaked stone crescents. Only two sites with associated deposits of faunal and shell remains
have been identified for the Lower Archaic Period, one at Buena Vista Lake in the southern
San Joaquin Valley (Rosenthal et al. 2010:151-152) and one in Sacramento (Tremaine 2008).
Some sites in the Sierra Nevada foothills from this period, however, indicate the use of milling
equipment (hand stones and milling stones) to process seeds and nuts.
The Middle Archaic Period (5550–550 B.C.) indicates a shift to a more settled way of life that
is reflected by substantial, though often deeply buried, archaeological sites with artifacts that
are more elaborate in design, imply a more diverse subsistence regime, and indicate
interregional trade. Sites are often situated along the major rivers and streams within the
Central Valley, emphasizing a focus on riverine and marsh habitats. The Windmiller Tradition
or Pattern, which was first identified in sites around the Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta,
is often considered representative of this period. Characteristic artifacts from this period
include a variety of fish hooks and spears; large stemmed and leaf-shaped projectile points of
obsidian and chert; shaped charmstones of alabaster, steatite, or marble; and a variety of
Haliotis and Olivella shell ornaments and beads, respectively. Mortars and pestles, associated
with acorn preparation, became commonplace by the middle of the period. The presence of
ventrally and dorsally extended burials with a western orientation is particularly indicative
of the Windmiller Pattern.
Increased sedentism and technological specialization are evidenced during the Upper Archaic
Period (550 B.C to 1100 A.D.), as populations exploited more diverse resources and
established trade relationships. Mortars and pestles became the primary ground stone
implements, suggesting that acorns had become a more important dietary staple. Regional
diversity in artifact styles, such as Haliotis shell ornaments, bone tools, and ground
charmstones or plummets, became more pronounced; burial postures also varied.
Archaeological sites from the Emergent Period (A.D. 1100 to the historic period) indicate
increased social complexity and the development of large, central villages with resident
political leaders and specialized activity sites. Enhanced regional diversity in terms of artifact
styles, housing, and interment methods is evident in the archeological record. Artifacts
associated with the period include the bow and arrow, small corner-notched projectile
points, and a variety of shell and stone beads and ornaments.
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7.3.2 Ethnographic Setting
The Modesto area lies within the ancestral territory of the Northern Valley Yokuts. “Yokuts”
is a term applied to a large and diverse group of people inhabiting the San Joaquin Valley and
Sierra Nevada foothills of central California. The Northern Valley Yokuts inhabited a 40- to
60-mile-wide area straddling the San Joaquin River, south of the Mokelumne River, east of
the Diablo Range, and north of the sharp bend that the San Joaquin River takes to the eastnortheast near Mendota in Fresno County. The Southern Valley Yokuts inhabited the San
Joaquin Valley south of the bend in the river. Although they were divided geographically and
ecologically, the two groups have a common linguistic heritage (Wallace 1978:462).
The Northern Valley tribes closely resembled the Yokuts groups to the south, although there
were some cultural differences. The northerners had greater access to salmon and acorns,
two important dietary resources, and some of their religious practices reflected the
influences of groups to their north, such as the Miwok. While inhumation was the usual
practice in the southern valley, the Northern Valley Yokuts either cremated their dead or
buried them in a flexed position (Wallace 1978:464, 468). A chief headed the tribal villages,
which averaged around 300 people. Family houses were round or oval, sunken, with a
conically shaped pole frame, and covered with tule mats. Each village also had a lodge for
dances and other community functions, as well as a sweathouse (Wallace 1978:462-464).
The Northern Valley Yokuts built their riverside villages on elevated areas along the water’s
edge to avoid the spring floods, which were a result of heavy Sierra Nevada snow melts. Living
beside rivers and streams provided plentiful river perch, Sacramento pike, salmon, and
sturgeon. Hunting provided waterfowl such as geese and ducks, as well as terrestrial animals
such as antelope, elk, and brown bear, although by all indications, fish constituted most of
their diet. The surrounding woodland, grasslands, and marshes provided acorns, tule root,
and seeds.
The Northern Valley Yokuts used bone harpoon tips for fishing, stone sinkers for nets, chert
projectile points for hunting, mortars and pestles, scrapers, knives, and bone awl tools to
procure and process food. Marine shells, procured from coastal tribes, were used for
necklaces and other adornments, and marine shell beads sometimes accompanied the
deceased. The Yokuts used tule reed rafts to navigate the waterways for fishing and fowling.
They also manufactured intricate baskets for a variety of purposes, including storing, cooking,
eating, winnowing, hopper mortars, the transport of food materials, and ritual. Very little is
known of the Northern Valley Yokuts’ clothing, but drawings of their tattoos show that they
served not only as a decoration but also as a form of identity (Wallace 1978:464).
Initially, the Diablo Range served as a natural barrier against heavy recruitment of Native
Californians by the Spanish, who established missions along the coast. By the early 19th
century, however, Spanish and (later) Mexican missionaries began to explore the inner
valleys in search of potential neophytes. The Yokuts resisted recruitment and California
Indians from a variety of tribes sought refuge among the Yokuts after fleeing the missions.
Introduced diseases, destruction of traditional resources from cattle grazing, and forced
relocation took a heavy toll on the Northern Yokuts. Despite decades of hardship, many
individuals who can trace their ancestry to the Northern Valley Yokuts continue to live and
thrive in the Central Valley and throughout California and the United States.
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7.3.3 Historic Setting
The historic era began in Stanislaus County when the first Spanish expedition entered the San
Joaquin Valley in 1806 under the leadership of Gabriel Moraga. Traveling north and
northwest through the region in search of possible mission sites, Moraga’s party explored
along what came to be known as the Stanislaus River. Moraga visited the area again in 1808
and 1810 (Kyle et al. 2002:516-517).
After Mexico gained its independence from Spain in 1822, two additional expedition forces
entered the area; however, the purposes of their campaigns were no longer exploratory.
Soldiers were sent into the Central Valley to recover stolen animals and punish hostile
Indians in order to reduce the attacks upon coastal towns, missions, and ranchos.
Americans also began to enter the region during the Mexican period. In 1827 and 1828,
Jedediah Smith entered the San Joaquin Valley through the Tejon Pass and trapped beavers
along the San Joaquin, Kings, and other rivers and streams that flowed from the Sierra. Smith
was followed by fellow trappers such as Peter Ogden, Ewing Young, Kit Carson, and Joseph
Walker.
The first permanent European settlement may have occurred in Stanislaus County when two
land grants were issued by the Mexican government in 1843. The first was the Rancho El
Pescadero on the west side of the San Joaquin River near the border of what would eventually
become San Joaquin County. The second was the Rancheria del Rio de Estanislao located north
of the Stanislaus River bordering Tuolumne County. Two additional land grants were issued
the following year. These were the Rancho del Puerto and Rancho Orestimba, both of which
were on the west side of Tuolumne County near Rancho Pescadero (eReferenceDesk 2016).
The City of Modesto came into being in 1870 when the Central Pacific Railroad announced
that the location would be the end point of the next extension of the rail line as it progressed
south through the Central Valley (Kyle et al. 2002:521). By the time the tracks were
completed in November of that year, a viable town had already been established by
entrepreneurs (City of Modesto 2016). Modesto residents were among California’s first
irrigation advocates, and by 1904 a system of canals had been constructed to allow more
productive agriculture. During the 19th century, grain-growing was Stanislaus County’s
dominant agricultural activity. Stock-raising, dairy farming, fruit and nut orchards, and
vegetable farming all became more important over time. When Prohibition ended in 1933,
the Gallo brothers came to Modesto, bringing the wine business to the area on an industrial
scale. In the 21st century, almonds and walnuts are the most lucrative local crops, although
fruit, vegetables, livestock, and other agricultural products remain important. Modesto is still
the most important town in the region and is the Stanislaus County seat.
The Del Rio area is a census-designated place in Stanislaus County that receives services from
the City of Modesto. Until the mid-1940s, the area supported scattered farms and orchards.
The Del Rio Country Club was founded along on south bank of the Stanislaus River in 1946
(Del Rio Country Club 2016). After this time, the area slowly began to grow as housing tracts
were established west of the golf course, along Country Club Drive on the south side of the
golf course, and east of St. John Road, which borders the country club on the east (USGS 2016).
The current level of development in the Del Rio area was completed around 2002 (NETR
Online 2016).
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7.4 Impact Analysis
7.4.1 Methodology
All aspects of the cultural resources study for the Proposed Project were conducted in
accordance with the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for
Identification of Cultural Resources (48 CFR Parts 44720–44723). The cultural resources
study for the Proposed Project study area included archival research, Native American
outreach and consultation, a field study, and the evaluation of identified cultural resources to
determine their eligibility for listing on the NRHP and CRHR.
The Proposed Project study area is comprised of the 4-acre parcel located at 718 Ladd Road
(Site A), the 0.4-acre parcel located at the northwest corner of McHenry Avenue and Stewart
Road (Site B), and the new transmission pipeline and connections planned for Ladd Road, St.
John Road, Stewart Road, and McHenry Avenue, as depicted in Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2,
Project Description.

Archival Research
A records search for the Proposed Project study area was conducted by the Central California
Information Center (CCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System at
California State University, Stanislaus, before initiating the field study. The purpose of the
records search was to determine if the study area had previously been surveyed for cultural
resources, and to identify any previously recorded cultural resources in, or within ½ mile of,
the Proposed Project study area. The CCIC archival research included review of the California
Inventory of Historic Resources, local historical inventories, historical literature, and
historical maps including USGS topographic maps, General Land Office maps, and Rancho Plat
Maps.
The records search indicated that two previous studies had included portions of the Proposed
Project study area. These studies are listed in Table 7-1; another three studies had been
conducted within the ½ mile search area. One of the studies, 07171, is listed in Table 7-1
because it directly borders the Proposed Project study area along St. John Road. The
remaining two studies are farther removed from the study area and are not included.
The records search identified one previously recorded cultural resource immediately south
of the Site A parcel. This resource, P-50-002155, is the Dr. Moore Canal. Constructed in 1911,
the Dr. Moore Canal is a small, concrete-lined branch canal that diverts water from the
Modesto Irrigation District Main Canal for local agricultural purposes before reconnecting
with the Main Canal downstream (Morlet 2006). The site record for the Dr. Moore Canal
evaluated the resource as being not eligible for listing in the NRHP or CRHR.
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Table 7-1. Previously Conducted Cultural Studies That Included the Proposed Project Study Area
CCIC
Report No.

Comments
Author

Date

06802

S. Davis-King

2008

07171

C. K. Graham

2009

07244

S. Waechter
and M. Bunse

2007

Title
Negative Historical Resource Survey
Report, McHenry Road Widening,
Phase I – Ladd Road to Hogue Road,
Stanislaus County, California
Proposed Abandonment of the
McHenry Industrial Lead from
Milepost 21.25 near Escalon to
Milepost 26.43 near McHenry, a
total distance of 5.18 miles in San
Joaquin and Stanislaus counties,
California.
North County Corridor
Environmental Constraints Analysis:
Cultural Resources

Linear survey along
McHenry Avenue and
adjacent to Site B
Linear survey along the
abandoned Union Pacific
Railroad line east of St. John
Road, adjacent to the study
area

Literature search that
included the area of Site A

The supporting documentation for the Stanislaus County General Plan (Stanislaus County
1987:3-51) does not identify any historical areas or points of historical interest in the
Proposed Project study area.
A review of soils information (Natural Resources Conservation Service 2016) and
geoarchaeological data (Rosenthal et al. 2004:76; 78-79) indicates that the soils within the
project area (Delhi loamy sand, Hanford sandy loam, and Tujunga loamy sand) date from the
late Pleistocene through the Holocene Epoch. These soils are considered to have moderate,
high, and very high sensitivity ratings, respectively, for buried archaeological remains
(Rosenthal et al. 2004:104). Proximity to the Stanislaus River increases the potential for
buried resources.

Native American Coordination
A request was made to the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) on April
20, 2016, to review its files for the presence of sacred sites at or near the Proposed Project
study area. At the same time, requests were made for a list of individuals who might have
concerns or have knowledge of traditional sites in the vicinity of the Project and for a separate
list of tribes that have a traditional and cultural affiliation with the Proposed Project area for
the purpose of consultation with regard to TCRs under PRC Section 21080.3.1. The NAHC
responded on April 21, 2016, noting that no sacred sites are known to exist in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project and providing a list of tribes for the purposes of PRC Section 21080.3.a
consultation. After additional communication with the NAHC requesting a broader list of
individuals who might have knowledge about the project area, the NAHC stated that the list
provided for Section 21080.3.1 consultation was adequate. As a result, letters requesting
information were sent to the individuals identified in Table 7-2. These individuals were
contacted first by mail, then by phone. To date, those contacted have not voiced any concerns
about the project.

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

7-11

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 7. Cultural Resources

Table 7-2. Native American Consultation

Contact

Tribe

Letter Date

Telephone
Follow-up
Date

Comments

Lois Martin, Chairperson Southern Sierra Miwok June 10, 2016 June 27, 2016 Chairperson Martin noted
Nation
that the project was out of
their usual area of concern
and she did not know of any
resources in the project
area. She noted, however,
that work should stop if any
cultural resources were
discovered during
construction.
Katherine Erolinda Perez, North Valley Yokuts
Chairperson
Tribe

June 10, 2016 June 27, 2016 Left message on answering
machine

Neil Peyron, Chairperson Tule River Indian Tribe

June 10, 2016 June 27, 2016 Operator could not find
letter in the mail log;
Chairperson Peyron said it
might have gone to the
environmental coordinator
and he would follow up with
that person.

The City of Modesto also sent notification letters about the project, in accordance with PRC
Section 21080.3.1(d), to the individuals listed in Table 7-2 on May 12, 2016. None of the
contacted tribes requested consultation within the 30-day period prescribed under PRC
Section 21080.3.1(b)(2).
All communications and correspondence with NAHC and Native American tribes are
provided in Appendix E.

Field Studies
The Proposed Project study area was subjected to an intensive archaeological pedestrian
survey on May 4, 2016, by a qualified archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the
Interior’s professional standards in archaeology ((48 FR 44738-44739; Appendix A to 36 CFR
61). During the pedestrian survey, the study area was inspected for the presence of
archaeological materials, including prehistoric and historic-era habitation debris (e.g., stone
tools or tool-manufacturing debris, glass fragments, tin cans), prehistoric features (e.g.,
hearths, house pits), and historic-era structural remains (e.g., house foundations, wells). Site
A was surveyed in transects spaced at approximate 40-foot intervals. The much smaller Site
B was surveyed at about 15-foot intervals. Although grasses covered much of both parcels,
ground surface visibility ranged from fair to excellent. Both shoulders of St. John Road were
surveyed to a distance of approximately 25 feet from the edge of pavement, where possible;
ground surface visibility was excellent. The survey width along approximately the northern
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1,200 feet of the west shoulder on St. John Road, the northern shoulder of Ladd Road, both
sides of Stewart Road, and the west shoulder of McHenry Avenue was restricted by fencing,
landscaping, and concrete sidewalks; however, the ground surface was examined wherever
possible.
The architectural history field survey of Site A was performed by a qualified architectural
historian who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s professional standards in
architectural history on May 4, 2016. Each building and structure of the farm complex on the
property was examined and photographed. The buildings were recorded on California
Department Parks and Recreation (DPR) 523 series forms.
The cultural resources technical report for the Proposed Project is included as Appendix E of
this DEIR.

Results
Archaeological Resources
No archaeological resources were identified within the Proposed Project study area as the
result of the archaeological field study.

Built Environment Resources
One rural property, consisting of a single-family home, a detached garage, a metal barn, and
several outbuildings in disrepair, was identified within the Proposed Project study area and
recorded on DPR forms (see Appendix E, Attachment 3). The resource is at 718 Ladd Road on
the 4-acre parcel identified as Site A, which is the proposed location for a water storage tank
and a pump station building (see Chapter 2, Project Description).
Research discovered that the house was constructed in 1946 by Joe Moreno, whose family
continued to own the parcel until it was sold to the City of Modesto around 2010. Like many
of his neighbors, Joe maintained a small orchard on his property until the early 2000s. Today
the parcel is grass covered, with ornamental trees growing around the house and
outbuildings.
The rectangular-plan house is 1,264 square feet with its main façade on Ladd Road. Its
composition shingle roof is side-gabled with shed sections at the front and rear. It has the
minimal eave overhang and exposed rafter tails of the Minimal Traditional style, a style that
was popular for inexpensive houses beginning in the Great Depression and extending until
about 1950. Cladding is stucco, and windows of several sizes are fitted with vinyl replacement
sash. The projecting partial porch is supported by three square brick columns. The front door
is near the center of the main elevation. It is sheltered by the porch roof and accessed by a set
of concrete steps that lead from the driveway to the east side of the house. It is fitted with a
metal screen security door. A brick chimney is present on the east elevation. A secondary
entrance at the rear is fitted with a partially glazed wood door and accessed by a set of
concrete steps. An awning at the southeast corner of the house appears to have been
removed, and the door is sheltered by a few inches of eave overhang. A smaller wood-panel
door west of the rear entrance is at grade and appears to house a water heater.
The rear yard has areas paved in concrete and asphalt as well as bare dirt. The garage is
southeast of the house, and is also side-gabled and clad in stucco. Its single-vehicle opening
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has a metal roll-up door. A similar, single-vehicle door to the west has been partially enclosed,
and a partially glazed wood-panel door has been installed. A secondary personnel entrance
is present on the east elevations, and aluminum slider windows are visible at the east, south,
and west. Photographs of the structures are included in the DPR forms in Appendix E.
The Moreno property was evaluated for eligibility for listing in the NRHP and the CRHP, as
follows:


Criterion A/1: 718 Ladd Road is not associated with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of local, regional, or national history.
Therefore, the building is not eligible to the NRHP or CRHR under Criterion 1/A.



Criterion B/2: 718 Ladd Road is not associated with the lives of persons important to
local, state, or national history, and therefore is not eligible to the NRHP or CRHR
under Criterion B/2.



Criterion C/3: 718 Ladd Road is a common example of dwelling constructed in the
1940s. It lacks architectural significance and is therefore not eligible to the NRHP or
CRHR under Criterion C/3.



Criterion D/4: In rare instances, buildings themselves can serve as sources of
important information about historic construction materials or technologies and be
significant under Criterion D/4. 718 Ladd Road does not appear to be a principal
source of important information in this regard.

In sum, the property at 718 Ladd Road does not appear to be eligible for listing on either the
NRHP or the CRHR.

Tribal Cultural Resources
Outreach to local Native American tribes for general information and concerns about the
Proposed Project has not identified any TCRs. Similarly, consultation under PRC Section
21080.3 has not revealed the presence of TCRs in the Proposed Project study area.

Paleontological Resources
As noted in Chapter 9, Groundwater, the Proposed Project area is underlain by Pleistocene
alluvial deposits consisting of poorly sorted gravel, sand, silt, and clay that are more than 400
feet thick. These materials in the Central Valley are known to contain a variety of fossils,
including extinct horses, mammoths, and giant ground sloth. Other animals noted are marineliving animals such as marine turtles, shark teeth, and sea urchins (Sierra College 2016).
Directly below the alluvial deposits is the Mehrten Formation, which was deposited during
the Miocene to Pliocene Epochs. The Mehrten Formation is composed of sandstone, breccia,
conglomerate, tuff, siltstone, and claystone, some of which are known to contain both
botanical and vertebrate fossils (Marchand and Wagner 1980). Fossils of giant tortoise have
been found in Mehrten Formation deposits at Turlock and Modesto Reservoirs located
southeast of the Project site (Biewer et al. 2016).
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7.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, the Proposed Project would result in a
significant impact on cultural resources if it would:


Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as
defined in State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5;



Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5;



Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature; or



Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated
cemeteries.



Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource,
defined in PRC 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:
-

Listed or eligible for listing in the CRHR, or in a local register of historical
resources as defined in PRC Section 5020(k), or

-

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

CEQA does not establish criteria for determining the significance of paleontological
resources. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and the standard guidelines for
assessment and mitigation of adverse impacts on paleontological resources set forth by the
Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (2010) were used to establish three categories of
sensitivity: high, low, and undetermined. Areas that consist of rock units that have yielded
vertebrate or significant invertebrate, plant, or trace fossils are considered to have a high
potential for containing paleontological resources.

7.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact CUL-1: Potential for a Substantial Adverse Impact on Historical
Resources (No Impact)
No cultural resource within the Proposed Project study area has been determined to be
eligible for inclusion in the CRHR or otherwise eligible as a significant historic resource under
CEQA standards, and, thus, defined as an historical resource. As a result, there would be no
impact on historical resources.
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Impact CUL-2: Potential for a Substantial Adverse Impact on
Archaeological Resources from Construction (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
An archaeological survey was conducted of the Proposed Project site, and no archaeological
resources were found; however, archaeological remains could be buried with no surface
manifestation. Drilling of the production and monitoring wells, installation of water pipelines,
construction of structures to house the wells and pumps at Sites A and B, or excavation of the
stormwater detention basin at Site A could uncover buried archaeological deposits. Should a
previously undiscovered resource be found during construction and be determined eligible
for inclusion in the CRHR, and should Proposed Project activities have the potential to render
the resource ineligible for inclusion in the CRHR, the impact would be potentially significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 (Suspend Construction Immediately if
Cultural Resources Are Discovered, Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for
CRHR Eligibility, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures for Eligible
Resources) would reduce any impacts on CRHR-eligible archaeological sites accidentally
uncovered during construction to a level that is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure CR-1: Suspend Construction Immediately if Cultural
Resources Are Discovered, Evaluate All Identified Cultural Resources for CRHR
Eligibility, and Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures for Eligible
Resources.
Not all cultural resources are visible on the ground surface. As a result, before
initiation of ground-disturbing activities, the City or its designee shall arrange for
construction crews to receive training about the kinds of archaeological materials
that could be present at the Proposed Project site and the protocols to be followed
should any such materials be uncovered during construction. Training shall be
conducted by an archaeologist who meets the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s
professional standards. Training shall be required during each phase of construction
to educate new construction personnel.
If any cultural resources, including structural features, unusual amounts of bone or
shell, flaked or ground stone artifacts, historic-era artifacts, human remains, or
architectural remains, are encountered during Proposed Project construction
activities, work shall be suspended immediately at the location of the find and within
a radius of at least 50 feet and the City will be contacted.
All cultural resources uncovered during construction within the Proposed Project site
shall be evaluated for eligibility for inclusion in CRHR. Resource evaluations shall be
conducted by individuals who meet the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s professional
standards in archaeology, history, or architectural history, as appropriate. If any of
the resources meet the eligibility criteria identified in PRC Section 5024.1 or CEQA
Guidelines Section 21083.2(g), mitigation measures will be developed and
implemented in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b) before
construction resumes.
For a TCR or any resources eligible for listing in the CRHR that would be significantly
adversely affected by the Proposed Project construction, additional mitigation
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measures shall be implemented. Mitigation measures for archaeological resources
may include (but are not limited to) avoidance; incorporation of sites within parks,
greenspace, or other open space; capping the site; deeding the site into a permanent
conservation easement; or data recovery excavation. Mitigation measures for
archaeological resources shall be developed in consultation with responsible
agencies and, as appropriate, interested parties such as Native American tribes.
Native American consultation is required if an archaeological site is determined to be
a TCR. Implementation of the approved mitigation is required before resuming any
construction activities with the potential to affect identified eligible resources at
the site.

Impact CUL-3: Potential to Directly or Indirectly Destroy a Unique
Paleontological Resource or Site, or Unique Geological Feature (Less than
Significant with Mitigation)
Production and monitoring wells excavated for the Proposed Project would reach depths of
up to 600 feet deep. Research indicates that the alluvial soils that underlie the site have the
potential to contain terrestrial and marine fossils; the deeper Mehrten Formation could also
contain fossils. As a result, it is possible that fossils could be encountered during construction.
Should fossils be discovered during construction and be determined to be a unique
paleontological resource or site, and should Proposed Project activities have the potential to
destroy the resource, the impact would be potentially significant. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure CR-2 (Suspend Construction Immediately if Paleontological
Resources Are Discovered, Evaluate the Significance of the Resources, and Implement
Appropriate Mitigation Measures as Necessary) would reduce any impacts on unique
paleontological resources or sites accidentally uncovered during construction to a level that
is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure CR-2: Suspend Construction Immediately if Paleontological
Resources Are Discovered, Evaluate the Significance of the Resources, and
Implement Appropriate Mitigation Measures as Necessary.
Paleontological resources are not necessarily visible on the ground surface. As a
result, before initiation of ground-disturbing activities, construction crews shall
receive training about the kinds of paleontological materials that could be present at
the Proposed Project site and the protocols to be followed should such materials be
uncovered during construction. Training shall be conducted by a professional
paleontologist. Training shall be required during each phase of construction to
educate new construction personnel.
If any items of paleontological interest are discovered during construction, work shall
be suspended immediately within 50 feet of the discovery site, or to the extent needed
to protect the site, and the City shall be notified.
Any discovery of paleontological resources during construction shall be evaluated by
the qualified paleontologist. If it is determined that the Proposed Project could
damage a unique paleontological resource, mitigation shall be implemented in
accordance with PRC Section 21083.2 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. If
avoidance is not feasible, the paleontologist shall develop a treatment plan in
consultation with the City. Work shall not be resumed until authorization is received
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from the City and any recommendations received from the qualified paleontologist
are implemented.

Impact CUL-4: Potential for Disturbance of Human Remains, including
Those Interred Outside of Dedicated Cemeteries (Less than Significant
with Mitigation)
No human remains were identified at the Proposed Project site as a result of background
research or the field survey. The potential for human remains to be identified on the site
during construction is considered low, although their presence cannot be entirely discounted.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-3 (Halt Construction Immediately if Human
Remains Are Discovered and Implement Applicable Provisions of the California Health
and Safety Code) would reduce impacts on any human remains discovered during
construction to a level that is less than significant.
Mitigation Measure CR-3: Halt Construction Immediately if Human Remains
Are Discovered and Implement Applicable Provisions of the California Health
and Safety Code.
If human remains are discovered during construction activities, the requirements of
Section 7050.5 of the California Health and Safety Code shall be followed. Potentially
damaging excavation shall halt on the Proposed Project site within a minimum radius
of 100 feet of the remains and the County Coroner shall be notified. The Coroner is
required to examine all discoveries of human remains within 48 hours of receiving
notice of a discovery on private or state lands (Health and Safety Code Section
7050.5[b]). If the Coroner determines that the remains are those of a Native
American, he or she must contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours of making that
determination (Health and Safety Code Section 7050[c]). In accordance with the
provisions of PRC Section 5097.98, the NAHC shall identify a Most Likely Descendent
(MLD). The MLD designated by the NAHC shall have at least 48 hours to inspect the
site and propose treatment and disposition of the remains and any associated grave
goods. The City or its designee shall work with the MLD to ensure that the remains
are removed to a protected location and treated with dignity and respect.

Impact CUL-5: Potential to Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the
Significance of a Tribal Cultural Resource (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
No TCRs have been identified in the Proposed Project study area to date. However,
archaeological sites that are buried and discovered during construction have the potential to
be TCRs. Should an archaeological site be discovered that is determined to be a TCR,
Mitigation Measure CR-1 would be implemented and would result in a less-than-significant
impact.
Although no Native American tribes responded to the City’s project notification letter within
the 30-day period prescribed under PRC Section 21080.3.1(b)(2), tribes will have the
opportunity to comment on this DEIR through the public comment period. As a result, it is
possible that TCRs may yet be identified. If TCRs are identified, the City will work with the
tribe(s) to avoid or mitigate any impacts that might affect TCRs. If TCRs are identified within
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the Proposed Project study area, implementation of Mitigation Measure CR-1 and Mitigation
Measure CR-4 (Prepare and Implement Treatment Plans for any TRCs Identified in the
Proposed Project Study Area) would reduce any potential impacts to a level that is less
than significant.
Mitigation Measure CR-4: Prepare and Implement Treatment Plans for any
TCRs Identified in the Proposed Project Study Area.
If TCRs are identified in the Proposed Project study area, the City shall consult and
work with tribes with a traditional and cultural affiliation to the resource to develop
feasible alternatives that will avoid impacts or develop and implement treatment
plans that will substantially lessen the impacts on identified TCRs, in accordance with
PRC Sections 21083(b)(2) or 21084.3.

7.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact CUL-6: Potential to Eliminate Important Examples of the Major
Periods of California History or Prehistory (Less than Significant with
Mitigation)
The 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010) concluded
that there would be no cumulative impacts regarding cultural resources. Since publication of
that document, no other projects are planned in the immediate vicinity of Sites A or B that
could create a significant cumulative impact in combination with the Proposed Project.
As such, with implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-3, and CUL-4,
described above, all impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level and there
would be no cumulative impact to which the Proposed Project could contribute related to
cultural resources.
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Global Climate Change

8.1 Overview
This chapter describes the regulatory and environmental setting related to global climate
change and greenhouse gases (GHGs) and then evaluates impacts related to the Proposed
Project’s forecasted GHG emissions. The impact evaluation begins by describing the
methodology used to evaluate significance and the GHG significance criteria, and then
presents the impact evaluation. Mitigation measures are identified for impacts that are
determined to be significant.

8.2 Regulatory Setting
8.2.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
At the federal level, USEPA has developed regulations to reduce GHG emissions from motor
vehicles and has developed permitting requirements for large stationary emitters of GHGs.
On April 1, 2010, USEPA and the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA)
established a program to reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel economy standards for new
model year 2012-2016 cars and light trucks. On August 9, 2011, USEPA and the NHTSA
announced standards to reduce GHG emissions and improve fuel efficiency for heavy-duty
trucks and buses.

8.2.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
In recent years, California has enacted a number of policies and plans to address GHG
emissions and climate change. In 2006, the California State Legislature enacted Assembly Bill
(AB) 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act, which set the overall goals for reducing
California’s GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. Two executive orders, EO S-3-05 and EO
B-16-2012, further extend this goal to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. EO B-18-12
requires California state agencies and departments to take immediate steps to “green” the
state’s buildings, reduce GHG emissions, and improve energy efficiency. In April 2015,
Governor Brown issued EO B-30-15, setting an interim target to cut California’s greenhouse
gas emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030, to help the state meet the 80 percent
emissions reduction goal for 2050 set in EO S-03-05.
CARB has completed rulemaking to implement several GHG emission reduction regulations
and continues to investigate the feasibility of implementing additional regulations. These
include the low carbon fuel standard, which reduces GHG emissions associated with fuel
usage, and the renewable portfolio standard, which requires electricity suppliers to increase
the amount of electricity generated from renewable sources to 33 percent by 2020. The
California Building Code (CBC) (Title 24 of the CCR) governs construction of buildings in
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California. Parts 6 and 11 of Title 24 are relevant for energy use and green building standards,
which reduce the amount of indirect GHG emissions associated with buildings.
CARB approved the First Update to the AB 32 Scoping Plan on May 22, 2014 (CARB 2014).
This update defines climate change priorities for 5 years and also sets the groundwork to
reach long-term goals set forth in EO S-3-05 and EO B-16-2012. The update also highlights
California’s progress toward meeting the near-term 2020 GHG emission reduction goals and
evaluates how to align the state's longer term GHG reduction strategies with other state
policy priorities for water, waste, natural resources, clean energy, transportation, and land
use. The update identifies that GHG emissions from the water sector come primarily from the
energy used to pump, convey, treat, and heat water (CARB 2014). As a result, key
recommended actions by state agencies for the water sector include implementing new
water-related energy conservation measures and efficiency standards, modifying state and
regional water board policies to achieve conservation, and developing a comprehensive
groundwater management strategy.

8.2.3 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
The SJVAPCD’s Climate Change Action Plan (CCAP), adopted in 2008, directed the District Air
Pollution Control Officer to develop guidance to assist lead agencies, project proponents,
permit applicants, and interested parties in assessing and reducing the impacts of projectspecific GHG emissions on global climate change (SJVAPCD 2008, 2015a). On December 17,
2009, the SJVAPCD adopted Guidance for Valley Land-use Agencies in Addressing GHG Emission
Impacts for New Projects under CEQA (Guidance) (SJVAPCD 2009). The Guidance establishes
a streamlined process that can be used to evaluate the significance of project-specific GHG
emission impacts on global climate change, based on the use of Best Performance Standards
(BPS) (SJVAPCD 2009); the streamlined evaluation process is designed to meet the reduction
goals of AB 32. The SJVAPCD defines BPS as “the most effective achieved-in-practice means
of reducing or limiting GHG emissions from a GHG emissions source.” Types of BPS include
equipment type, equipment design, operational and maintenance practices, measures that
improve energy efficiency, and measures that reduce vehicle miles traveled (SJVAPCD 2009).
If BPS are not available, SJVAPCD encourages users to demonstrate at least a 29-percent
reduction from business as usual (BAU). Based on CARB’s AB 32 Scoping Plan document
(CARB 2014), the SJVAPCD considers BAU to be the emissions occurring in 2020 via the
application of unit-of-activity emission factors from the 2002-2004 period multiplied by the
activity expected to occur in 2020. These 2020 BAU emissions represent the potential
emissions if GHG emission reduction measures were not implemented (SJVAPCD 2009).

Stanislaus County Regional Sustainability Toolbox
Stanislaus County, in collaboration with the nine cities within the County, completed the
Stanislaus Regional Sustainability Toolbox (RST). The RST includes multiple planning tools
to achieve regional GHG reductions. The planning tools include an example climate action
plan (CAP) with regional CAP strategies and low impact development (LID) standards and
specifications. Relevant regional strategies from this model CAP that are related to waterrelated infrastructure projects like the Proposed Project include the following (ESA 2013):
Goal E.1:

Increase Building and Equipment Efficiency Community-Wide
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Strategy E.1.5: Industrial Equipment Energy Efficiency Promotion. Promote
understanding of San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District Industrial
Equipment Energy Efficiency Best Performance Standards.
Action E.15a: Make information available regarding the San Joaquin Valley Air
Pollution Control District Best Performance Standards for industrial energy
efficiency.
Goal E.3:

Increase Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Generation and Use in
Municipal Operations

Strategy E.3.1:
Municipal Energy Efficiency. Increase
government operations, including City buildings and facilities.

energy

efficiency

in

Strategy E.3.2:
Municipal On-site Renewable Energy Sources. Increase on-site
renewable energy systems at City facilities.
Goal W.2:

Reduce Municipal Operations Water Consumption

Strategy W.2:
Decrease Municipal Operations Water Consumption. Reduce
municipal operations water consumption by 20% by 2020.

Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
The Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 Conservation/Open Space Element (2016) identifies
water conservation-related goals and policies that would contribute to reduced GHG
emissions by conserving water resources and reducing related energy use for water
supply/distribution activities. The following goal, policies, and implementation measures
also apply to the Proposed Project:
Goal Six:

Improve air quality.

Policy Nineteen: The County will strive to accurately determine and fairly mitigate the
local and regional air quality impacts of proposed projects.
Implementation Measure 1. Require all development proposals,
appropriate, to include reasonable air quality mitigation measures.

where

Implementation Measure 2. Minimize case-by-case analysis of air quality impacts
through the use of standard criteria for determining significant environmental
effects, a uniform method of calculating project emissions, and standard mitigation
methods to reduce air quality impacts.
Policy Twenty: The County shall strive to reduce motor vehicle emissions by reducing
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled and increasing average vehicle ridership.

Del Rio Community Plan
The Del Rio Community Plan includes goals and policies indirectly related to reducing GHG
emissions through development-related policies for the protection of air and water resources
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(Stanislaus County 1992). Specifically, the following goal of the Del Rio Community Plan would
be relevant to the Proposed Project:
Goal 3:

Further development in the Del Rio area should be planned to ensure that
adverse impacts on services and utilities, schools, transportation and
circulation, agriculture, water, and air quality are appropriately mitigated.

8.3 Environmental Setting
Climate change results from the accumulation in the atmosphere of GHGs, which are
produced primarily by the burning of fossil fuels for energy. Because GHGs (primarily carbon
dioxide [CO2], methane, and nitrous oxide) persist and mix in the atmosphere, emissions
anywhere in the world affect the climate everywhere in the world. GHG emissions are
typically reported in terms of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which convert all GHGs to
an equivalent basis taking into account their global warming potential compared to CO2.
Anthropogenic (human-caused) emissions of GHGs are widely accepted in the scientific
community as contributing to global warming. Temperature increases associated with
climate change are expected to adversely affect plant and animal species, cause ocean
acidification and sea level rise, affect water supplies, affect agriculture, and harm public
health.
Global climate change is already affecting ecosystems and societies throughout the world.
Climate change adaptation refers to the efforts undertaken by societies and ecosystems to
adjust to and prepare for current and future climate change, thereby reducing vulnerability
to those changes. Human adaptation has occurred naturally over history; people move to
more suitable living locations, adjust food sources, and more recently, change energy sources.
Similarly, plant and animal species also adapt over time to changing conditions; they migrate
or alter behaviors in accordance with changing climates, food sources, and predators.
Many national, as well as local and regional, governments are implementing adaptive
practices to address changes in climate, as well as planning for expected future impacts from
climate change. Adaptations that are already in practice or under consideration include
conserving water and minimizing runoff with climate-appropriate landscaping, capturing
excess rainfall to minimize flooding and maintain a constant water supply through dry spells
and droughts, protecting valuable resources and infrastructure from flood damage and sea
level rise, and using water-efficient appliances. Managed water resources can assist with
minimizing the effects of changes in streamflow, water temperature changes, and changes in
salinity (USEPA 2015a, 2015b).
In 2013, total California GHG emissions were approximately 459 million metric tons of
carbon dioxide equivalents (million MT CO2e). This represents a 0.3-percent decrease in total
annual GHG emissions from 2012. From 2000 to 2013, annual GHG emissions decreased by
approximately 2.0 percent; the peak year for annual emissions was 2004 (CARB 2015a,
2015b).
In 2013, the transportation sector was the largest source of emissions, accounting for
approximately 37 percent of total emissions. On-road vehicles accounted for more than 90
percent of emissions in the transportation sector. The industrial sector accounted for
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approximately 23 percent of total emissions. Emissions from electricity generation were
about 20 percent of total emissions (CARB 2015b).
Per capita emissions in California decreased by 12 percent from 2000 to 2013, even though
population increased by approximately 12 percent during this period (CARB 2015b,
California Department of Finance 2014). Per capita emissions from in-state electricity
generation declined by approximately 24 percent from 2000 to 2013 (CARB 2015a, California
Department of Finance 2014). These declines resulted from the state’s move toward more
efficient and renewable in-state and imported energy (electricity) sources.

8.3.1 Stanislaus County Regional Inventory
A baseline inventory was conducted of GHG emissions in Stanislaus County, including the
nine cities within the county, during 2005 (ICF International 2013). Total 2005 GHG
emissions from the Stanislaus County region were approximately 6.042 million MT CO2e
(specifically, 6,042,232 MT CO2e), which does not include stationary-source emissions
(658,692 MT CO2e). Stationary sources, including landfills, were not included because they
are regulated by separate federal and state regulations. The greatest regional GHG emission
sources were building energy (a combined electricity and natural gas contribution of 40
percent), on-road transportation (27 percent), and agriculture (24 percent). Water-related
emissions were approximately 0.5 percent. Per capita GHG emissions for Stanislaus County
were 10.2 MT CO2e, which was less than the 2005 statewide per capita GHG emission rate
(12.5 MT CO2e) but similar to the per capita emission rate of other counties (e.g., Sacramento
County, 11.0 MT CO2e; San Diego County, 10.0 MT CO2e) (ICF International 2013).

8.4 Impact Analysis
8.4.1 Methodology
Construction and operational emissions were estimated using CalEEMod version 2013.2.2.
CalEEMod is an emissions model that estimates GHG emissions for land use development
projects. It contains reasonable default assumptions that can be replaced if site-specific
information is available. CalEEMod incorporates both CARB’s EMFAC for vehicles and current
off-road in-use engine emissions modeled for construction equipment. Modeling for the
Proposed Project assumed a potential overlap in the building construction and pipeline
construction (trenching and jack/bore) phases. Detailed CalEEMod output, including relevant
input parameters, is contained in Appendix C, Air Quality and Global Climate Change Impacts
Evaluation Supporting Documentation. In general, CalEEMod default numbers were used for
construction phases and equipment, construction duration, and quantity of construction
workers for each phase, with exceptions noted below and/or in Appendix C. Some of these
construction details are also provided in Chapter 2, Project Description.
The use of equipment and materials such as concrete and steel require energy and, therefore,
indirectly result in GHG emissions. These indirect GHG emissions associated with building
materials are referred to as “embodied energy” and are based on life-cycle GHG emission
analyses of individual materials. The embodied energy from building materials has not been
estimated for this analysis, as detailed specifications and estimates of building materials are
not available. For a typical building construction project, the materials that have some of the
largest amounts of embodied energy are cement and steel.
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Project-specific inputs into CalEEMod included estimated soil export quantities for the
pipeline and project site construction activities, estimated landscaping-related water use,
change in carbon sequestration by vegetation added or removed, and use of City-provided
assumptions for the project’s pipeline construction activities. The estimated soil export
quantities and landscaping-related water use calculations are provided in Appendix C. In
general, it was assumed that soils would be kept within the Proposed Project work area. The
equipment assumptions for all construction phases can also be found in Appendix C. It was
assumed that Sites A and B (4.4 total acres) would be converted from grassland to
unvegetated hardscape, except for the addition of approximately 70 new trees at Site A. These
values were considered in the carbon sequestration calculations as a one-time change in GHG
emissions and included in the construction-related emissions. Equipment assumptions and
construction durations for well-drilling activities at the sites and the pipeline construction–
related jack-and-bore activities were provided by the City and included in the construction
emission analysis
Operational-related trips to the project sites assumed 1 worker per week-day. Estimated
energy intensity associated with pumps at Site A and Site B (as described in Chapter 2, Project
Description) assumed pumping usage of 8 hours per day year round (Appendix C).
Projected changes in climate associated with global warming may have related effects on
other resources in the future, including effects on the Proposed Project (such as changed
weather patterns). Anticipated potential worldwide climate change effects include coastal
erosion, sea level rise, melting glaciers, atmospheric temperature warming, increased
wildfire risk, ocean warming, food production issues (e.g., decreased crop yields), effects on
terrestrial and marine ecosystems, flooding and/or drought conditions, and altered
hydrologic patterns such as changes in river flows or lake levels (Intergovernmental Panel on
Climate Change 2014). California-specific climate change effects and indicators of climate
change are similar to those that may be experienced globally and are discussed in Indicators
of Climate Change in California, a report prepared by the California Environmental Protection
Agency’s Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment in 2013 (OEHHA 2013). The
evaluation of such effects on the Proposed Project is beyond the scope of this GHG analysis.

8.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and professional expertise, it was determined
that the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to the
significant cumulative impact related to GHG emissions if it would:


Generate a substantial amount of GHG emissions; or



Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing emissions of GHGs.

With regard to the first significance criterion (“substantial amount of GHG emissions”),
SJVAPCD has adopted a BPS threshold for GHG emissions based on an achievable-in-practice
analysis of improvement over a BAU scenario or a 29-percent reduction in GHG emissions
from the BAU scenario. However, at this time there is not an approved BPS for this type of
project or for construction equipment. Therefore, the published California air district mass
emissions thresholds were reviewed and considered in developing an appropriate threshold
to address this significance criterion for the Proposed Project’s operational activities.
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The Proposed Project has been evaluated to determine if a 29-percent reduction in GHG
emissions from the BAU scenario could be achieved. For determination of this reduction, onetime emissions from construction and land use change have been amortized over 30 years
and combined with the annual operational emissions. Using this methodology, GHG
emissions could be considered less than significant for cumulative impacts if the generated
GHG emissions compared to BAU would be reduced by 29 percent. This level of reduction is
greater than the estimated average percent reduction needed to meet the 2020 goal of AB 32
compared to the projected BAU scenario for 2020. The most recent Scoping Plan estimates
that a 15-percent reduction from BAU would be required to reach the goal of AB 32.
For the second significance criterion (“conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation”),
the applicable plans and policies for operational-related emissions were determined to be
CARB’s Scoping Plan and its policies. Specifically, if a project activity does not conflict with
CARB’s GHG emission reduction policies, it would have a less-than-significant impact. In
addition, the Proposed Project’s operations were reviewed for compliance with Stanislaus
County’s regional CAP strategies and the County’s applicable general plan policies.

8.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact GHG-1: Generate Substantial GHG Emissions, Either Directly or
Indirectly, from Project Construction, Land Use Changes, and Operation
(Significant and Unavoidable)
Construction of the Proposed Project would involve activities that would result in one-time
emissions of GHGs. Changes in carbon sequestration due to land use change and tree planting
would also result in one-time emissions of GHGs. As shown in Table 8-1, combined one-time
GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Project’s construction and change in carbon
sequestration from land use changes would be approximately 536 MT CO2e annually. These
emissions are one-time emissions and would not continue to occur once the construction is
complete. Amortized over the project life (approximately 30 years), construction and
sequestration GHG emissions would be approximately 18 MT CO2e per year.
Operation of the Proposed Project would generate GHG emissions from annual maintenance
of emergency generators, worker vehicle trips, and, primarily, from the pumps’ electricity use
at the Proposed Project sites. Approximately one worker vehicle trip would occur daily
during the week. The Proposed Project’s operation would generate approximately
374 MT CO2e per year in 2019. Electricity use makes up 363 MT CO2e per year of these
emissions. Combining the operation emissions with the amortized one-time emissions, the
total annualized emissions are 392 MT CO2e per year.
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Table 8-1. Proposed Project Construction-related and Operational GHG Emissions
Emissions Source

MT CO2e

Construction 2017

517

Construction 2018

49

Sequestration Change

-30

Total One-time (Construction and Sequestration)

536

One-time Annualized (30-year Amortization)

18

Operation Annual

502

Total Annualized Emissions

520

Renewable Portfolio Standard Reduction from Business as Usual

161.7

Percent Reduction Compared to Business as Usual

31%

Notes:
Construction, carbon sequestration, and operation emissions based on CalEEMod modeling results.
Amortization over 30 years based on the Proposed Project facility’s anticipated lifetime (SJVAPCD 2015b).

SJVAPCD, the local air district with jurisdiction over the Proposed Project, has determined
that GHG emissions are best controlled through implementation of BPS or demonstration of
a 29-percent reduction from 2002-2004 conditions. The renewable portfolio standard
requires Modesto Irrigation District, the Proposed Project’s electricity provider, to increase
its renewable electricity portfolio to 33 percent by 2020, as mandated by Senate Bill X1-2
(adopted in 2011). Under BAU conditions in the 2002-2004 timeframe, Modesto Irrigation
District had essentially zero renewable energy sources according to the 2013 Renewable
Portfolio Standard report (Modesto Irrigation District 2013). By 2012, Modesto Irrigation
District was meeting approximately 25 percent of its retail energy sales from eligible
renewable energy resources (Modesto Irrigation District 2013). Applying the renewable
portfolio standard’s mandatory 33-percent reduction in carbon intensity to the Proposed
Project’s 363 MT CO2e per year from electricity results in a projected reduction of 120 MT
CO2e per year. This results in a 30-percent reduction to the total annualized emissions
compared to BAU conditions. This is greater than the SJVAPCD’s required 29-percent energy
reduction from BAU conditions. This reduction is also consistent with the most recent AB 32
Scoping Plan’s level of reductions for 2020, which estimate a 15-percent reduction from BAU
projections.
In addition to the GHG emission reductions related to using renewable energy to meet the
project’s electricity demands, the proposed project would include drought-tolerant
landscaping to reduce water use, which is also consistent with the AB 32 Scoping Plan’s water
use reduction measures. Even though this analysis could support a less-than-significant
impact conclusion, the City has determined to find the impact significant and unavoidable for
the following reasons: The main reductions in GHG emissions are outside the control of the
City and depend on changes to operations by electricity providers. In addition, the Program
EIR analysis for GHG emissions found the impact for the entire program significant and
unavoidable even with implementation of Mitigation Measure CUM-1. Although this EIR
contains Mitigation Measure GHG-1 (Implement Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Measures for Operation) to implement Mitigation Measure CUM-1, the feasibility of some
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measures is unknown. Therefore, to be conservative in its analysis, the Proposed Project’s
GHG emissions would be significant and unavoidable.
Mitigation Measure GHG-1: Implement Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction
Measures for Operation.
The City of Modesto or its contractor(s) shall implement the following measures to
the extent feasible and prepare a report that analyzes the feasibility of mitigation
measures, details the extent of GHG emission reductions, and determines the basis for
feasibility, with a goal of net zero emissions:










Implement energy efficiency improvements of pumps through design,
construction, and refurbishment methods.
Investigate and implement, if feasible, opportunities for renewable energy
development at the facilities subject to safety, emergency, and environmental
considerations.
Participate in local utility green energy and/or carbon offset programs to the
extent feasible.
Implement BMPs for vegetation management activities at Site A, which
include using fuel-efficient landscaping equipment; shutting down equipment
when not in use after 5 minutes; using spot application of herbicides;
controlling nonnative weed species as soon as populations are found;
planning and scheduling vegetation maintenance activities to minimize
driving time and return trips to the site; using native or drought-resistant
landscaping around facilities; and encouraging landscaping contractors to use
manual techniques to the extent possible to reduce use of gas-powered
equipment.
Utilize electrically powered landscape equipment and outdoor electrical
outlets.
Utilize alternatively fueled construction equipment to the extent feasible. This
could include equipment that uses electricity, hybrid, propane, or biodiesel
fuels.
Require shutting down of construction equipment when not in use after 5
minutes.
Implement a construction worker commute strategy to minimize GHG
emissions from workers commuting to the site. This may include encouraging
use of carpools, vanpools, and public transportation.

Impact GHG-2: Potential to Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies, or
Regulations Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions of GHGs
(Significant and Unavoidable)
SJVAPCD, the local air district with jurisdiction over the Proposed Project, has determined
that GHG emissions are best controlled through implementation of BPS or demonstration of
a 29-percent reduction from 2002-2004 conditions. The Renewable Portfolio Standard would
reduce GHG emissions compared to BAU and would result in the Proposed Project having
more than a 29-percent reduction. This is consistent with the goal of AB 32, as well as the
policies/actions described in CARB’s Scoping Plan and SJVAPCD’s Climate Change Action Plan.
Although the project is not subject to any other action measures that are outlined in the
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Scoping Plan, the project would include drought-tolerant landscaping that is generally
consistent with water reduction goals identified in the Scoping Plan.
In addition, the Proposed Project would comply with the RST’s regional CAP goals, strategies,
and policies, as well as the County’s applicable general plan policies related to reduced energy
use for water supply/distribution activities and conserving water. Specifically, the Proposed
Project would have an energy-efficient design, utilize Modesto Irrigation District’s increased
renewable energy sources, and have an efficient irrigation system and drought-tolerant
landscaping to minimize on-site water consumption at Site A.
The Proposed Project would achieve GHG emission reductions in its design, as discussed
above, and, with implementation of Mitigation Measure GHG-1, would minimize GHG
emissions to the maximum extent economically feasible. Therefore, the Proposed Project
would comply with all applicable plans, policies, and regulations, including AB 32, and as well
as the policies/actions described in CARB’s Scoping Plan and SJVAPCD’s Climate Change
Action Plan. However, as discussed above, the main reductions in GHG emissions are outside
the control of the City and depend on changes to operations by electricity providers. In
addition, the Program EIR analysis for GHG emissions found the impact for the entire
program significant and unavoidable even with the implementation of Mitigation Measure
CUM-1 from the Program EIR. Although this EIR contains Mitigation Measure GHG-1 to
implement Mitigation Measure CUM-1, the feasibility of some measures is unknown.
Therefore, to be conservative in its analysis, the Proposed Project impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

8.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact GHG-3: Cumulative GHG Impact (Significant and Unavoidable)
It is widely recognized that no single project could generate enough GHG emissions to
noticeably change the global climate. However, the combination of GHG emissions from the
Proposed Project in combination with past, present, and future projects could contribute
substantially to global climate change. Thus, the Proposed Project’s GHG emissions should be
evaluated in terms of whether or not they would result in a considerable contribution to
global climate change. The analysis in this chapter is essentially a cumulative impacts
analysis. Based on the analysis provided above, even with implementation of Mitigation
Measure GHG-1, the Proposed Project would result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to a significant cumulative impact.
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Groundwater

9.1 Overview
This chapter describes the regulatory and environmental setting and potential impacts of the
Proposed Project as they relate to groundwater. Key data sources used to prepare this section
include the following:


California Department of Water Resources’ (DWR’s) Bulletin 118 – San Joaquin Valley
Groundwater Basin, Modesto Subbasin (DWR 2004);



City of Modesto’s 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report (City of Modesto 2010a);



City of Modesto’s 2010 Water System Engineer’s Report Final Program Environmental
Impact Report, referred to herein as the Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010b);



Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers Groundwater Basin Association’s (STRGBA’s) Final
Draft – Integrated Regional Groundwater Management Plan for the Modesto Subbasin
(STRGBA 2005);



URS Corporation’s Draft Well Impact Analysis for the Del Rio Water System’s Upgrade
(URS 2015a, 2015b), included in Appendix F of this DEIR; and



Water Resources & Information Management Engineering, Inc.’s (WRIME’s) Recharge
Characterization for Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers Groundwater Basin Association
(WRIME 2007).

9.2 Regulatory Setting
9.2.1 Federal Laws, Regulations and Policies
There are no federal laws, regulations, or policies specifically pertaining to groundwater
resources.

9.2.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
On September 16, 2014, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., signed the Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act (SGMA), comprised of three separate bills: AB 1739, SB 1319, and SB 1168.
A central feature of SGMA is that it allows local agencies to customize groundwater
sustainability plans to their regional economic and environmental conditions and needs
(State of California 2015). Among other things, SGMA requires that a groundwater
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sustainability plan be adopted for high- and medium-priority groundwater basins (127 out
of 515 basins and subbasins) in California. SGMA defines sustainable groundwater
management as the “use of groundwater in a manner that can be maintained during the
planning and implementation horizon without causing undesirable results,” defined as the
following (State of California 2015):


Chronic lowering of groundwater levels (not including overdraft during a drought if
a basin is otherwise managed);



Significant and unreasonable reduction of groundwater storage;



Significant and unreasonable seawater intrusion;



Significant and unreasonable degraded water quality, including the migration of
contaminant plumes that impair water supplies;



Significant and unreasonable land subsidence that substantially interferes with
surface land uses; or



Depletions of interconnected surface water that have significant and unreasonable
adverse impacts on beneficial uses of the surface water.

SGMA outlines the following timetable for adoption of groundwater sustainability plans
(State of California 2015):


By 2017, local groundwater sustainability agencies must be identified.



By 2020, overdrafted basins must be covered by a groundwater sustainability plan;
other high- and medium-priority basins not in overdraft must have plans by 2022.



By 2040, each high- and medium-priority basin must achieve sustainability, although
this deadline can be extended 10 years for good cause.

CASGEM Basin Prioritization
In 2009, the California State Legislature amended the California Water Code with SBx7-6,
which mandates a statewide groundwater elevation monitoring program to track seasonal
and long-term trends in groundwater elevations in California (DWR 2015). Pursuant to this
amendment, DWR established the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring
(CASGEM) Program. The CASGEM Program establishes the framework for regular,
systematic, and locally managed monitoring in all of California’s groundwater basins (DWR
2015). To facilitate implementation of the CASGEM Program and focus limited resources, as
required by the California Water Code, DWR ranked all of California’s basins by priority: high,
medium, low, and very low based on the following factors (DWR 2015):
1. Population overlying the basin;
2. Rate of current and projected growth of the population overlying the basin;
3. Number of public supply wells that draw from the basin;
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4. Total number of wells that draw from the basin;
5. Irrigated acreage overlying the basin;
6. Degree to which persons overlying the basin rely on groundwater as their primary
source of water;
7. Any documented impacts on the groundwater within the basin, including overdraft,
subsidence, saline intrusion, and other water quality degradation; and
8. Any other information determined to be relevant by DWR.
As mentioned above, DWR’s Final CASGEM Basin Prioritization (2014) results indicated that
127 of California’s 515 groundwater basins and subbasins are high and medium priority. The
Modesto Subbasin is classified as a high-priority basin, with noted impacts of “water quality
degradation due to industrial and agricultural practices” (DWR 2014). The Modesto Subbasin
is not specifically noted as being in overdraft.

DWR Water Well Standards (Bulletins 74-81 & 74-90 combined)
DWR’s well standards, contained in Bulletin 74-81 together with the well standards in the
supplement Bulletin 74-90, are recommended minimum statewide standards for the
protection of groundwater quality (DWR No Date). The construction standards contained in
Bulletins 74-81 and 74-90 apply to all water wells and cover such topics as well location with
respect to contaminants and pollutants, sealing the upper annular space (i.e., space between
the well casing and wall of the drilled hole), and surface construction features. The well
standards require that the surface portions of wells be adequately sealed such that
contaminated water cannot enter through the well and into the groundwater.

9.2.3 Local Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
The Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 (2016) guides land use decisions and outlines goals
and policies for land use in Stanislaus County. The Conservation and Open Space Element
contains the following goals and policies related to groundwater:
Goal Two:

Conserve water resources and protect water quality in the County.

Policy Five: Protect groundwater aquifers and recharge areas, particularly those
critical for the replenishment of reservoirs and aquifers.
Implementation Measure 1: Proposals for urbanization in groundwater recharge
areas shall be reviewed to ensure that (1) as much water as possible is returned to
the recharge area, (2) the development will not cause discharge of materials
detrimental to the quality of the water, and (3) the development will not result in
significant groundwater overdrafting or deterioration in quality. The Department of
Environmental Resources shall require:
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A. In those areas where groundwaters are susceptible to overdrafting, the
project proponent shall perform a hydrogeological analysis and include
appropriate mitigation measures in the proposal.
B. In those areas where groundwater quality is susceptible to deterioration
or is already of reduced quality, the level of wastewater treatment shall
be such that it will not cause further quality deterioration.

Del Rio Community Plan
The Del Rio Community Plan is a focused planning policy and land use planning document that
is part of the Stanislaus County General Plan (Stanislaus County 1992). The Del Rio Community
Plan contains no specific goals or policies related to groundwater; however, it contains the
following goals and policies that may be applicable to the Proposed Project with respect to
groundwater.
Goal 5:

Future development shall be served by adequate public infrastructure.

Policy A:
All future development in Del Rio shall require underground utilities and
facilities for community-wide secondary sewage treatment and water supply systems.
Goal 6:

Significant natural resources in the community shall be preserved.

Integrated Regional Groundwater Management Plan for
the Modesto Subbasin
The Integrated Regional Groundwater Management Plan for the Modesto Subbasin (IRGMP)
(STRGBA 2005) was developed by the STRGBA, which is an association of the following six
agencies:







City of Modesto
Modesto Irrigation District
City of Oakdale
Oakdale Irrigation District
City of Riverbank
Stanislaus County

The STRGBA was formed in 1994 and has since been actively engaged in management of the
subbasin (STRGBA 2005). The IRGMP was developed in compliance with the Groundwater
Management Planning Act of 2002 (SB 1938) and the Integrated Regional Water Management
Planning Act of 2002 (SB 1672). The overarching goal of the IRGMP is:
to provide for the integrated use of groundwater and surface water within the
basin to ensure the reliability of a long-term water supply to meet current and
future beneficial uses including agricultural, industrial, and municipal water
requirements while protecting the environment.
Consistent with SB 1938, the IRGMP contains basin management objectives (BMOs) to meet
the purpose and goals of the groundwater management plan. BMOs that may be applicable to
the Proposed Project include the following:
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Maintain groundwater levels


Identification and mapping of the basin’s natural recharge areas



Development of a water budget to determine if the basin is in overdraft and, if so,
to determine the amount of overdraft

Control degradation of groundwater quality


Maintaining groundwater levels to control the movement of poor quality water
into and within the basin. Groundwater pumping that results in the lowering of
groundwater levels in part of the basin could alter the natural groundwater flow
direction in the basin. In the area with groundwater contamination, this change
could result in the movement of poor quality water in the basin. The City of
Modesto has reduced groundwater pumping in some parts of the basin,
augmenting its groundwater with surface water deliveries to its customers. Other
actions may include implementing the actions summarized for the groundwater
level BMOs listed above.



Protect against potential inelastic land surface subsidence



Groundwater monitoring and assessment

Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance
The Stanislaus County Groundwater Ordinance requires that all applications for a Well
Construction Permit filed after November 25, 2014, shall demonstrate, based on substantial
evidence, that either (1) one or more of the exemptions set forth in Section 9.37.050 apply,
or (2) extraction of groundwater from the proposed well will not constitute unsustainable
extraction of groundwater. The ordinance notes that the above conditions do not apply to a
well designed to replace an existing well that has been permitted under Chapter 9.36 prior to
November 25, 2014, if the replacement well has no greater capacity than the well it is
replacing.
The exemptions set forth in Section 9.37.050, referenced above, include the following:
Water resources management practices of public water agencies that have
jurisdictional authority within the County, and their water rate payers, that are
in compliance with and included in groundwater management plans and
policies adopted by that agency in accordance with applicable state law and
regulations, as may be amended, including but not limited to the California
Groundwater Management Act (Water Code Sections 10750 et seq.), or that are
in compliance with an approved Groundwater Sustainability Plan.

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

9-5

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 9. Groundwater

9.3 Environmental Setting
9.3.1 Regional Setting
The Proposed Project is located in the San Joaquin Valley, overlying the Modesto
Groundwater Subbasin. The Modesto Subbasin lies between the Stanislaus River to the north
and the Tuolumne River to the south, and between the San Joaquin River on the west and
crystalline basement rock of the Sierra Nevada foothills on the east (see Figure 9-1) (DWR
2004). The northern, western, and southern boundaries are shared with the Eastern San
Joaquin Valley, Delta-Mendota, and Turlock Groundwater Subbasins, respectively (DWR
2004). The community of Del Rio and the Proposed Project are located in the northern
portion of the subbasin, as shown in Figure 9-1.

9.3.2 Hydrogeology
Geology
The Modesto Subbasin includes both consolidated and unconsolidated sedimentary deposits
(DWR 2004). The consolidated deposits lie in the eastern portion of the subbasin and include
the Ione Formation of Miocene age, the Valley Springs Formation of Eocene age, and the
Mehrten Formation, which was deposited during the Miocene to Pliocene Epochs. In general,
consolidated deposits yield small quantities of water to wells; however, the Mehrten
Formation may yield substantial quantities of water and is an important aquifer. The Mehrten
Formation is composed of sandstone, breccia, conglomerate, tuff, siltstone, and claystone and
is approximately 800 feet thick. The Mehrten Formation may lie as shallow as 400 feet
beneath the City of Modesto (STRGBA 2005).
Unconsolidated deposits in the subbasin include continental deposits (i.e., deposited in a
freshwater environment), lacustrine and marsh deposits (i.e., pertaining to lakes), older
alluvium, younger alluvium, and flood-subbasin deposits. The continental deposits consist of
poorly sorted gravel, sand, silt, and clay of varying thickness. They occur from 0 to 450 feet
below ground surface (bgs) on the eastern side of the subbasin and range to more than 400
feet deep in the western portion (DWR 2004). The older alluvium consists of gravel, sand, silt,
and clay with some hardpan. This alluvium is up to 400 feet thick and is generally present
near or at the surface of the western half of the subbasin. The continental deposits and older
alluvium are the main water-yielding units in the unconsolidated deposits (DWR 2004). The
lacustrine and marsh deposits and the flood-subbasin deposits yield little water to wells, and
the younger alluvium in most places probably yields only moderate quantities of water to
wells (DWR 2004).
In the western portion of the subbasin, upper and lower layers of deposits are separated by
a clay layer, known as the Corcoran clay (STRGBA 2005). The Corcoran clay is present at a
depth of about 200 feet bgs and is 20–60 feet thick (STRGBA 2005). The approximate eastern
extent of the Corcoran clay parallels Highway 99, running just northeast of the highway, and
is shown in Figure 9-2.
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Aquifers
The western portion of the subbasin has two principal aquifers: one above and one below the
Corcoran clay (STRGBA 2005). East of the Corcoran clay, the aquifer is generally unconfined;
however, there may be localized clay lenses, or thin layers of clay, that restrict downward
movement of groundwater. Underlying all aquifers is the confined aquifer of the Mehrten
Formation (STRGBA 2005). DWR estimated the total storage capacity of the Modesto
Subbasin to be 6,500,000 AF to a depth of 300 feet (DWR 2004).

Groundwater Flows and Recharge
Groundwater generally flows from east to west-southwest in the Modesto Subbasin;
however, well pumping and recharge may affect the localized groundwater flow direction
(STRGBA 2005). Groundwater contours suggest that groundwater is discharged to the San
Joaquin and Tuolumne Rivers along most reaches of the rivers. Contours suggest that
groundwater does not discharge to the Stanislaus River, nor does the river recharge
groundwater (STRGBA 2005).
Groundwater recharge in the subbasin occurs primarily from percolation of applied
irrigation water, as well as seepage from the Modesto Reservoir and irrigation canals (DWR
2004). Lesser recharge occurs from subsurface flows originating in the mountains and
foothills along the east side of the subbasin and percolation of direct precipitation (DWR
2004). Groundwater recharge to the deeper aquifers can occur from seepage through
unconfined aquifers or across the Corcoran clay, or from horizontal movement of water from
the eastern portion of the subbasin (STRGBA 2005). Groundwater recharges to the Mehrten
Formation’s confined aquifers from areas between the eastern and western exposures of the
formation. In general, groundwater recharge areas are in the eastern and central portions of
the subbasin, between the Stanislaus and Tuolumne Rivers (STRGBA 2005).
DWR estimated overall natural recharge into the subbasin at 86,000 acre-feet per year (AFY)
(DWR 2004). Applied irrigation water recharge was estimated to be 92,000 AFY, bringing
total annual recharge to 178,000 AFY (although artificial recharge and subsurface inflow
values were not determined) (DWR 2004). Annual urban and agricultural extractions were
estimated to be 81,000 AFY and 145,000 AFY, respectively, for a total of 226,000 AFY.

Groundwater Levels
In general, groundwater elevations (i.e., feet above mean sea level) increase from west to east
in the Modesto Subbasin, following the general topography of the land (WRIME 2007). Depth
to groundwater (i.e., level of the water table below ground surface) similarly increases from
west to east (WRIME 2007). Figure 9-3 shows depth to groundwater in the subbasin.
Historically, the groundwater level in the Modesto Subbasin has declined over the past
decades. On average across the region, the subbasin water level declined nearly 15 feet from
1970 through 2000 (DWR 2004). Groundwater levels were locally depressed beneath and
around the Modesto urban area, but completion of the Modesto Regional Water Treatment
Plant in 1994 and subsequent importation of surface water supplies from the Modesto
Irrigation District caused groundwater levels to rebound to some degree (STRGBA 2005).
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To obtain more site-specific information for the Proposed Project, the City conducted a
baseline investigation to determine groundwater levels in the immediate vicinity of the
Proposed Project wells (URS 2015a). The study gathered data by first identifying local well
owners in the Del Rio area and requesting permission to install water level monitoring
devices in their wells. A number of wells were identified in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
(see Figure 9-4 and Figure 9-5). Of these, two private well owners granted access to the City
to install monitoring devices in their wells on properties located at 706 Ladd Road, close to
Site A, and 201 Stewart Road, close to Site B (URS 2015a).
In addition to the two private well owners, the City also placed a water level monitoring
device in the City-owned well at 718 Ladd Road (Site A) and monitored groundwater levels
over a period of 6 months, from August 2014 to February 2015. Table 9-1 shows the
summary results of the study and the change in groundwater levels at the three wells
monitored. See Appendix F for the complete study results and discussion.
Table 9-1.

Nearby Groundwater Levels, August 2014 to February 2015

Groundwater Level
Statistics

Study Well Location
718 Ladd Road

706 Ladd Road

201 Stewart Road

Average Depth to Water
(feet)

44.00

44.96

45.77

Maximum Depth to Water
(feet)

47.20

48.85

52.53

Minimum Depth to Water
(feet)

43.61

44.06

44.87

Difference (minimum –
maximum, feet)

4.59

4.79

7.67

Change (over period of
record, feet)

3.02

1.90

1.31

Change (daily, feet)

0.20

1.80

3.70

Source: URS 2015a

The findings summarized in Table 9-1 show that groundwater levels fluctuated to some
degree over the 6-month course of the investigation. Groundwater levels did increase in the
three wells studied (see “Change [over period of record, feet]”), but this is expected because
of seasonal fluctuations. The monitoring commenced when water levels would be anticipated
to be at their annual low point (August), and ceased when they would be anticipated to be at
their annual high. The findings are generally consistent with groundwater monitoring
conducted in the area by USGS, which has reported average seasonal water level fluctuations
in the Modesto urban area of 1, 3, and 18 feet in shallow, intermediate, and deep zone wells
(URS 2015a; USGS 2007).

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

9-12

November 2016

Legend
Depth to Groundwater (ft)
0 - 10
11 - 20
21 - 30

51 - 75
76 - 100
101 - 150
151 - 200
More than 200

31 - 40
41 - 50

Woodward
Reservoir

PROJECT
LOCATION

0

Stanislaus River

±

1.5

3
Miles

Hwy 108/120

!
Oakdale

Dry Creek
Modesto
Reservoir

Modesto

!

Yosemite Blvd

Maze Blvd

y
w
H

Tuolumne River

33

Turlock
Lake

y
w
H
99

n
Sa
q
Joa
R
uin

Turlock

r
ive

!

Calculated as
Source: Water Resources &(30
Information
Management
Engineering, Inc. 2007.
meter-DEM)
- (GW Elevation)
Recharge Characterization for Stanislaus and Tuolomne Rivers Groundwater Basin Association.
Available: http://www.mid.org/water/gw/STRGBA_Recharge_TM_fnl%2004_23_07-Rev1.pdf. Accessed September 16, 2015.
STRGBA Recharge Analysis

Depth to Groundwater

February 2007
Figure 7B

Figure 9-3: Depth to Groundwater

City of Modesto

Chapter 9. Groundwater

This page intentionally left blank

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

9-14

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 9. Groundwater

As described in the City’s baseline groundwater level report (URS 2015a) and in Section 9.3.3,
“Groundwater Supply and Use, Private Domestic and Agricultural Well Owners,” below, data
from the DWR private well database collected during the study suggests that most private
wells located within the Del Rio area are completed in the shallow zone. All three wells
monitored in the City’s study were completed in the shallow zone, and therefore, are
considered to be representative of most private wells located in the area.

Subsidence
Subsidence is the lowering of the land surface elevation as a result of the compression,
compaction, or consolidation of underlying soils, sediment, or rock. These processes are
exacerbated under increased loading (e.g., additional sediment deposition or construction of
structures, including fills) or the withdrawal of groundwater. Compaction and compression
generally occur within unconsolidated granular soils or sediment over a relatively short
timeframe. Consolidation usually occurs over a longer period (sometimes many years) in
saturated, finer grained material as pore water (i.e., water within the spaces between
sediment grains) is removed through groundwater pumping. Subsidence can cause the
development of cracks or fissures in the ground surface. When subsidence is non-uniform or
uneven, differential settlement results, potentially inducing stress to structures.
The Proposed Project area is not located within any recent or historical large areas of
subsidence (DWR 2016a), and historically, land surface subsidence within the basin has not
been substantial (STRGBA 2005). DWR’s Groundwater Information Center (GIC) mapping
system shows the Modesto Subbasin as being in a medium to high area for estimated
potential subsidence (DWR 2016b).

9.3.3 Groundwater Supply and Use
Water Suppliers
Major water suppliers in the Modesto Subbasin include the Modesto and Oakdale Irrigation
Districts, the Cities of Oakdale and Riverbank, and the City of Modesto (STRGBA 2005).
Annual groundwater use data for these service providers was not available at the time of
publication.

City of Modesto
The City of Modesto provides domestic water service within its incorporated boundaries and
to several other areas previously served by the Del Este Water Company (acquired by the City
in the mid-1990s), including portions of the Cities of Ceres and Turlock and the communities
of Salida, Empire, Del Rio, and Grayson. The City of Modesto operates a total of 118
groundwater wells, 108 of which are located within the Modesto Subbasin, including three in
the Del Rio area. In addition to groundwater extracted from the subbasin, the City obtains
treated surface water from the Modesto Irrigation District (STRGBA 2005).
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Del Rio Service Area
As described above, the City of Modesto has been supplying water to the community of Del
Rio since the 1990s. The City manages, operates, and maintains water service in Del Rio as an
independent satellite system (Appendix H in City of Modesto 2010a).
The City’s Del Rio water system is solely supplied by groundwater (Appendix H in City of
Modesto 2010a). The system currently includes three operational wells, which are described
in Table 9-2.
Table 9-2.
Well
Number

Existing Del Rio Water System Groundwater Wells

Location/Address

Year
Drilled

Rated Pump
Capacity
(gpm)

Measured
Flow (gpm)

Casing Depth
(feet)

271

1260 Country Club

1956

395

200

284

282

7312 Hillcrest Drive

1980

1,080

1,000

275

289

7119 Beltis Drive

1987/91

1,090

800

360

Source: Appendix H in City of Modesto 2010a

The “measured flow” shown in Table 9-2 indicates the actual groundwater production of each
well observed during well pump tests. As shown in Table 9-2, Well 271 is currently operating
at approximately 50 percent of its 395-gpm rated pump capacity, producing 200 gpm
(Appendix H in City of Modesto 2010a).
The Del Rio service area is located approximately 4 miles north of the City’s boundary. In
2008, the Del Rio water system served 343 residential dwelling units and encompassed an
area of approximately 350 acres (Appendix H in City of Modesto 2010a). Based on the Del Rio
Community Plan (Stanislaus County 1992), future buildout of the Del Rio service area will
include approximately 590 acres. Land uses in the service area are currently primarily
residential with a large golf course in the middle of the service area. While the City provides
water service to much of the Del Rio community, a number of parcels not served by the City,
including the golf course, are served by private wells.
Water use in the Del Rio service area was 577 AF in 2015 (City of Modesto 2016).

Private Wells
A number of parcels in the Del Rio service area are supplied by private groundwater wells.
The City conducted a groundwater well inventory of private wells within a 1-mile radius of
the proposed new wells at Site A and Site B. Figure 9-4 shows the locations of existing
groundwater wells near the proposed new well at Site A. Figure 9-5 shows locations of
existing groundwater wells near the proposed well at Site B.
The City’s groundwater well inventory, which queried DWR’s well database, suggested that
most private wells located within the Del Rio area are completed in the shallow aquifer zone
(i.e., less than 265 feet bgs) (URS 2015a). The database indicated that very few domestic wells
in the area are completed in the deep zone of the aquifer (i.e., 400-600 feet bgs), and no wells
are completed at this depth within 1,000 feet of the Proposed Project new wells (URS 2015a).
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Site B – McHenry Avenue Well

Site A – Ladd Road Tank and Well

Source: URS. 2012. Letter to Rob Christensen, PE,
City of Modesto Utility Planning & Projects Department
re: Drawdown Analysis (Del Rio Replacement Well #1),
City of Modesto, CA.

Figure 9-4: Well Inventory Map – Site A
URS Corp
2870 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 150
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The City was unable to obtain data on historical pumping rates of existing domestic wells in
the Proposed Project area or verify the results of the well database search in the field. The
City contacted landowners in the area, but landowners generally did not provide information
or cooperate with the City’s investigation (URS 2015a).
In general, most private wells in the Proposed Project vicinity are domestic wells. Irrigation
wells may also be active in the area, most likely located west of Site A, but agricultural water
users in the project vicinity likely obtain irrigation water from Modesto Irrigation District
irrigation canals in the area.

9.3.4 Groundwater Basin Operational Yield
The 2010 WSER identified deficiencies in system supply and pressure requirements in the
Del Rio service area, along with improvements to correct those deficiencies, including the
proposed wells (City of Modesto 2010a). As part of the WSER analysis, the City estimated the
preliminary operational yield for the three groundwater subbasins that underlie its service
area (Modesto, Turlock, and Delta-Mendota Subbasins). The City estimated the total
operational yield within its service area to be 53,500 AFY, 48,286 AFY of which occurs in the
Modesto Subbasin (City of Modesto 2010a; Appendix F).
The 2010 WSER operational yield analysis was based on historical groundwater pumping by
the City and was developed to maintain a minimum average groundwater elevation of 40 feet
above mean sea level (msl) within and near the City’s contiguous service area (City of
Modesto 2010a). Essentially, the City’s analysis concluded that if its total, long-term average
groundwater pumping was held at or below 53,500 AFY (48,286 AFY for the Modesto
Subbasin), then groundwater levels would remain stable at around 40 feet above msl. The
City’s concept of operational yield is similar to “sustainable yield,” defined as the average
annual amount of groundwater that can be extracted from a groundwater basin while
maintaining a non-overdraft condition (City of Modesto and Modesto Irrigation District
2011). The key difference between operational yield and sustainable yield is that operational
yield pertains to a specific location or localized aquifer (e.g., the portion of the Modesto
Subbasin underlying the City of Modesto’s service area) and a specific entity (e.g., City of
Modesto), while sustainable yield pertains to the entire groundwater basin or subbasin and
all of the entities pumping from it as a whole (City of Modesto 2010a). While the City has
estimated the operational yield of the portion of the Modesto Subbasin underlying its service
area, the sustainable yield of the Modesto Subbasin is not currently known (City of Modesto
and Modesto Irrigation District 2011).
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9.4 Impact Analysis
9.4.1 Methodology
Potential impacts on groundwater from the Proposed Project were assessed qualitatively and
quantitatively, based on the degree to which the Proposed Project could lower the water table
and adversely affect existing nearby wells, interfere with groundwater recharge, or
cumulatively contribute to groundwater level drawdown or reduction in aquifer storage
volume in the Modesto Subbasin as a whole. The analysis is based on the well impacts analysis
conducted in 2015 by URS Corporation (URS 2015a, 2015b), which is included as Appendix F.
The 2015 analysis was based on, and improved on, the prior analysis completed in 2012 in
several significant ways:
1. Number of production wells. The previous investigation was conducted using only
one of the two proposed production wells. The updated 2015 analysis considered
possible effects from pumping at each of the two wells proposed as part of the
Proposed Project, both separately and in combination.
2. Simulation run times. The previous analysis only simulated 30 days of pumping, and
therefore did not account for potential long-term impacts on the aquifer. The updated
2015 analysis simulated 3,650 days (10 years) of pumping.
3. Operational pumping rates. The original analysis assumed an operational pumping
rate of 1,280 gpm and operational times of 8 hours per day over the 30-day model
period. The updated 2015 analysis used site-specific and monthly pumping rates,
developed in coordination with the City, for both proposed wells. The flow
information contained in the updated analysis more accurately reflects the pumping
rates that may occur with the Proposed Project due to monthly variations in water
demand.
4. Sensitivity analysis. In its updated analysis, URS quantified uncertainty in the model
by conducting a sensitivity analysis on horizontal hydraulic conductivity (K), the
hydraulic parameter used to predict water-level drawdown.
For the study, URS developed a numerical flow model based on the USGS Northeastern San
Joaquin Valley Groundwater Numerical Flow Model. Appendix F further explains the
methodology used for the updated well impacts analysis.

9.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and professional expertise, the Proposed Project
would result in a significant impact related to groundwater if it would:


Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level; or



Result in substantial land subsidence as a result of the Proposed Project.
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Other criteria in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines related to hydrology, flooding, and
surface water quality and groundwater quality were adequately addressed in the Program
EIR (City of Modesto 2010b: pp. 3.8-17–3.8-22) and evaluated in the Environmental Checklist
(Appendix B), and the Proposed Project would not result in new or more adverse impacts
than previously identified in the Program EIR. Impacts related to landslide, lateral spreading,
liquefaction, or collapse are addressed in the Environmental Checklist (Appendix B) findings.
These topics were not considered further in this analysis.

9.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact GRW-1: Potential to Lower the Groundwater Table and Adversely
Affect Nearby Existing Wells (Less than Significant)
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Proposed Project would involve
installation of a new well at Ladd Road (Site A) and a replacement well at McHenry Avenue
(Site B) (see Figure 2-1). The Site B well would replace the City’s existing Well 271 (see Table
9-2). Both proposed wells would be drilled to a minimum of 300 feet and a maximum of 600
feet deep and would have a maximum yield of approximately 1,000 gpm. The wells would be
operated at varying rates/times throughout the year depending on need, but would be
expected to operate for an annual average of 10.8 hours per day. Each well would be expected
to yield an annual average of 237 million gallons (726 acre-feet).
To assess potential effects of the proposed pumping on neighboring wells, the City conducted
a well impact analysis (URS 2015b; Appendix F). The City’s analysis used the USGS
Northeastern San Joaquin Valley Groundwater Numerical Flow Model to model changes in
water level that would occur from operation of the proposed wells. The USGS regional model
covers the northeastern San Joaquin Valley extending from north of the Stanislaus River to
south of the Merced River, bounded on the northeast by the Sierra Nevada foothills and on
the southwest by the San Joaquin River. The regional model has 16 layers, each representing
a separate subsurface lithology. Figure 9-6 shows the model layers. The model simulation
looked at drawdown impacts on existing wells located within 125 feet and a 1,000-foot radius
from the proposed wells, and modeled changes in water level for shallow (100–265 feet bgs),
intermediate (265–360 feet bgs), and deep (360–600 feet bgs) zone wells over a period of 10
years. The well pumping rates used in the model simulation were estimated as the maximum
rate at which the wells would be operated. Note: the existing well pumping at Well 271 was
not included in the baseline for the model. Therefore, the City’s model takes a conservative
approach by considering the total amount of new well pumping from the project rather than
merely the incremental pumping above existing conditions.
Table 9- shows the results of the well impact analysis model simulation. The model results
indicate that proposed pumping would cause limited (0.1–0.26 foot) additional drawdown in
wells screened in the shallow zone of the aquifer.
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Simulated Maximum Drawdown from Operation of the Proposed
Project Wells
Maximum Drawdown (feet)

Production
Well
Site A – New
Well at Ladd
Road

Site B –
Replacement
Well at
McHenry Road

Distance
from Well
(feet)
125
1,000
125
1,000

Shallow Zone
(100–265
feet deep)

Intermediate
Zone
(265–360
feet deep)

Deep Zone
(360–600
feet deep)

Site A Only

0.17

1.1

19

Sites A and B

0.25

1.5

20

Site A Only

0.16

1

7

Sites A and B

0.26

1.4

8

Site B Only

0.1

1.6

17

Sites A and B

0.21

2.1

18.2

Site B Only

0.1

1.2

6.6

Sites A and B

0.18

1.6

7.5

Wells
Pumping

Source: URS 2015b

The largest simulated change in groundwater levels (20 feet of drawdown) occurred in the
deep zone 125 feet away from Site A, with simulated pumping at both the proposed wells.
The maximum simulated drawdown in the shallow zone was 0.26 foot, while the maximum
simulated drawdown in the intermediate zone was 2.1 feet. In general, simulated reductions
in groundwater levels were greatest close to the Proposed Project wells (i.e., at 125 feet
rather than 1,000 feet) and when both wells were operating.
The simulated changes in groundwater levels were generally within the range of seasonal
variation observed in the City’s investigation (0.2–3.7 feet) (see Table 9-1), and within the
level of seasonal variation observed by USGS monitoring wells (1–18 feet) (USGS 2007).
Modeled differences in drawdown and water level change between shallow, intermediate,
and deep aquifer zones can be attributed to differences in hydraulic conductivity between
soil layers and are consistent with changes observed by the USGS.
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As described in Section 9.3.3, “Groundwater Supply and Use,” the DWR well database
indicated that no wells are completed in the deep zone of the aquifer within 1,000 feet of the
proposed wells. To the City’s knowledge, all existing wells within 1,000 feet of the proposed
wells are completed in the shallow zone of the aquifer. Therefore, based on the City’s
modeling results, groundwater levels at existing wells in the shallow zone would experience
a maximum drawdown of 0.26 foot from operation of both proposed wells, which is within
the normal range of seasonal variation in water levels in the region. This amount would not
be anticipated to result in a significant adverse effect on existing wells. Additionally, because
the Site B well would replace an existing well (Well 271, currently operating at 200 gpm in
the shallow zone), the incremental drawdown caused by the Proposed Project above the
existing drawdown rate is anticipated to be less than that modeled at Site B.
Based on the modeling analysis, the real-world groundwater level reductions that could occur
from the Proposed Project are expected to be less than significant. The groundwater levels in
the vicinity of the new wells are not expected to drop below the long-term average level of
variation as a result of the Proposed Project. As described in Chapter 2, Project Description,
the City would install a groundwater monitoring well at each proposed well site. The
monitoring wells would be equipped to monitor groundwater levels at three depths (i.e.,
shallow, intermediate, and deep aquifer zones). Data from the wells would be used to monitor
groundwater levels in the various aquifer zones.
Modeling indicates that, with operation of both wells, drawdown on wells in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project is anticipated to be within the seasonal variation of groundwater levels
(maximum 0.26 feet). In addition, a groundwater monitoring well would be installed at each
proposed well site to monitor groundwater levels in the shallow, intermediate, and deep
aquifer zones. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact GRW-2: Potential to Reduce or Interfere with Groundwater
Recharge (Less than Significant)
As described in Chapter 2, Project Description, the Proposed Project would develop
approximately 4.4 acres total at Sites A and B (4 acres at Site A and 0.4 acre at Site B). Both
sites are largely undeveloped, with limited amounts of impervious surfaces. Site A currently
contains a single-family home and a few outbuildings, and the remainder of the 4-acre site is
fallow, unirrigated grassland that was formerly used for agricultural purposes. Existing
impervious surface at Site A is estimated at 0.24 acre. The 0.4-acre Site B is currently
undeveloped with no existing impervious surfaces or irrigated agriculture.
Proposed new impervious features at the Proposed Project sites would include the water
storage tank and pump station building at Site A and the concrete pad and driveway at Site B.
New impervious surface at Site A is estimated at 1.11 acres. Because all of the existing
impervious surfaces (i.e., existing house, driveway, and outbuildings) at Site A would be
removed, only 0.87 acre of this estimated amount would be additional impervious beyond
existing conditions. New impervious surface at Site B is estimated at 0.03 acre. Site A would
also include a stormwater retention basin designed to contain the 50-year storm event and
the full capacity of water stored in the storage tank in the event of a tank rupture. The
stormwater retention basin at Site A would be designed to capture stormwater runoff from
impervious surfaces and allow that water to percolate into the aquifer below.
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Given that the Proposed Project would not involve a substantial amount of new impervious
surface area resulting from the Site A and Site B facilities (approximately 0.90 acre) and
would not displace irrigated farmland, the Proposed Project would not substantially reduce
or interfere with groundwater recharge. Additionally, the proposed retention basin at Site A
may serve to recharge groundwater. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant.

Impact GRW-3: Potential to Result in Land Subsidence (Less than
Significant)
As described in Section 9.3.2, “Hydrogeology,” subsidence is the lowering of the land-surface
elevation, which typically occurs following excessive groundwater withdrawal. Subsidence
can result in differential settlement and potentially damage buildings and infrastructure.
Historical rates of subsidence in the Modesto area have not been substantial. DWR identifies
the Modesto Subbasin as having a medium to high potential for subsidence, however, and
DWR’s groundwater budget for the Modesto Subbasin from 1970 through 2000 showed that
extractions were exceeding recharge (DWR 2004).
As described in Impact GRW-1, the Proposed Project wells are not anticipated to substantially
lower existing local shallow (i.e., 100 to 265 feet bgs) or intermediate (i.e., 265 to 360 feet
bgs) groundwater levels, with modeled maximum drawdown under all scenarios of 0.26 feet
and 2.1 feet, respectively. Modeled maximum drawdown for the deep aquifer (i.e., 360 to 600
feet) ranges from 6.6 to 20 feet bgs, dependent upon the modeled scenario. However, regional
water bearing geologic units maintain their elasticity despite observed seasonal variations of
groundwater levels ranging from 1 to 18 feet with (USGS 2007). Under all scenarios, the
proposed project’s modeled maximum drawdown is comparable to regional seasonal
variations in groundwater levels. Furthermore, site preparation and foundations for surface
structures (e.g., pump station and water tank) would be built to California Building Code
specifications, reducing the potential effects of differential settlement to a less-thansignificant level. The Proposed Project would not substantially affect shallow, intermediate,
or deep groundwater levels. Therefore, the Proposed Project is not expected to result in
subsidence. This impact would be less than significant.

9.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact GRW-4: Cumulative Contribution to Chronic Overdraft of
Groundwater Subbasin (Significant and Unavoidable)
As described under Impact GRW-1, the Proposed Project is not anticipated to substantially
reduce local groundwater levels in a way that would have a significant adverse impact on
nearby shallow wells. However, operation of the proposed wells could cumulatively
contribute to overdraft conditions in the Modesto Subbasin.
As described in the Section 9.3.2, “Hydrogeology,” DWR has estimated that more
groundwater is withdrawn from the subbasin than is recharged on an average annual basis.
While the 2014 DWR Final Basin Prioritization results did not specifically note the Modesto
Subbasin as being in overdraft (DWR 2014), overpumping in the Modesto Subbasin has
historically led to declines in groundwater levels (DWR 2004).
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As described in Section 9.3.3, “Groundwater Basin Operational Yield,” the City estimated the
total operational yield within its service area to be 53,500 AFY, with 48,286 AFY of that
occurring in the Modesto Subbasin. Given that the proposed wells were designed to be
operated within the City’s operational yield, they would not be anticipated to substantially
reduce groundwater levels within the City’s service area. The expected total annual average
production of the proposed wells is 350 million gallons, or approximately 1,701 AF; however,
because the City would decommission its existing Well 271 (which currently produces
approximately 323 AFY), the proposed wells would only increase groundwater production
by approximately 1,378 AFY beyond existing conditions. As shown in Error! Reference
source not found., the most readily available data indicate that the City extracts an average
of 38,145 AFY of groundwater from the Modesto Subbasin (City of Modesto 2010a). Adding
the Proposed Project’s total estimated additional production of 1,378 AFY to the average
Modesto Subbasin production of 38,145 AFY would equal 39,523 AFY. This amount would be
below the City’s preliminary operational yield for the Modesto Subbasin of 48,286 AFY, and
therefore is not anticipated to reduce groundwater elevations within the City’s service area
below 40 feet above msl.
With respect to groundwater use and drawdown in the Modesto Subbasin as a whole, in light
of other groundwater users in the subbasin, the proposed wells would represent a relatively
small but potentially considerable contribution to overall groundwater extractions. As shown
in Error! Reference source not found., a number of entities operate public water supply
wells in the Modesto Subbasin, in addition to many private wells. Recent data were not
available at the time of publication on overall groundwater extractions in the subbasin, but
DWR has estimated urban and agricultural extractions at 81,000 and 145,000 AFY,
respectively (DWR 2004). By contrast, DWR estimated natural and applied irrigation water
recharge at 86,000 AFY and 92,000 AFY, respectively. Relative to total urban and agricultural
extractions in the subbasin (226,000 AFY), the Proposed Project’s contribution of 1,378 AFY
would represent 0.6 percent of the total extractions in the subbasin. This would seem to be a
small contribution, but given that the basin is already in a relatively chronic state of overdraft,
as indicated by the deficit in recharge estimated by DWR and by historically declining water
levels, each additional large capacity well could exacerbate the overdraft situation.
While the SGMA requires that all high- and medium-priority basins have sustainable
groundwater management plans in place by 2022, and that overdrafted basins have plans in
place by 2020, it does not impose limitations on groundwater resource development prior to
those dates. Stanislaus County has enacted a Groundwater Ordinance, which requires entities
applying for a Well Construction Permit after November 25, 2014, to demonstrate, based on
substantial evidence, that extraction of groundwater from the proposed well will not
constitute unsustainable extraction of groundwater (see Section 9.2.3, “Local Laws,
Regulations, and Policies”). This ordinance is expected to limit future unsustainable
groundwater extractions, but nevertheless, may not reverse the effects of past overpumping
or completely prevent cumulative drawdown.
Climate change could also exacerbate the cumulative effects of groundwater pumping in the
Modesto Subbasin. Under typical annual hydrological fluctuations, groundwater storage may
be replenished in wet years. However, the added prospect of altered long-term precipitation
patterns and hydrology in California due to climate change could reduce the potential for
groundwater recharge.
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In light of all of the above factors, the overdraft of the Modesto Subbasin is considered to be
a significant cumulative impact, and the Proposed Project’s contribution would be
considerable. The City is already implementing all available measures to ensure that its
groundwater extraction does not exacerbate this situation, and is an active participant in
regional groundwater management with a goal of ensuring sustainable management of the
subbasin. Additional measures may exist that others could take to reduce pumping in the
basin (e.g., water conservation), but such measures would be outside of the City’s jurisdiction
to implement or require. As such, no additional feasible measures exist and this impact is
considered significant and unavoidable.
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Land Use and Planning

10.1 Overview
This chapter describes the setting and potential impacts of the Proposed Project related to
land use and planning.

10.2 Regulatory Setting
The following section discusses the policies and regulations that are relevant to the analysis
of land use impacts of the Proposed Project. No specific federal or state land use regulations
apply to the land use resources associated with the Proposed Project.

Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
The following policies contained in the Land Use Element of the Stanislaus County General
Plan 2015 (Stanislaus County 2016) are applicable to the Proposed Project:
Goal One: Provide for diverse land use needs by designating patterns which are responsive
to the physical characteristics of the land as well as to environmental, economic, and
social concerns of the residents of Stanislaus County.
Policy Two: Land designated Agriculture shall be restricted to uses that are
compatible with agricultural practices, including natural resources management,
open space, outdoor recreation and enjoyment of scenic beauty.
Policy Six:
Preserve and encourage upgrading of existing unincorporated urban
communities.
Goal Two:

Ensure compatibility between land uses.

Policy Fourteen: Uses shall not be permitted to intrude into or be located adjacent to
an agricultural area if they are detrimental to continued agricultural usage of the
surrounding area.
Policy Sixteen:

Outdoor lighting shall be designed to be compatible with other uses.

Goal Three: Foster stable economic growth through appropriate land use policies.
Policy Sixteen: Agriculture, as the primary industry of the County, shall be promoted and
protected.
Goal Four: Ensure that an effective level of public service is provided in unincorporated
areas.
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Policy Twenty-four:
Future growth shall not exceed the capabilities/capacity of
the provider of services such as sewer, water, public safety, solid waste management,
road systems, schools, health care facilities, etc.
Policy Twenty-six:
Development, other than agricultural uses and churches,
which requires discretionary approval and is within the sphere of influence of cities
or in areas of specific designation created by agreement (e.g., Sperry Avenue and East
Las Palmas Corridors), shall not be approved unless first approved by the city within
whose sphere of influence it lies or by the city for which areas of specific designation
were agreed. Development requests within the spheres of influence or areas of
specific designation of any incorporated city shall not be approved unless the
development is consistent with agreements with the cities which are in effect at the
time of project consideration. Such development must meet the applicable
development standards of the affected city as well as any public facilities fee
collection agreement in effect at the time of project consideration. (Comment: This
policy refers to those development standards that are transferable, such as street
improvement standards, landscaping, or setbacks. It does not always apply to
standards that require connection to a sanitary sewer system, for example, as that is
not always feasible.)
Policy Twenty-seven:
Development which requires discretionary approval and is
outside the sphere of influence of cities, but located within one mile of a city’s adopted
sphere of influence and within a city’s adopted general plan area, shall be referred out
to the city for consideration. However, the County reserves the right for final
discretionary action.
Goal Six:

Promote and protect healthy living environments.

Policy Twenty-nine:
Support the development of a built environment that is
responsive to decreasing air and water pollution, reducing the consumption of
natural resources and energy, increasing the reliability of local water supplies, and
reduces vehicle miles traveled by facilitating alternative modes of transportation, and
promoting active living (integration of physical activities, such as biking and walking,
into everyday routines) opportunities.
Spheres of Influence
Policy:
Whenever an application is to be considered which includes property
within the sphere of influence of a city or special district (e.g., sewer, water,
community services) or areas of specific designation created by agreement between
County and City, the following procedures should be followed:
1.

Development, other than agricultural uses and churches, which requires
discretionary approval shall be referred to that city for preliminary approval.
The project shall not be approved by the County unless written
communication is received from the city memorializing their approval. If
approved by the city, the city should specify what conditions are necessary
to ensure that development will comply with city development standards.
Requested conditions for such things as sewer service in an area where none
is available shall not be imposed. Approval from a city does not preclude the
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County decision-making body from exercising discretion, and it may either
approve or deny the project.
2.

Agricultural uses and churches which require discretionary approval should
be referred to that city for comment. The County Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors shall consider the responses of the cities in the permit
process. If the County finds that a project is inconsistent with the city's
general plan designation, it shall not be approved. Agricultural use and
churches shall not be considered inconsistent if the only inconsistency is
with a statement that a development within the urban transition area or
sphere of influence shall be discouraged (or similar sweeping statement).
The city shall be asked to respond to the following questions:
A.

Is the proposed project inconsistent with the land use designation
on the city's general plan? If so, please include a copy of the map
(or that portion which includes the subject property) and the text
describing uses permitted for the general plan designation. All
findings of inconsistency must include supporting documentation.

B.

If the project is approved, specifically what type of conditions
would be necessary to ensure the development will comply with
city development standards such as street improvements, setbacks
and landscaping?

In the case of a proposed project within the sphere of influence of a sanitary
sewer district, domestic water district or community services district, the
proposal shall be forwarded to the district board for comment regarding the
ability of the district to provide services. If the district serves an
unincorporated community with a Municipal Advisory Council (MAC), the
proposal shall also be referred to the MAC for comment.

Del Rio Community Plan
Stanislaus County prepared the Del Rio Community Plan, which was adopted by the Stanislaus
County Board of Supervisors in 1992. The community plan designates land uses in two
development areas. The northern portion (Area I) of Del Rio is designated as low-intensity
residential and agriculture, while the southern portion (Area II) is designated as agriculture
and future-specific planning. The Community Plan proposed to develop Del Rio as a mixed
residential, recreational, and agricultural community with natural open space/recreational
uses. Goals of the Del Rio Community Plan that relate to land use and planning for the
Proposed Project include the following:
Goal 1: Future development should occur in an orderly manner to meet the needs of
existing and future residents.
Policy A: Until the plan is updated, future development for Del Rio shall be in
accordance with the Community Plan.
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Goal 2: Prime agricultural land in the Del Rio vicinity should be preserved in areas where
incompatibility impacts between agricultural and residential uses can be
minimized.
Goal 3: Further development in the Del Rio area should be planned to ensure that adverse
impacts on services and utilities, schools, transportation and circulation,
agriculture, water and air quality are appropriately mitigated.
Policy A: All future developments in Del Rio shall be Planned Developments and, in
Area II, approved only after specific plan and EIR are prepared for Area II which
address cumulative development impacts on the entire Del Rio area, Community
Plan conformance, and methods of plan implementation.
Goal 5: Future development shall be served by adequate public infrastructure.
Policy A: All future development in Del Rio shall require underground utilities and
facilities for community-wide secondary sewage treatment and water supply
systems.

Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance
According to the Stanislaus County Zoning Ordinance, Site A is zoned A-2-40 Agriculture
(Stanislaus County 2015). Permitted uses for A-2 districts include agricultural uses, singlefamily dwelling(s) on parcels less than 20 acres in size; two single-family dwellings on parcels
20 acres or more in size; mobile homes; buildings, appurtenances, and uses such as custom
contract harvesting or land preparation; home occupations; garage sales; temporary
agricultural service airports; detached accessory buildings, the use of which are incidental to,
and reasonably related to, a main building on the same lot or to the primary use of the
property as determined by the director of planning and community development; lagoons or
ponds for the storage of animal wastes; Christmas tree sales lots and Halloween pumpkin
sales lots; fireworks stands; and small family day cares and large family care homes.
According to Section 21.20.030 of the Stanislaus County Code, this district allows
development of certain uses that are not directly related to agriculture but may be necessary
to serve the A-2 district. For example, development of facilities for public utilities qualifies as
a “Tier Three” use that may be allowed if the Stanislaus County Planning Commission
concludes that the use would not be substantially detrimental to or conflict with agricultural
use of other property in the vicinity, and the parcel on which such use is requested is not
located in one of the county’s “most productive agricultural areas,” as this term is used in the
general plan; or if the character of the use that is requested is such that the land may
reasonably be returned to agricultural use in the future.
Site B is zone P-D (189) Planned Development (Stanislaus County 2015). The P-D district
permits all uses when consistent with the general plan but is subject to the approval of the
development plan by the County’s Planning Commission.

10.3 Environmental Setting
Del Rio is an unincorporated census-designated place (CDP) in central Stanislaus County. Del
Rio has a population of approximately 1,270 and encompasses 2.1 square miles, with
approximately 1.8 square miles being residential and the remaining space being utilized as a
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golf course, open space, and water (U.S. Census Bureau 2010). The Stanislaus River runs along
the northern edge of Del Rio, and the community is bounded by McHenry Avenue to the east,
Ladd Road to the south, and Carver Road to the west. State Route 99 is approximately 5.8
miles west of Del Rio. Nearby cities include Escalon, Manteca, Modesto, and Riverbank.
Del Rio began with the development of a golf and country club in the 1940s, and residential
lots were constructed soon afterward to finance a portion of the country club. Del Rio is an
entirely residential community (Stanislaus County 1987).
The Proposed Project would involve activities at two separate sites within Del Rio. Site A
consists of two parcels totaling approximately 4.0 acres that are owned by the City of
Modesto. Site A is southeast of the intersection of Ladd Road and St. John Road on APNs 004077-018 and 004-077-019. The site is bounded by a Modesto Irrigation District canal on the
south, agricultural and residential sites on the east, and Union Pacific Railroad tracks on the
west. The northern portion of Site A fronts Ladd Road. The site is currently occupied by a
single-family dwelling, which consists of a house, garage, and outbuildings. The remainder of
the site consists mostly of fallow, unirrigated grassland that was formerly used for
agricultural purposes. Site A is located in Area II of the Del Rio Community Plan.
Site B is located on the northwest corner of McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road on the
southeastern-most portion of APN 004-102-003 and is 0.4 acre. Site B is surrounded by
single-family residences and outbuildings to the west and south, agricultural parcels to the
north and east, and a fruit stand to the southeast. The site is currently vacant and
undeveloped, except for a few power and communication poles, a large oak tree, and shrubs.
Site B is located in Area I of the Del Rio Community Plan.

10.4 Impact Analysis
10.4.1 Methodology
The analysis of land use and planning is qualitative and includes consideration of applicable
land use policies, plans, and programs. Inconsistencies with land use policies are considered
a significant impact only if those inconsistencies would result in significant adverse effects
on the physical environment. Physical impacts on the environment that could result from
inconsistency with land use plans or policies are addressed in other resource chapters
(Chapters 4 through 9 and 11). General consistency of the Proposed Project with local plans
and, policies are discussed in Impact LU-2.

10.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and professional expertise, the Proposed Project
would result in a significant impact related to land use and planning if it would:


Physically divide an established community;



Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including a general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect; or
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Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan.

10.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact LU-1: Physically Divide a Community (Less than Significant)
The Proposed Project would improve existing water pressure and volume storage
deficiencies, ensure that system pressure is sufficient for firefighting, improve water system
flexibility and reliability, and provide additional water supply and storage to accommodate
the anticipated growth of the Del Rio community in accordance with the Del Rio Community
Plan and the Stanislaus County General Plan 2015. As a result, the Proposed Project would
improve the development of Del Rio, not divide it.
The construction of facilities within or adjacent to existing road rights-of-way would not
physically divide established communities but could temporarily disrupt neighborhood land
uses during construction. The Proposed Project does not propose any physical elements that,
if constructed, would restrict access within an established community. Construction vehicles
may cause short-term delays on access roads, but their presence would be temporary and
would not substantially conflict with the performance of these roadways.
This impact is therefore considered less than significant.

Impact LU-2: Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, or Regulations (Less
than Significant)
Applicable land use plans include the Del Rio Community Plan and the Stanislaus County
General Plan 2015. Construction of the pipelines, storage tank, and groundwater wells would
be consistent with these adopted plans. Construction of the Proposed Project would improve
water supply, pressure, and fire safety in the community of Del Rio. No conflict with these
plans would result from installation of pipelines, and no habitable facilities would be
constructed.
As noted in Section 10.1, “Regulatory Setting,” Site A is zoned A-2-40 Agriculture and Site B is
zoned P-D (189) Planned Development (Stanislaus County 2015). The proposed water
storage tank, pump station building, transmission pipeline, and other associated facilities
proposed at Site A would constitute facilities for public utilities and, therefore, qualify as a
“Tier Three” use that is allowed within the A-2 district, subject to the approval of the
Stanislaus County Planning Commission. Consistent with the zoning ordinance, the City
would apply for a use permit. There is no Williamson Act contract on Site A (Stanislaus County
2015) and, given that the site is currently used for residential rather than agricultural
purposes, the proposed facilities likely meet the criteria of a permitted use. As such, the
proposed facilities at Site A would not result in a conflict with the County’s zoning district.
With respect to Site B, the P-D zoning district permits all uses that are consistent with the
general plan but is subject to the approval of the development plan by the County’s Planning
Commission. Consistent with the zoning ordinance, and as indicated in Table 2-2 of Chapter
2, Project Description, the City would request approval from the Stanislaus County Planning
Commission for development of the groundwater well and other associated facilities at Site
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B. There is no Williamson Act contract on Site B and the site is currently vacant; therefore,
there would be no conflict with the County’s zoning district at Site B.
In conclusion, this impact regarding conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, and
regulations would be less than significant.

Impact LU-3: Conflict with Habitat Conservation Plans or Other Land
Conservation Plans (No Impact)
The Proposed Project would not conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat
conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation plan because the project area does not occur within an area
covered by any of these types of plans. Therefore, there would be no impact.

10.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact LU-4: Cumulative Land Use Impact (Less than Significant)
The Proposed Project would not result in any significant land use impacts. There is not a
significant cumulative impact due to land use in the County. Land use and planning projects
are subject to planning, environmental review, and a permitting process. Through these
processes, inconsistencies with relevant plans and policies would be resolved before project
implementation, thereby addressing consistency with local plans and policies. Furthermore,
no significant cumulative impacts were identified in the Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010).
Therefore, there are no significant cumulative land use impacts, and the Proposed Project in
conjunction with other past, present, and future projects would not result in a significant
cumulative impact.
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Chapter 11

Noise and Vibration

11.1 Overview
This chapter describes the existing noise environment in the vicinity of the Proposed Project
area, presents relevant noise and vibration regulations, identifies sensitive noise and
vibration receptors that could be affected by the Proposed Project, and evaluates the
potential noise and vibration impacts of the Proposed Project. Mitigation measures to avoid
or reduce impacts are identified, as appropriate, including mitigation measures from the
Program EIR. Additional technical information related to the noise and vibration analysis is
provided in Appendix G.

11.2 Overview of Noise and Vibration Concepts and
Terminology
11.2.1 Noise
In the CEQA context, noise can be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by
various parameters, including the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed
of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, the sound
pressure level is the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient
sound level, or sound intensity. The decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity.
Because sound pressure can vary enormously within the range of human hearing, a
logarithmic scale is used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable
level. The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies in the spectrum, so noise
measurements are weighted more heavily for frequencies to which humans are sensitive,
creating the A-weighted decibel (dBA) scale.
The selection of a proper noise descriptor for a specific source depends on the spatial and
temporal distribution, duration, and fluctuation of the noise. The noise descriptors most often
encountered when dealing with traffic, community, and environmental noise are defined
below (California Department of Transportation [Caltrans] 2011).


Lmax (maximum noise level): The maximum instantaneous noise level during a
specific period of time. The Lmax may also be referred to as the “peak (noise) level.”



Lmin (minimum noise level): The minimum instantaneous noise level during a
specific period of time.



Ln (Statistical Descriptor): The noise level exceeded n percent of a specific period of
time, generally accepted as an hourly statistic. An L10 would be the noise level
exceeded 10 percent of the measurement period.
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Leq (equivalent noise level): The energy mean (or average) noise level. The
instantaneous noise levels during a specific period of time in dBA are converted to
relative energy values. From the sum of the relative energy values, an average energy
value is calculated, which is then converted back to dBA to determine the Leq. In noise
environments that are determined by major noise events, such as aircraft overflights,
the Leq value is heavily influenced by the magnitude and number of single events that
produce the high noise levels.



Ldn (day-night average noise level): The 24-hour Leq with a 10-dBA “penalty” for
noise events that occur during the noise-sensitive hours between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00
a.m. In other words, 10 dBA is “added” to noise events that occur in the nighttime
hours, and this generates a higher reported noise level when determining compliance
with noise standards. The Ldn attempts to account for the fact that noise during this
specific period of time is a potential source of disturbance with respect to normal
sleeping hours.



CNEL (Community Noise Equivalent Level): Similar to the Ldn described above, but
with an additional 5-dBA “penalty” added to noise events that occur during the noisesensitive hours between 7:00 p.m. and 10:00 p.m., which are typically reserved for
relaxation, conversation, reading, and television. When the same 24-hour noise data
are used, the reported CNEL is typically approximately 0.5 dBA higher than the Ldn.



SENL (single-event [impulsive] noise level): A receiver’s cumulative noise
exposure from a single impulsive noise event, which is defined as an acoustical event
of short duration and involves a change in sound pressure above some reference
value. SENLs typically represent the noise events used to calculate the Leq, Ldn, and
CNEL.

Community noise is commonly described in terms of the ambient noise level, which is defined
as the all-encompassing noise level associated with a given noise environment. A common
statistical tool to measure the ambient noise level is the average, or equivalent, sound level,
Leq, which corresponds to a steady-state A-weighted sound level containing the same total
energy as a time-varying signal over a given period (usually 1 hour). The Leq is the foundation
of composite noise descriptors such as Ldn and CNEL, as defined above, and correlates well
with community response to noise.
In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 3 dB is barely
noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable, and a change of 10 dB is perceived as
doubling or halving the sound level. Table 11-1 presents approximate noise levels for
common noise sources, measured adjacent to the source.
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Examples of Common Noise Levels
Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level (dBA)

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet

110

Gas lawnmower at 3 feet

100

Diesel truck at 50 feet traveling 50 miles per hour

90

Noisy urban area, daytime

80

Gas lawnmower at 100 feet, commercial area

70

Heavy traffic at 300 feet

60

Quiet urban area, daytime

50

Quiet urban area, nighttime

40

Quiet suburban area, nighttime

30

Quiet rural area, nighttime

20

Source: Caltrans 2009

11.2.2 Vibration
Vibration is the periodic oscillation of a medium or object. The rumbling sound caused by the
vibration of room surfaces is called structure-borne noise. Sources of groundborne vibrations
include natural phenomena (e.g., earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, sea waves, landslides) or
human-made causes (e.g., explosions, machinery, traffic, trains, construction equipment).
Vibration sources may be continuous, such as operating factory machinery, or transient, such
as explosions. As is the case with airborne sound, groundborne vibrations may be described
by amplitude and frequency.
Vibration amplitudes are usually expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV) or root mean
square (RMS), as in RMS vibration velocity. PPV is defined as the maximum instantaneous
positive or negative peak of a vibration signal. PPV is often used in monitoring of blasting
vibration because it is related to the stresses that are experienced by buildings (Federal
Transit Administration [FTA] 2006). PPV and RMS are normally described in inches per
second (in/sec).
Human and structural response to different vibration levels is influenced by various factors,
including ground type, distance between source and receptor, duration, and the number of
perceived vibration events. Table 11-2, developed by Caltrans, shows the vibration levels that
would normally be required to result in damage to structures.
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Table 11-2.

Effects of Various Vibration Levels on People and Buildings

Peak Particle Velocity
inches/
second

mm/
second

0.006-0.019

0.15-0.30

0.08

Human Reaction

Effect on Buildings

Threshold of perception; possibility
of intrusion

Vibrations unlikely to cause damage
of any type

2.0

Vibrations readily perceptible

Recommended upper level to which
ruins and ancient monuments
should be subjected

0.10

2.5

Level at which continuous vibrations Virtually no risk of architectural
begin to annoy people
damage to normal buildings

0.20

5.0

Vibrations annoying to people in
buildings

Threshold at which there is a risk of
architectural damage to normal
dwelling – houses with plastered
walls and ceilings

0.4-0.6

10-15

Vibrations considered unpleasant by
people subjected to continuous
vibrations and unacceptable to some
people walking on bridges

Vibrations at a greater level than
normally expected from traffic, but
would cause architectural damage
and possibly minor structural
damage

Notes:

in/sec=inches per second; mm/sec= millimeters per second; PPV=peak particle velocity

Source: Caltrans 2013

Although PPV is appropriate for evaluating the potential for building damage, it is not always
suitable for evaluating human response. It takes some time for the human body to respond to
vibration signals. In a sense, the human body responds to average vibration amplitude. The
RMS of a signal is the average of the squared amplitude of the signal, typically calculated over
a period of 1 second. Like airborne sound, the RMS velocity is often expressed in decibel
notation, as vibration decibels (VdB), which serves to compress the range of numbers
required to describe vibration (FTA 2006). This is based on a reference value of 1 microinch
per second (μin/sec).
The background vibration-velocity level in residential areas is usually approximately 50 VdB.
Groundborne vibration is normally perceptible to humans at approximately 65 VdB. For most
people, a vibration-velocity level of 75 VdB is the approximate dividing line between barely
perceptible and distinctly perceptible levels (FTA 2006).
Typical outdoor sources of perceptible groundborne vibration are construction equipment,
steel-wheeled trains, and traffic on rough roads. If a roadway is smooth, the groundborne
vibration is rarely perceptible. The range of interest is from approximately 50 VdB, which is
the typical background vibration-velocity level, to 100 VdB, which is the general threshold
where minor damage can occur in fragile buildings. Construction activities can generate
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groundborne vibrations, which can pose a risk to nearby structures. Constant or transient
vibrations can weaken structures, crack façades, and disturb occupants (FTA 2006).
Construction vibrations can be transient, random, or continuous. Transient construction
vibrations are generated by blasting, impact pile driving, and wrecking balls. Continuous
vibrations result from vibratory pile drivers, large pumps, horizontal directional drilling, and
compressors. Random vibration can result from jackhammers, pavement breakers, and
heavy construction equipment. Table 11-3 describes the general human response to different
levels of groundborne vibration-velocity levels.
Table 11-3.

Human Response to Groundborne Vibration Levels

Vibration Velocity
(Vibration Decibels)

Human Response

65

Approximate threshold of perception for many humans

75

Approximate dividing line between barely perceptible and distinctly perceptible

85

Vibration acceptable only for a small number of events per day

Source: FTA 2006

11.3 Regulatory Setting
11.3.1 Federal Laws, Regulations, and Policies
USEPA’s Office of Noise Abatement and Control was originally established to coordinate
federal noise control activities. After its inception, the Office of Noise Abatement and Control
issued the Federal Noise Control Act of 1972, establishing programs and guidelines to identify
and address the effects of noise on public health, welfare, and the environment. In 1981,
USEPA administrators determined that subjective issues such as noise would be better
addressed at lower levels of government. Consequently, in 1982 responsibilities for
regulating noise control policies were transferred to state and local governments. However,
noise control guidelines and regulations contained in USEPA rulings before 1982 remain in
place as promulgated by designated federal agencies, thereby allowing more individualized
control for specific issues by designated federal, state, and local government agencies.
To address the human response to groundborne vibration, FTA (a division of the U.S.
Department of Transportation) has set forth guidelines for maximum-acceptable-vibration
criteria for different types of land uses. These include 65 VdB referenced to 1 μin/sec and
based on RMS velocity amplitude for land uses where low ambient vibration is essential for
interior operations (e.g., hospitals, high-tech manufacturing, laboratory facilities); 80 VdB for
residential uses and buildings where people normally sleep; and 83 VdB for institutional land
uses with primarily daytime operations (e.g., schools, churches, clinics, offices) (FTA 2006).
Standards have also been established to address the potential for groundborne vibration to
cause structural damage to buildings. These standards were developed by the Committee of
Hearing, Bio Acoustics, and Bio Mechanics (CHABA) at the request of USEPA. For fragile
structures, CHABA recommends a maximum limit of 0.25 in/sec PPV (FTA 2006).
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11.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Policies
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) published the State of California
General Plan Guidelines (OPR 2003), which provide guidance for the acceptability of projects
within specific Ldn contours. Table 11-4 summarizes acceptable and unacceptable CNEL
criteria for various land use categories. Generally, residential uses (e.g., homes, mobile
homes) are considered to be acceptable in areas where exterior noise levels do not exceed 60
dBA Ldn. Residential uses are normally unacceptable in areas exceeding 70 dBA Ldn and
conditionally acceptable within 55–70 dBA Ldn. Schools are normally acceptable in areas up
to 70 dBA Ldn and normally unacceptable in areas exceeding 70 dBA Ldn. Commercial uses are
normally acceptable in areas up to 70 dBA CNEL. Between 67.5 and 77.5 dBA Ldn, commercial
uses are conditionally acceptable, depending on the noise insulation features and the noise
reduction requirements.
The guidelines also present adjustment factors that may be used to arrive at noise
acceptability standards reflecting the noise control goals of the community, the particular
community’s sensitivity to noise, and the community’s assessment of the relative importance
of noise pollution. In addition, Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations establishes
standards governing interior noise levels that apply to all new single-family and multifamily
residential units in California. These standards require that acoustical studies be performed
before construction at building locations where the existing Ldn exceeds 60 dBA. Such
acoustical studies must establish mitigation measures that will limit maximum noise levels
to 45 dBA Ldn in any habitable room. Although there are no generally applicable interior noise
standards pertinent to all uses, many communities in California have adopted 45 dBA Ldn as
an upper limit on interior noise in all residential units.

California Department of Transportation
For the protection of fragile, historic, and residential structures, Caltrans recommends a more
conservative threshold of 0.2 in/sec PPV for normal residential buildings and 0.08 in/sec PPV
for old or historically significant structures (Caltrans 2013). These standards are more
stringent than the federal standard established by CHABA, presented above.
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Table 11-4.

Summary of Land Use Noise Compatibility Guidelines
Community Noise Exposure (dBA Ldn)
Normally
Acceptable1

Conditionally
Acceptable2

Normally
Unacceptable3

Clearly
Unacceptable4

Residential—Low-Density
Single-Family, Duplex, Mobile
Home

<60

55–70

70–75

75+

Residential—Multifamily

<65

60–70

70–75

75+

Transient Lodging—Motel,
Hotel

<65

60–70

70–80

80+

Schools, Libraries, Churches,
Hospitals, Nursing Homes

<70

60–70

70–80

80+

Auditoriums, Concert Halls,
Amphitheaters

<70

65+

Sports Arena, Outdoor
Spectator Sports

<75

70+

Land Use Category

Playgrounds, Neighborhood
Parks

<70

67.5–75

72.5+

Golf Courses, Riding Stables,
Water Recreation, Cemeteries

<75

70–80

80+

Office Building, Business
Commercial, and Professional

<70

67.5–77.5

75+

Industrial, Manufacturing,
Utilities, Agriculture

<75

70–80

75+

Notes:
dBA = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level
1

Specified land use is satisfactory, based on the assumption that any buildings involved are of normal
conventional construction, without any special noise insulation requirements.

2

New construction or development should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of the noise
reduction requirements is made and needed noise insulation features included in the design. Conventional
construction, but with closed windows and fresh air supply systems or air conditioning, will normally
suffice.

3

New construction or development should generally be discouraged. If new construction or development
does proceed, a detailed analysis of the noise reduction requirements must be made and needed noise
insulation features included in the design. Outdoor areas must be shielded.

4

New construction or development should generally not be undertaken.

Source: OPR 2003
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11.3.3 Local Plans, Policies, Regulations, and Ordinances
Stanislaus County General Plan 2015
Stanislaus County addresses noise impacts through its General Plan and Municipal Code. The
Noise Element of the Stanislaus County General Plan 2015 (Stanislaus County 2016) utilizes
noise exposure information to identify existing and potential noise conflicts through the Land
Use Planning and Project Review processes. The Noise Element establishes exterior noise
level standards and maximum allowable noise exposure from stationary noise sources at
noise-sensitive land uses.
Goal Two:

Protect the citizens of Stanislaus County from the harmful effects of exposure to
excessive noise.

Policy Two:
It is the policy of Stanislaus County to develop and implement effective
measures to abate and avoid excessive noise exposure in the unincorporated
areas of the County by requiring that effective noise mitigation measures be
incorporated into the design of new noise generating and new noise sensitive land
uses.
Implementation Measure 1: New development of noise-sensitive land uses will
not be permitted in noise-impacted areas unless effective mitigation
measures are incorporated into the project design to reduce noise levels to
the following levels:
a) For transportation noise sources such as traffic on public roadways,
railroads, and airports, 60 [dBA] Ldn (or CNEL) or less in outdoor activity
areas of single family residences, 65 [dBA] Ldn (or CNEL) or less in
community outdoor space for multi-family residences, and 45 [dBA] Ldn (or
CNEL) or less within noise sensitive interior spaces. Where it is not possible
to reduce exterior noise due to these sources to the prescribed level using a
practical application of the best available noise-reduction technology, an
exterior noise level of up to 65 Ldn (or CNEL) will be allowed. Under no
circumstances will interior noise levels be allowed to exceed 45 Ldn (or
CNEL) with the windows and doors closed in residential uses.
b) For other noise sources such as local industries or other stationary noise
sources, noise levels shall not exceed the performance standards contained
within Table IV-24 [reprinted as Table 11-5 below].
Implementation Measure 2: New development of industrial, commercial or
other noise generating land uses will not be permitted if resulting noise
levels will exceed 60 [dBA] Ldn (or CNEL) in noise-sensitive areas.
Additionally, the development of new noise-generating land uses which are
not preempted from local noise regulation will not be permitted if resulting
noise levels will exceed the performance standards contained within Table
IV-24 [Table 11-5 below] in areas containing residential or other noise
sensitive land uses.
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Table 11-5.

Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure from Stationary Noise Sources
Daytime
7a.m. to 10 p.m.

Nighttime
10 p.m. to 7 a.m.

Hourly Leq, dBA

55

45

Maximum level, dBA

75

65

Note:
Each of the noise level standards specified in Table IV-24 shall be reduced by five (5) dBA for pure tone noises,
noise consisting primarily of speech or music, or for recurring impulsive noises. The standards in Table IV-24
should be applied at a residential or other noise-sensitive land use and not on the property of a noise-generating
land use. Where measured ambient noise levels exceed the standards, the standards shall be increased to the
ambient levels.
Source: Stanislaus County General Plan, Noise Element, Table IV-24 (2016)

Policy Three: It is the objective of Stanislaus County to protect areas of the County
where noise-sensitive land uses are located.
Implementation Measure 1: Require the evaluation of mitigation measures for
projects that would cause the Ldn at noise-sensitive uses to increase by 3
dBA or more and exceed the “normally acceptable” level, cause the Ldn at
noise-sensitive uses to increase 5 dBA or more and remain normally
acceptable, or cause new noise levels to exceed the noise ordinance limits
(after adoption).

Stanislaus County Municipal Code
Noise generating sources in Stanislaus County are also regulated under the Municipal Code,
Chapter 10.46 (Noise Control). Property line and construction noise limits are established in
this ordinance. Property line noise limits apply to noise generation from one property to an
adjacent property with the existence of a sensitive receptor (if no receptor, an exception or
variance to the standards may be appropriate). These standards do not apply to construction
noise that occurs between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. The following are the applicable portions of the
Stanislaus County Noise Control Ordinance, and Tables 11-6 and 11-7 (reprinting Tables A
and B of the ordinance) highlight the applicable noise limits.
Section 10.46.050 Exterior Noise Level Standards
A. It is unlawful for any person at any location within the unincorporated area of the
county to create any noise or to allow the creation of any noise which causes the
exterior noise level when measured at any property situated in either the
incorporated or unincorporated area of the county to exceed the noise level standards
as set forth below:
1. Unless otherwise provided herein, the following exterior noise level standards
shall apply to all properties within the designated noise zone:
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Table 11-6.

Exterior Noise Level Standards
Maximum A-Weighted Sound Level as Measured on a Sound
Level Meter (Lmax)
Land Use Zone

7:00 a.m. to 9:59 p.m.

10:00 p.m. to 6:59 a.m.

Noise Sensitive

45

45

Residential

50

45

Commercial

60

55

Industrial

75

75

Source: Stanislaus County Code, Chapter 10, Table A.

2. Exterior noise levels shall not exceed the following cumulative duration
allowance standards:
Table 11-7.

Cumulative Duration Allowance Standards
Cumulative Duration

Allowance Decibels

Equal to or greater than 30 minutes per hour

Table 6 plus 0 dBA

Equal to or greater than 15 minutes per hour

Table 6 plus 5 dBA

Equal to or greater than 5 minutes per hour

Table 6 plus 10 dBA

Equal to or greater than 1 minute per hour

Table 6 plus 15 dBA

Less than 1 minute per hour

Table 6 plus 20 dBA

Source: Stanislaus County Code, Chapter 10, Table B.

3. Pure Tone Noise, Speech and Music. The exterior noise level standards set forth
in Table A [Table 11-6] shall be reduced by five dB(A) for pure tone noises, noises
consisting primarily of speech or music, or reoccurring impulsive noise.
4. In the event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level
standard above, the ambient noise level shall become the applicable exterior
noise level standard.
Section 10.46.060 Specific Noise Source Standards
E. Construction Equipment. No person shall operate any construction equipment so
as to cause at or beyond the property line of any property upon which a dwelling unit
is located an average sound level greater than seventy-five decibels between the
hours of seven p.m. and seven a.m.
Section 10.46.070 Vibration. Operating or permitting the operation of any device that
creates vibration that is above the vibration perception threshold of any individual at or
beyond the property boundary of the source if on private property, or at one hundred
fifty feet from the source if on a public space or public right-of-way is prohibited. For the
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purpose of this section, “vibration perception threshold” means the minimum groundborne or structure-borne vibration motion necessary to cause a reasonable person to be
aware of the vibration by such direct means as, but not limited to, sensation by touch or
visual observation of moving objects, or a measured motion velocity of 0.01 in/sec over
the range of one to one hundred Hertz.
Section 10.46.080 Exemptions. The following sources are exempt from the provisions
of this chapter:
J.

Public Entity or Public Utility Activity. This chapter shall not apply to
construction or maintenance activities performed by or at the direction of any
public entity or public utility.

City of Modesto Urban Area General Plan
The following policies of Chapter VII, “Environmental Resources and Open Spaces,” of the City
of Modesto Urban Area General Plan (City of Modesto 2008) are applicable to the Proposed
Project:
3. Noise Mitigation Policies – Baseline Developed Area
All development projects located within the Baseline Developed Area (and
Redevelopment Area) shall be required to incorporate the following measures into the
project.
a.

b.

The City of Modesto shall require construction activities to comply with the City’s
noise ordinance (Title 4, Chapter 9), and noise-reducing construction practices to
be implemented as conditions of approval for development projects where
substantial construction-related noise impacts would be likely to occur (e.g., where
construction would include extended periods of pile driving, where construction
would occur over an unusually long period, or where noise-sensitive uses like
homes and schools would be in the immediate vicinity, etc.). The City should
consider potential mitigation measures, including, but not limited to, the following:
1.

Construction equipment and vehicles should be equipped with properly
operating mufflers according to the manufacturers’ recommendations. Air
compressors and pneumatic equipment should be equipped with mufflers,
and impact tools should be equipped with shrouds or shields.

2.

Equipment that is quieter than standard equipment should be utilized.

3.

Haul routes that affect the fewest number of people should be selected.

During City review of a proposed project consistent with the updated General Plan,
the City of Modesto shall use the following guidelines to decide whether to require
additional study and/or mitigation for outdoor activity areas typically defined as
common outdoor recreational areas, as discussed below:
1.

Single-family Residential uses: the noise would exceed 65 dBA, Ldn at outdoor
activity areas. Outdoor activity areas for single-family residential uses are
defined as backyards.
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2.

e.

h.

Other proposed uses: the noise/land compatibility guidelines (i.e., those noise
levels that are “conditionally acceptable,” “normally unacceptable,” or “clearly
unacceptable”) shown on Table VII-2. For multi-family residential uses, the
exterior noise level standard shall be applied at the common outdoor
recreation area, such as pools, play areas, or tennis courts. Where such areas
are not provided in multi-family residential uses, the standards shall be
applied at individual patios and balconies of the development. Outdoor
activity areas of transient lodging facilities include swimming pool and picnic
areas.

For proposed non-residential uses, where noise mitigation is deemed necessary for
new developments to meet the exterior noise land use compatibility guidelines
(Table VII-2), the City of Modesto shall require developers to demonstrate that the
proposed development will incorporate measures to reduce noise impacts to a lessthan-significant level, as follows:
1.

Where feasible and consistent with General Plan policy, incorporate setbacks
and/or locate less-sensitive uses between a noise source and noise-sensitive
uses.

2.

Provide (to the extent feasible and consistent with General Plan policy)
berms, barriers, or other techniques to shield noise-sensitive uses from noise
sources.

3.

Incorporate construction techniques to achieve specified interior noise limits.
One source that can be used for such specifications is the Noise Control
Manual for Residential Buildings (Builder's Guide) by David A. Harris (1997).

The City of Modesto shall limit trucking to specific routes, times, and speeds that
minimize adverse effects to sensitive land uses such as schools and residential
areas.

City of Modesto Code of Ordinances
See Appendix G for a complete list of applicable City ordinances related to noise and vibration.

11.4 Environmental Setting
Sensitive land uses generally are defined as those uses where exposure to noise and vibration
would result in adverse effects, as well as uses where quiet is an essential element of their
intended purpose. Residential dwellings are of primary concern because of the potential for
increased and prolonged exposure of individuals to both noise levels (interior and exterior)
and vibration levels. Other sensitive land uses include schools, hospitals, convalescent
facilities, parks, hotels, places of worship, libraries, and other uses where low noise and
vibration levels are essential.
The land uses in the immediate vicinity of the project sites are residential and agricultural.
Existing nearby sensitive receptors include rural residential dwellings south of Ladd Road,
adjacent to Site A, and a single residential dwelling located west of McHenry Avenue, adjacent
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to Site B. Refer to Figures 11-1 and 11-2 for the general locations of existing sensitive
receptors with respect to the project sites.

Existing Noise and Vibration Sources
The existing dominant noise sources in the vicinity of the project sites are influenced by
surface transportation noise emanating from roadway vehicle traffic on Ladd Road and
McHenry Avenue. Noise from agricultural uses adjacent to both project sites and from
outdoor activities (e.g., people talking, dogs barking, operation of landscaping and
agricultural equipment) also contributes to the existing noise environment. Refer to Figures
2-2 and 2-3 in Chapter 2, Project Description, for general locations of existing land uses and
their respective locations relative to noise sources (i.e., Ladd Road and McHenry Avenue).
Existing vehicle traffic noise levels were modeled using the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) Traffic Noise Model and traffic data obtained from traffic counts in Google Earth
(Google Earth 2015). Additional input data included day/night percentages of autos, medium
and heavy trucks, vehicle speeds, ground attenuation factors, and roadway widths. Table
11-8 summarizes the modeled hourly Leq noise levels at 100 feet from the roadway centerline
and distance from the roadway centerline to the 60-, 65-, and 70-dBA Leq contours for existing
average daily traffic (ADT) volumes from Google Earth.
An ambient-noise survey was conducted September 23-29, 2015, to document the existing
noise conditions at various locations in the vicinity of the project sites. The 24-hour
continuous long-term noise-level measurements were taken in accordance with the
American National Standards Institute’s acoustic standards at two locations, one at Site A in
the front yard of 816 Ladd Road and one at Site B near the pool in the backyard of 117 Stewart
Road. Short-term (15-minute) ambient noise measurements were also conducted at various
locations near both sites. Instrumentation consisted of a Larson Davis Laboratories (LDL)
Model 820 and Model 824 precision integrating sound-level meter. The systems were
calibrated before and after use with an LDL CAL200 acoustical calibrator to ensure that
measurements would be accurate. Refer to Figures 11-1 and 11-2 for ambient-noise
monitoring locations.
Table 11-8.

Modeled Noise Levels for Existing Traffic in the Project Area

Segment
Roadway

From

To

Distance (feet) from
Leq 100 Feet
Roadway Centerline to
from Roadway
Leq Contour
Centerline
(dBA)
70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA

Tully Road

St. John Road

67

49

155

491

St. John Road

McHenry Avenue

66

41

129

409

Ladd Road

Stewart Road

67

45

143

453

Stewart Road

Hogue Road

67

46

146

461

56

4

12

37

Ladd Road

McHenry Avenue
Stewart Road

McHenry Avenue Del Cielo Way

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level.
Source: Modeled by AECOM in 2015
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Atmospheric conditions were observed during long-term noise-level measurement sessions.
Wind speeds typically ranged from 3 to 12 miles per hour. Temperatures averaged from 62°F
to 89°F, with average humidity of 46 percent. These atmospheric conditions were verified
using historical data from the Weather Underground website (www.wunderground.com).
The Ldn, L90, and values for each ambient-noise measurement location are summarized in
Table 11-9. Refer to Appendix G for a complete listing of hourly noise levels and modeled Ldn
for each noise measurement location. Table 11-10 summarizes the short-term ambient noise
measurements.
The noise levels shown in Table 11-9 indicate medium ambient noise levels at Site A and
medium to high ambient noise levels at Site B. Most of the noise levels at Sites A and B result
from roadway vehicle traffic along Ladd Road and McHenry Avenue, respectively. The noise
levels shown in Table 11-10 were utilized for calibrating the FHWA Traffic Noise Model.

11.4.1 Criteria for Determining Significance
The significance criteria for this analysis are based on the environmental checklist in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and applicable jurisdictional noise standards. The
Proposed Project would have a significant effect related to noise if it would:


Expose persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in a
local general plan or noise ordinance or in the applicable standards of other agencies;



Expose persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels;



Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project;



Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project;



For a project located within an airport land use plan area, 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;
or



For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels.

The Proposed Project sites (Sites A and B) would not be located within an airport
compatibility land use plan with an adopted 60 dBA Ldn noise contour. The Proposed Project
would not expose new receptors or workers on the project site to excessive airport noise
levels. Therefore, these issues are not evaluated further.
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Figure 11-1. Site A, Ambient Noise Monitoring Locations
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Figure 11-2. Site B, Ambient Noise Monitoring Locations
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Summary of Measured Long-term 24-hour Ambient Noise Survey Levels
Average Measured Hourly Noise Levels, dB

Date

Daytime

Nighttime

(7 a.m.–10 p.m.)

(10 p.m.–7 a.m.)

Ldn

Leq

Lmax

Leq

Lmax

September 23-24, 2015

56

51

69

49

64

September 24-25, 2015

57

51

72

50

65

September 25-26 2015

54

50

72

48

69

September 26-27, 2015

55

52

77

47

66

September 27-28, 2015

55

50

69

49

71

September 28-29, 2015

54

50

73

46

67

September 29-30, 2015

54

50

67

47

71

September 23-24, 2015

62

58

75

55

70

September 24-25, 2015

63

58

77

56

79

September 25-26 2015

63

58

87

56

79

September 26-27, 2015

62

57

79

55

76

September 27-28, 2015

62

58

78

56

73

September 28-29, 2015

62

58

80

55

73

September 29-30, 2015

62

58

77

55

73

Site A - Front yard of 816 Ladd Road

Site B – Backyard of 117 Stewart Road

Notes: dB = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level; Leq = the equivalent hourly average noise
level; Lmax = maximum noise level.
Monitoring locations correspond to those depicted in Figures 11-1 and 11-2.
Source: Data collected by AECOM in 2015
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Table 11-10.

Short-term Ambient Noise Levels Monitored during Daytime
A-weighted Sound Level
(dBA)

Site

Location

Date/Time

Noise Sources

Leq

Lmax

Site A Ladd Road
1

2

Backyard of 706
Ladd Road

September 30, 2015
3:58–4:13 pm

Traffic on Ladd Road

61

72

Behind 625 Ladd
Road

September 30, 2015
4:17–4:32 pm

Traffic on Ladd Road

68

83

Site B McHenry Avenue
3

7008 Hartley Court
(vacant land)

September 30, 2015
4:38–4:52 pm

Traffic on McHenry
Avenue

60

70

4

Front yard of 201
Stewart Road

September 30, 2015
4:56–5:11 pm

Traffic on McHenry
Avenue

62

79

Notes: dB = A-weighted decibels; Leq = the equivalent hourly average noise level; Lmax = maximum noise level.
Monitoring locations correspond to those depicted in Figures 11-1 and 11-2.
Source: Data collected by AECOM in 2015

Generally, a project may have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially
increase the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas or expose people to severe noise levels.
In practice, more specific professional standards have been implemented. These standards
state that a noise impact would be significant if it would generate noise that would conflict
with local planning criteria or ordinances or substantially increase noise levels at noisesensitive land uses.
For the Proposed Project, the significance of anticipated noise effects is based on a
comparison between predicted noise levels and noise criteria defined by Stanislaus County
(Site A) or the City of Modesto (Site B). For this project, noise impacts would be significant if
existing or proposed noise-sensitive land uses would be exposed to noise levels in excess of
the County of Stanislaus General Plan Noise Element (Stanislaus County 2016), Stanislaus
County Municipal Code standards, City of Modesto General Plan Noise Element (City of
Modesto 2008), or City of Modesto Noise Ordinance standards described in Section 11.3,
“Regulatory Setting,” or if implementing the Proposed Project would increase ambient noise
levels at noise-sensitive land uses in excess of those described above.
As stated in Stanislaus County Code Section 10.46.050, Exterior Noise Level Standards, in the
event the measured ambient noise level exceeds the applicable noise level standard identified
above, the ambient noise level shall become the applicable exterior noise level standard. For
Site A, the measured ambient daytime hourly Leq is 50 dBA and the nighttime hourly Leq is 46
dBA. For Site B, the measured ambient daytime hourly Leq is 57 dBA and the nighttime hourly
Leq is 55 dBA. These standards do not apply to construction noise that occurs between 7 a.m.
and 7 p.m.
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Unless otherwise stated, standards for interior noise levels would not be exceeded if exterior
noise-level standards are achieved.
The following considerations apply to the first four significance thresholds:


Noise impacts from operation of Proposed Project facilities: For all affected
noise-sensitive uses, noise that would be generated by operation of Proposed Project
facilities would be significant if it would cause the overall exterior noise level to
exceed the “normally acceptable” noise standard compatible with exterior land uses
(i.e., at Site A – 50 dBA Leq daytime or 46 dBA Leq nighttime at the noise-sensitive
receptor property line; at Site B – 57 dBA Leq daytime or 55 dBA Leq nighttime at the
noise-sensitive receptor property line) or if it would result in an increase of ambient
noise levels by 3 dBA.



Noise impacts from increased daily traffic: For all affected noise-sensitive uses,
noise generated by an increase in daily traffic volumes caused by the Proposed
Project would be significant if it would cause the overall exterior noise level to exceed
the “normally acceptable” noise standard compatible with exterior land uses (i.e., 60
dBA Ldn/CNEL at outdoor activity areas), exceed the interior noise standard (i.e.,
45 dBA Ldn/CNEL in any inhabitable room), or result in an increase of ambient noise
levels by 3 dBA.



Exposure of sensitive receptors to, or generation of, excessive vibration levels:
Short- and long-term vibration impacts would be significant if project construction or
operation would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to, or would generate,
vibration levels that exceed Caltrans’ recommended standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV for
the prevention of structural damage to normal buildings or the FTA’s maximum
acceptable vibration standard of 80 VdB regarding human response for residential
uses (i.e., annoyance) at any nearby existing sensitive land uses.



Temporary, short-term noise impacts from construction: Temporary, short-term
noise impacts caused by construction would be significant if construction-generated
noise levels exceed the Stanislaus County Municipal Code Specific Noise Source
Standards Subsection E (Section 10.46.060, “Construction Equipment”) and the City
of Modesto Code Ordinances (Section 4-9.103, “Enumeration”). Project-related
construction noise at exterior uses of residential properties (buildings) in the project
vicinity would be considered significant if it would exceed 75 dBA during weekday
nighttime hours of 7 p.m. to 7 a.m.

11.4.2 Methodology
Project details and observations during on-site noise monitoring were used to determine
potential locations of sensitive receptors and potential noise-generating land uses on the
project sites. Noise-sensitive land uses and major noise sources near the project sites were
identified based on existing documentation (e.g., equipment noise levels and attenuation
rates) and site reconnaissance data. Potential noise impacts from proposed stationary noise
sources were assessed based on existing documentation (e.g., a noise impact assessment of
Well 315 conducted by Acoustical Engineering Consultants in 2012) and site reconnaissance
data.
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To assess the impacts of potential short-term construction noise on sensitive receptors, the
sensitive receptors and their relative exposure (considering intervening building façades and
distance) were identified to assess the impacts of potential short-term construction noise on
sensitive receptors. The construction noise that would be generated by the Proposed Project
was predicted by using the Federal Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment
methodology (FTA 2006). The emission noise levels referenced and the usage factors were
based on the FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model. The noise levels of the specific
construction equipment that would be used and the resulting noise levels where sensitive
receptors are located were calculated.
Traffic noise modeling was conducted based on average daily traffic volumes obtained from
traffic counts in Google Earth (2015). The FHWA Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model
(FHWA RD 77-108) was used to calculate traffic noise levels along affected roadways based
on the trip distribution estimates from the field-counted traffic volumes available in Google
Earth Pro from 2007 (Google Earth 2015). The project’s contribution to the existing traffic
noise levels along area roadways was determined by comparing the predicted noise levels at
a reference distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline for cumulative conditions with
and without project-generated traffic.
Potential noise impacts from long-term (operation-related) stationary sources were assessed
based on existing documentation (e.g., a noise impact assessment of Well 315 conducted by
Acoustical Engineering Consultants in 2012) and site reconnaissance data. This analysis also
includes an evaluation of the proposed noise-generating uses that could affect noise-sensitive
receptors near the project site.
To assess the land use compatibility of the Proposed Project with on-site noise levels,
predicted operational noise contours were used to determine whether development of the
Proposed Project would exceed the applicable noise criteria.
Groundborne vibration impacts were qualitatively assessed based on existing documentation
(e.g., vibration levels produced by specific construction equipment operations) and the
distance of sensitive receptors from the given source.

11.4.3 Environmental Impacts
Impact NOISE-1: Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increase in Ambient
Noise Levels (Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Construction and maintenance activities for the Proposed Project would generate short-term,
temporary, and intermittent noise at adjacent noise-sensitive receptors. Noise levels
generated during construction and maintenance would fluctuate depending on the particular
type, number, and duration of use of various pieces of equipment. Noise from construction
and maintenance activities is typically considered point-source noise. Noise levels drop off at
a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance over hard site surfaces such as streets and parking
lots, and at approximately 7.5 dBA per doubling of distance over soft site surfaces such as
grass fields and open terrain with vegetation (FTA 2006).
Equipment required for construction and maintenance activities for the Proposed Project
would likely consist of a paver, backhoe, bulldozer, tractor, well drilling equipment, and
various trucks. The maximum noise levels produced by one of these types of equipment, at a
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distance of 50 feet and without noise controls, could range from 80 to 85 dBA Lmax (Table 1111). Noise levels vary for individual pieces of equipment because equipment comes in
different sizes and with different engines. Noise levels also vary as a function of the activity
level or duty cycle. Typical construction projects, with equipment moving from one point to
another, including work breaks and idle time, have long-term noise averages that are lower
than many short-term noise events. In addition, because of the dynamic nature of a
construction site, noise levels are calculated from the center of the activity. Using these
parameters, project-related construction noise was estimated using the FHWA Roadway
Construction Noise Model (FHWA 2006), including simultaneous operation of multiple pieces
of equipment, with the results shown in Table 11-11.
Construction equipment noise levels at 50 feet would be as high as 87 dBA Leq during the
varying construction phase activities (Table 11-11). Assuming standard spherical spreading
loss (a reduction of 6 dB per doubling of distance) and the highest unmitigated construction
noise level of 87 dBA Leq at 50 feet, the Proposed Project construction noise levels are
estimated to range between 67 and 87 dBA Leq at the nearest noise-sensitive uses, as shown
in Table 11-12. These results represent the worst-case, conservative noise exposure because
they do not consider noise attenuation associated with intervening structures and
atmospheric absorption. Therefore, actual construction equipment noise levels at the nearest
residences could be lower. Construction activities are not expected to occur on weekends or
legal holidays, nor would nighttime work be conducted.
Table 11-12 shows that the resulting predicted interior noise levels at the closest noisesensitive receptor could be as high as 62 dBA at residential uses west of Site B, specifically
the residence at 117 Stewart Road. Stanislaus County Municipal Code Specific Noise Source
Standards Subsection E (Section 10.46.060, “Construction Equipment”) and the City of
Modesto Code Ordinances (Section 4-9.103, “Enumeration”) were used for this analysis.
Project-related construction noise at exterior uses of residential properties (buildings) in the
project vicinity would be considered significant if it would exceed 75 dBA during weekday
nighttime hours of 7 p.m. to 7 a.m. These are the most restrictive criteria established by the
County and City and provide the most conservative assessment of noise impacts at existing
noise-sensitive uses in the project vicinity.
Construction noise associated with the Proposed Project is predicted to dominate the existing
noise environment at adjacent receptors during all construction phases. Construction
activities would be exempt from noise standards when operating during allowable daytime
hours outlined above. However, because noise levels would increase by 3 dB or more, there
is the potential for noise impacts at the residential uses adjacent to the Proposed Project due
to projected-related construction noise.
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Table 11-11.

Construction Phases and Calculated Noise Levels
Noise Level at 50 Feet

Phase

Lmax, dBA

Leq, dBA

Excavator

85

81

Dump Truck

84

80

Dozer

85

81

85

87

Drill Rig Truck

84

77

Jack Hammer

85

78

Generator

82

79

Maximum and Combined Noise Level

85

86

Excavator

85

81

Crane

85

77

Dozer

85

81

85

87

Paver

85

82

Concrete Mix Truck

85

81

Man Lift

85

78

Maximum and Combined Noise Level

85

87

Site Preparation Phase

Equipment Type

Maximum and Combined Noise Level

Well Drilling

Pipeline

Maximum and Combined Noise Level

Site Restoration

Notes: dB = decibels; Leq = equivalent sound level (the sound energy averaged over a continuous 15-minute to
1-hour period); Lmax = maximum instantaneous sound level
Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2015
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Table 11-12.

Receiver

Construction Equipment Noise Levels at the Nearest Noise-sensitive Uses

Location

Noise Level, dBA Leq

Shortest
Distance (feet)
between
Noise-Sensitive
Uses and
Proposed
Construction
Area

Ambient
Noise

Exterior

Interior

Project
Construction
Noise

Project
Noise,
Doors/
Windows
Open1

Project
Noise,
Doors/
Windows
Closed2

LT-01

Front yard of 816
Ladd Road

130

50

79

64

54

LT-02

Beside pool in
backyard of 117
Stewart Road

50

57

87

72

62

ST-01

Backyard of 706
Ladd Road

100

61

81

66

56

ST-02

Behind 625 Ladd
Road

500

68

67

52

42

ST-03

7008 Hartley
Court
(vacant land)

100

60

81

66

56

ST-04

Front yard of 201
Stewart Road

300

62

72

57

47

Notes: dBA = A-weighted decibels; Leq = equivalent sound level (the sound energy averaged over a continuous
15-minute to 1-hour period); NA = Not Applicable.
1

15 dB reduction for interior noise level with doors/windows open (USEPA 1974)

2

25 dB reduction for interior noise level with doors/windows closed (USEPA 1974)

Source: Data compiled by AECOM in 2015

The Program EIR identified construction noise as less than significant if no nighttime work is
proposed, and identified Mitigation Measures NOISE-1: Employ Noise-reducing Construction
Practices and NOISE-2: Limit Nighttime Construction Noise to reduce project-related
construction impacts to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: Limit
Nighttime Construction Noise was identified in the Program EIR but is not applicable to the
Proposed Project because nighttime work is not proposed. Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 has
been modified to ensure that construction activities associated with the Proposed Project
would comply with the County’s Municipal Code and the City’s Code of Ordinances noise
standards. Furthermore, the measure has been modified because nighttime construction
work is not anticipated for this project, eliminating the potential for sleep disturbances, and
noise level standards do not apply to construction noise that occurs between the daytime
hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1
(Employ Noise-Reducing Construction Practices) as modified below from the Program
EIR, temporary, short-term project-generated construction noise would be considered less
than significant.
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Mitigation Measure NOISE-1: Employ Noise-reducing Construction Practices.
The following measures shall be implemented by the City or its contractor to reduce
adverse effects from construction noise:


At least two weeks prior to the start of construction, provide written
notification to the potentially affected property owners and residents within
500 feet of the project site, identifying the type, duration, and frequency of
construction activities to residences directly exposed to the project noise.
Notification of heavy construction activities shall include anticipated dates
and hours during which construction activities are anticipated to occur.
Notification materials shall also identify a mechanism for residents to register
complaints with the City through contact information, including a daytime
telephone number, for the project representative to be contacted in the event
that construction noise levels are deemed excessive, overly intrusive or
construction occurs outside the permitted hours. Recommendations to assist
noise-sensitive land uses in reducing interior noise levels (e.g., closing
windows and doors) shall be included in the notification.



Designate a disturbance coordinator and conspicuously post this person's
number around the project sites, in adjacent public spaces, and in
construction notifications. The disturbance coordinator shall be responsible
for responding to any complaints about construction activities. The
disturbance coordinator shall receive all public complaints about
construction disturbances and be responsible for determining the cause of the
complaint and implementation of feasible measures to be taken to alleviate
the problem.



Locate stationary or fixed construction equipment (e.g., compressors and
generators), construction staging and stockpiling areas, and construction
vehicle routes as far as feasible from noise-sensitive receptors.



Prohibit the start-up of machines or equipment before 7 a.m. and after 7 p.m.
Monday through Saturday and before 9 a.m. and after 5 p.m. on Sunday.



Prohibit use of materials and equipment deliveries before 7 a.m. and after 7
p.m., Monday through Saturday and before 9 a.m. and after 5 p.m. on Sunday.



Restrict the use of bells, whistles, alarms, and horns to safety-warning
purposes.



Equip all construction equipment with noise-reduction devices such as
mufflers to minimize construction noise and operate all internal combustion
engines with exhaust and intake silencers.



Use noise-reducing enclosures around stationary noise generating
equipment.



To the extent feasible, the simultaneous operation of multiple construction
equipment shall be limited.
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Install temporary barrier between noise sources and noise sensitive
receptors, or the use of intervening structures (i.e.; on-site construction
trailer, stockpiles).

Impact NOISE-2: Exposure of Persons to, or Generation of, Excessive
Groundborne Vibration or Groundborne Noise Levels during Project
Construction (Less than Significant)
Caltrans vibration standards state that new development should minimize vibration impacts
to adjacent uses during demolition and construction activities. A vibration limit of 0.20 in/sec
PPV was used to evaluate the potential for cosmetic damage to buildings of normal,
conventional construction. A vibration level of 85 VdB was used to evaluate human response
to groundborne vibration levels, as shown in Table 11-3 above.
Groundborne vibration would occur during construction of the Proposed Project due to
equipment operation and transport of construction equipment and materials to and from the
project sites. Table 11-13 shows the results of the construction vibration analysis related to
the Proposed Project.
Table 11-13.

Project Construction Vibration Levels at Closest Sensitive Receptors

Receiver

Shortest Distance (feet)
Between Noise-Sensitive
Uses and Proposed
Construction Areas

Location

Project Vibration
Levels
PPV1

VdB2

0.008

66

0.031

78

LT-01

Front yard of 816 Ladd Road

130

LT-02

Beside pool in backyard of 117 Stewart
Road

50

ST-01

Backyard of 706 Ladd Road

100

0.011

69

ST-02

Behind 625 Ladd Road

500

0.001

48

ST-03

7008 Hartley Court (vacant land)

100

0.011

69

ST-04

Front yard of 201 Stewart Road

300

0.002

55

Notes: PPV = Peak particle velocity; VdB = velocity level in decibels and based on the root mean square
velocity amplitude.
Source: FTA 2006

Operation of heavy-duty construction equipment would produce groundborne vibrations
measuring approximately 87 VdB (0.089 in/sec PPV) at a distance of 25 feet (FTA 2006;
Caltrans 2004). For Site A, the distance between proposed construction activities and the
closest acoustically sensitive use (706 Ladd Road residence) would be approximately 100
feet (Table 11-13). Assuming a standard reduction of 9 VdB per doubling of distance (FTA
2006), the project-related construction vibration level at 706 Ladd Road would be
approximately 69 VdB (0.011 in/sec PPV). This level of vibration is well below the Caltrans
vibration standard of 0.2 in/sec PPV for residential buildings. Thus, construction activities at
Site A would not expose persons to, or generate, excessive groundborne vibration or
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groundborne noise levels. As a result, project-generated vibration levels at Site A would be
less than significant.
For Site B, the distance between proposed construction activities and the closest acoustically
sensitive uses (117 Stewart Road residence) would be approximately 50 feet (Table 11-13).
Assuming a standard reduction of 9 VdB per doubling of distance (FTA 2006), the projectrelated construction vibration level at 117 Stewart Road would be approximately 78 VdB
(0.03 in/sec PPV). This level of vibration is well below the Caltrans vibration standard of 0.2
in/sec PPV for residential buildings. Thus, construction activities at Site B would not expose
persons to, or generate, excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. As a
result, project-generated vibration levels at Site B would be less than significant.

Impact NOISE-3: Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels
(Less than Significant with Mitigation)
Long-term operation of the Proposed Project would result in the operation of new noisegenerating stationary equipment. The Proposed Project would include the long-term
operation of water wells and pumps, standby generators, and booster pump stations at Site
A and Site B. Pumping frequency and duration would vary throughout the year depending
upon need and based upon system pressure or tank level, ranging from as much as 20 hours
per day during the summer months to as few as 2 hours per day in the winter. Pumping is
expected to occur for an annual average of 8 hours per day.

Site A: Ladd Road
Site A would consist of an aboveground groundwater storage tank, water well and pump,
standby generator, and booster pump station. The pump station building would be a masonry
block building housing the production well, booster pumps, disinfection equipment, ancillary
valves and flow meters, and electrical equipment.
The pump station building would have various sound attenuation features, including wall
panels, fans, and louvers to reduce noise related to removing heat generated within the pump
and electrical rooms. Metal wall panels would achieve a noise reduction coefficient of
approximately 0.90. The pump station building would be ventilated by one side-wallmounted exhaust fan with a capacity of 4,500 cubic feet per minute. Exhaust fans would have
the lowest possible noise measurement unit. Ducting in the building would be designed to
minimize noise. The intake and exhaust pump station louvers would be sized to minimize air
flow noise.
Production well pumping would vary as previously described. The Proposed Project includes
up to four 60-hp electric pumps. Two pumps would be on-duty, one would be for standby,
and the fourth pump is intended for future buildout. The well and booster pumps would be
housed inside the pump station building.
A standby diesel generator and an aboveground diesel storage tank would be installed on a
concrete pad. The generator would be equipped with critical grade mufflers for the exhaust
system and level 2 sound housing to achieve an approximate sound level of 75 dB within 30 feet
of the unit.
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Operational noise generated at Site A is assumed to be similar to operational noise at Well
315 (AEC 2012). Therefore, operational noise at Site A, including future use of a fourth pump,
would be reduced through site design, specifically building materials of the fully enclosed
pump station building, surface treatments, and acoustically designed louvers, which would
reduce noise levels from 71 dBA at 23 feet to 46 dBA at 30 feet, which would achieve and not
exceed the City’s noise thresholds. Project-related operational noise at Site A would be
considered exempt from Stanislaus County noise regulations because the Proposed Project is
a public utility. However, with the incorporated site design features, operational noise would
comply with the County’s Municipal Code and the City’s Code of Ordinances noise standards.
Thus, the project would not result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. As a result, project-generated
operational noise levels for Site A would be less than significant.

Site B: McHenry Avenue
Site B would encompass approximately 0.4 acre. The facilities at this site would consist of a
production well and pump, standby generator, disinfection facilities, connecting lines to the
City’s existing distribution system down McHenry Avenue, and space for a future treatment
unit and treatment filters. These facilities would be fully enclosed by a 12-foot-tall concrete
block wall with a 24-foot-wide gate; there would be no roof over these facilities. Equipment
at the site would consist of an aboveground pump motor, engine generator, controls,
chlorinator, and associated plumbing and equipment.
The production well pump and standby generator are the two main sources of operational
noise associated with the well. The analysis assumed an aboveground pump. To evaluate
potential effects of the Proposed Project, noise levels from an existing City well (Well 62 at
Freedom Park) with similar equipment were evaluated (AEC 2012). Well 62 uses a Goulds
(ITT Corporation) pump with a 200-hp Emerson motor and a 300-kW standby diesel
generator inside a Quiet Site Level II enclosure by Cummins. Noise levels from the Cummins
generator measured 71 dBA at a distance of 23 feet diagonally from the air intake of the unit.
The pump noise measured 72 dBA at a distance of 18 feet from the motor (70 dBA at 23 feet),
with a sound spectrum in the higher frequencies. The generator at Well 62 dominated the
existing background noise levels, while the pump-only operational noise was much less
noticeable, raising noise levels by 1 dBA. Subjectively, pump “whine” noise was barely audible
over background noise levels (AEC 2012). Similar noise levels were assumed to be generated
by the Proposed Project at Site B.
Based on the proposed site plan for Site B, the nearest adjacent residential property, at 117
Stewart Road, is approximately 30 feet west of the proposed location of the pump motor. The
topography of the site is such that the pump, generator, and 12-foot-tall block wall would be
at ground level, 7 feet below the grade of the house pad for the residence at 117 Stewart Road.
It was assumed that the ground level of the residential property is 7 feet above the pump
grade at a distance of approximately 70 feet from the property line.
Evaluation of the proposed facilities at Site B was conducted using an identical generator set
and enclosure to those at Well 62 (300-kW standby diesel generator inside a Quiet Site Level
II enclosure by Cummins). Noise levels are predicted to reach 48 dBA during daytime and
nighttime at the property line of 117 Stewart Road, based on data from the 200-hp well pump
described above (AEC 2012) and in consideration of the proposed 12-foot-tall block wall
around the well facility. Noise levels are expected to be reduced to 39 dBA at the nearest
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residential building façade, an additional 70 feet from the property line, and therefore would
not disturb sleep patterns within the sleeping areas of the residence. The results indicate that
sound levels could reach 58 dBA within the residential property line of 117 Stewart Road,
adjacent to Site B, if unmitigated.
These noise sources would be considered exempt from Stanislaus County noise regulations
because the Proposed Project is a public utility. However, local noise regulations were
evaluated as well to determine the significance of potential noise impacts generated by the
Proposed Project.
When the pump operates during nighttime hours, it is expected to exceed the County’s noise
standard of 45 dBA at the property line of 117 Stewart Road. Daytime operation of the pump
is predicted to be less than the County’s 55 dBA noise standards. Subjectively, the pump
would be barely audible over background sources (ambient 58 dBA Leq) during daytime
hours, with the source becoming more audible as background levels drop during nighttime
hours (ambient 55 dBA Leq).
Routine testing of the generator set would occur one to two times per month. During these
tests, sound levels would exceed the local noise regulations. However, the generator is
exempt from noise regulations when providing emergency power to the pump station and
during short-term testing periods.
Operational noise associated with the Proposed Project (58 dBA unmitigated) is predicted to
dominate the existing noise environment when background levels are low (nighttime) at the
residential property at 117 Stewart Road. Operational activities are considered exempt from
noise standards when operating a public utility or under emergency circumstances. However,
the increase in noise would be noticeable (3 dBA) and would create the potential for
nighttime noise impacts (ambient 55 dBA Leq nighttime) at the 117 Stewart Road residence
west of the Proposed Project site. Thus, the project would result in a substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project and would exceed nighttime stationary noise level standards. As a result, projectgenerated operational noise levels for Site B would be significant.
The Program EIR prescribed Mitigation Measure NOISE-3: Employ Noise-reducing Methods
during Operations to reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation measure
has been modified to ensure that operational impacts associated with the Proposed Project
would comply with the County’s Municipal Code and the City’s Code of Ordinances noise
standards, reducing unmitigated noise levels from 71 dBA at 23 feet to 48 dBA at 30 feet.
Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-2 (Employ Noise-reducing
Methods during Operations at Site B), this impact would be less than significant. This
measure would not apply to Site A, where project impacts would be less than significant.
Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: Employ Noise-reducing Methods during Operations
at Site B.
The City shall implement noise-reducing methods so that noise from well operations
at Site B, located at the corner of McHenry Avenue and Stewart Road, does not exceed
County noise-level standards at adjacent residences. Measures to be implemented
shall include the following:

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

11-30

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 11. Noise and Vibration

Generator
1.

Project specifications shall include generator sound level limits of 73 dBA at 23
feet, similar to those at the City’s Well 62 facility.

2.

Noise control specifications for the generator set shall include a soundattenuated enclosure for the pump and a sound wall within the facility wall.
Specifications for the pump enclosure and sound wall are prescribed in item 5
below.

3.

Routine testing of the generator shall be performed during daytime hours,
between 10 a.m. and 5 p.m., when background sound levels are highest, to
minimize potential noise impacts.

4.

Obtain the services of a qualified acoustical consultant to conduct projectrelated operational noise measurements at sensitive receptor locations
adjacent to the Proposed Project site to ensure that noise-reducing measures
comply with applicable codes. If noise measurements do not comply with
applicable codes, additional noise reduction measures should be designed and
incorporated.

With these measures, no additional sound reduction would be required to reduce
sound levels due to the generator set.
Pump Enclosure and Sound Wall
5.

The pump enclosure shall be designed to the following specifications to ensure
operational sound levels are reduced below County standards:
(a)

Install a modular sound wall with an optional removable roof adjacent to
the pump. The sound-absorptive modular barrier system shall be
installed along the west edge of the pump base to a height of at least 10
feet above grade. The barrier system will wrap around the north and
south sides of the pump to create a three-walled system with integrated
sound absorption. In general, acoustical barriers perform best when close
to the noise source. Acceptable products include the following or an
approved equivalent: Kinetics Noiseblock Barrier Panel System, Noise
Barriers LLC QuietLine Barrier Walls, Sound Fighter Systems LSE.

(b)

Include an insulated sheet metal shroud around the pump motor and
shaft. Construct the sheet metal shroud to block the line of sight to the
motor ventilation openings. Construction materials shall include exteriorgrade sheet metal used for heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
(HVAC) ducts and acoustical duct liner.

(c)

If the above measures cannot be employed for the pump, one of the
following measures will be implemented to meet the County’s nighttime
noise threshold of 45 dBA:
i.
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ii.

Increase the height of the equipment yard sound wall above 12 feet.
Based on the noise analysis, increasing the equipment yard wall
height to 13 feet would result in an additional 2 dBA of attenuation
and a predicted sound level of 45 dBA. A 14-foot-tall wall could reduce
sound levels by an additional 1 dBA.

iii.

Construct a barrier adjacent to the motor with a removable roof
barrier directly over the motor. This secondary barrier directly
adjacent to the pump motor on the west side would effectively reduce
sound levels below the nighttime noise threshold. The detachable roof
would still provide access to the motor for servicing and removal.
The barrier adjacent to the motor shall be designed to the following
specifications to ensure operational sound levels would be reduced
below County standards:

iv.



The barrier shall be constructed around the equipment within the
wall surrounding the facility.



The barrier shall weigh a minimum of 4 pounds per square foot.
Painted and sealed concrete block easily meets this weight
requirement.



The barrier shall be continuous along its length and width with no
gaps in the construction, including at the ground. The equipment
yard pad shall be sloped such that weeping holes are only needed
on the north and east sides of the facility.

Construct an insulated sheet metal shroud around the motor and
shaft. This metal shroud would accommodate air circulation
requirements for the motor, but would divert sound energy away
from the motor openings and base near the shaft. Sound energy would
be attenuated by sound-absorbing material within the metal shroud.

Impact NOISE-4: Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Traffic Noise
Levels (Less than Significant)
Implementation of the Proposed Project would result in an increase of traffic volumes due to
the addition of construction-generated traffic and long-term operation. Constructiongenerated traffic on the local roadway network was analyzed based on the construction haul
truck requirements presented in Table 2-1 provided in Chapter 2, Project Description. As
such, all materials would be transported over designated haul routes on the local roadway
network, thus increasing traffic volumes along affected roadway segments. Long-term
operation-related traffic volume increases would be considerably less than constructionrelated traffic volume increases.
To examine the effect of project-generated traffic increases, traffic noise levels associated
with the Proposed Project were calculated for roadway segments in the project area using
the FHWA Highway Noise Prediction Model (FHWA-RD-77-108). Traffic noise levels were
modeled under existing conditions, with and without implementation of the Proposed
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Project’s construction-related traffic and operational traffic. ADT volumes and the
distribution thereof were obtained from traffic counts in Google Earth (based on historical
traffic data) (Google Earth 2015). Vehicle speeds and truck volumes on local area roadways
were determined based on field observations and posted vehicle speed limits. Table 11-14
summarizes the modeled traffic noise levels at 100 feet from the centerline of affected
roadway segments. Additional input data included day/night percentages of automobiles,
medium and heavy trucks, vehicle speeds, ground attenuation factors, and roadway widths.
Refer to Appendix G for complete modeling inputs and results.
Table 11-14.

Predicted Traffic Noise Levels
Segment

Roadway

Ladd Road

McHenry
Road
Stewart Road

From

Ldn at 100 Feet, dBA
To

No
Plus
Net
Plus
Net
Significant
Project Construction Change Project Change Impact?

Tully Road

St. John Road

67

68

1

68

1

No

St. John Road

McHenry
Avenue

66

67

1

67

1

No

Ladd Road

Stewart Road

67

67

1

67

1

No

Stewart Road

Hogue Road

67

67

1

67

1

No

McHenry
Avenue

Del Cielo Way

56

58

2

58

2

No

Notes: dB = A-weighted decibels; Ldn = day-night average noise level; U.S. 50 = U.S. Highway 50.
Traffic noise levels are predicted at a standard distance of 100 feet from the roadway centerline and do not
account for shielding from existing noise barriers or intervening structures. Traffic noise levels may vary
depending on actual setback distances and localized shielding.
“Net change” for both construction-related (“plus construction”) and operational (“plus project”) conditions is
calculated from the no-project condition.
Source: Data modeled by AECOM in 2015, using ADT volumes in Google Earth (2015).

The modeling shows that implementing the Proposed Project would not result in substantial
increases in traffic noise levels compared to noise levels without the project. Based on
volume, trip generation, and distribution data to model future traffic noise levels with and
without the project, project-generated traffic noise increases would range from 0 to 2 dBA
Ldn, as shown in Table 11-14. A project-related noise level increase of 5 dBA or greater would
be significant where ambient noise levels are less than 60 dBA Ldn/CNEL; an increase of +3
dBA would be significant where ambient noise levels exceed 60 dBA Ldn/CNEL. Thus, shortand long-term noise levels from project-generated traffic sources would not result in a
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels (3 dBA or greater) or exceed
applicable transportation noise standards at sensitive receptors. As a result, projectgenerated construction-related and operational traffic noise levels would be less than
significant.
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11.4.4 Cumulative Impacts
Impact NOISE-5: Cumulative Noise Impacts (Less than Significant)
Noise is a localized occurrence and attenuates rapidly with distance. Therefore, only future
cumulative development projects in the direct vicinity of the project site would have the
potential to add to anticipated project-generated stationary-source noise levels, resulting in
cumulative noise impacts.
Project implementation would result in significant noise impacts associated with
construction activities and noise generated by on-site stationary equipment. Noise impacts
from construction activities and on-site stationary sources would be reduced to less-thansignificant levels with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 (Employ Noisereducing Construction Practices) for Sites A and B for construction activities and Mitigation
Measure NOISE-2 (Employ Noise-reducing Methods during Operations at Site B) for Site B
relative to stationary-source noise, thus complying with the City’s and County’s maximum
allowable noise standards.
Stationary-source noise associated with the Proposed Project could potentially result in
exceedance of the City’s noise regulations at sensitive receptors. The noise from any
stationary noise sources would be controlled at the source (by means of noise walls,
enclosures, louvers, and site planning) in accordance with City and County standards, but
there is no guarantee that all foreseeable future projects would include such noise controls
as part of their proposals. Therefore, significant cumulative noise impacts associated with
stationary noise sources could occur. As mentioned above, implementation of Mitigation
Measure NOISE-2 for Site B would reduce project-generated stationary-source noise impacts
to a less-than-significant level; thus, project implementation would not result in a
considerable contribution to significant cumulative stationary-source noise impacts.
The City’s noise regulations limit construction activities to daytime hours. There are no other
planned construction projects anticipated in the area of the Proposed Project. Therefore,
significant cumulative noise impacts associated with construction activities would not occur.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 for construction activities at Sites A and B
would reduce project-related construction-noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.
Coupled with the fact that noise diminishes with distance, project-related construction would
not result in a considerable contribution to any significant cumulative noise impacts.
Construction noise and stationary-source noise can be controlled on site at the point of origin;
however, traffic noise may extend beyond a project site along existing and proposed off-site
and on-site roadways, resulting in significant traffic noise impacts on sensitive uses along
these roadways. Because full buildout of the Proposed Project would not result in a
perceptible increase in traffic noise on project-area roadways, the Proposed Project would
not result in a considerable contribution to a significant cumulative impact. Thus, the traffic
noise impacts from the Proposed Project are considered cumulatively less than significant.
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Alternatives

12.1 Introduction
This chapter describes the alternatives considered for the Proposed Project and evaluates
their environmental impacts as compared with those of the Proposed Project. The chapter
then describes the alternative development process, alternatives that were considered, and
those that were considered but dismissed. The chapter closes with a discussion regarding the
environmentally superior alternative.
The purpose of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to describe a range of reasonable,
potentially feasible alternatives to the project that would feasibly attain most of the identified
project objectives, but would reduce or avoid one or more of the project’s significant impacts.
A more detailed description of the CEQA regulatory requirements for alternatives analysis is
provided in Section 12.1.1 below.

12.1.1

Regulatory Requirements

CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives to
the Proposed Project, including a No Project Alternative. The No Project Alternative allows
decision makers to compare the impacts of approving the action against the impacts of not
approving the action. While there is no clear rule for determining a reasonable range of
alternatives to the Proposed Project, CEQA provides guidance that can be used to define the
range of alternatives for consideration in the environmental document.
The alternatives described in an EIR must feasibly accomplish most of the basic project
objectives, should reduce or eliminate one or more of the significant impacts of the Proposed
Project (although the alternative could have greater impacts overall), and must be potentially
feasible (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). In determining whether alternatives are
potentially feasible, Lead Agencies are guided by the general definition of feasibility found in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15364: “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social,
and technological factors.” In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f), the Lead
Agency should consider site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure,
general plan consistency, other regulatory limitations, and jurisdictional boundaries in
determining the feasibility of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIR.
An EIR must briefly describe the rationale for selection or rejection of alternatives and the
information that the Lead Agency relied on in making the selection. The EIR also should
identify any alternatives that were considered by the Lead Agency but were rejected as
infeasible during the scoping process, along with a brief explanation of the reasons for their
exclusion (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[c]).

Del Rio Tank and Wells Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report

12-1

November 2016

City of Modesto

Chapter 12. Alternatives

An EIR’s analysis of alternatives is required to identify the environmentally superior
alternative among all those considered (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15126.6(a) and
15126.6(e)(2). If the No Project Alternative is identified as the environmentally superior
alternative, then the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among
the other alternatives.
These guidelines were used in developing and evaluating the alternatives to the Proposed
Project, as described below.

12.2 Alternatives Development Process
The Proposed Project’s purpose and objectives, as well as its potentially significant
environmental impacts as described in Chapters 4 through 11 of this DEIR, were considered
while developing alternatives. Alternatives were developed to achieve most of the basic
objectives of the Proposed Project, although the selected alternatives may reach these
objectives to a greater or lesser extent than the Proposed Project. The alternatives also were
selected to reduce the significance of anticipated adverse environmental impacts associated
with the Proposed Project. A reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives is presented
in Section 12.3, “Alternatives Considered,” describing their potential impacts as well as
benefits.

12.2.1

Project Goals and Objectives

The objectives of the Proposed Project are as follows:


Correct existing deficiencies in the Del Rio water system to meet design pressure and
volume storage requirements;



Ensure sufficient system pressure to provide firefighting flow capacity;



Improve water system operational flexibility and reliability; and



Allow for additional water supply and storage volume to accommodate anticipated
future growth in the Del Rio area.

12.2.2
Significant Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project
Reduced to a Less-than-Significant Level with Mitigation
Several impacts have been identified as significant, but would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level through implementation of mitigation measures. These impacts are listed
below and in Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of this DEIR:


Impact AES-1: Substantial Degradation of the Visual Character or Quality of the Site
and its Surroundings from Project Construction



Impact BIO-1: Construction-related Loss of Occupied Burrowing Owl Habitat



Impact BIO-2: Construction-related Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Habitat
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Impact BIO-3: Construction-related Impacts on Nesting Swainson’s Hawks



Impact BIO-4: Construction Disturbance of Tricolored Blackbird and Other Migratory
Birds, Including Raptors



Impact BIO-5: Disturbance of Roosting Areas for Bats, including Special-status Bat
Species



Impact BIO-7: Interference with Wildlife Movement, Established Wildlife Corridors,
or the Use of Native Wildlife Nursery Sites



Impact BIO-8: Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological
Resources



Impact BIO-9: Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts



Impact CUL-2: Potential for a Substantial Adverse Impact on Archaeological
Resources from Construction



Impact CUL-3: Potential to Directly or Indirectly Destroy a Unique Paleontological
Resource or Site, or Unique Geological Feature



Impact CUL-4: Potential for Disturbance of Human Remains, including Those Interred
Outside of Dedicated Cemeteries



Impact CUL-5: Potential to Cause a Substantial Adverse Change in the Significance of
a Tribal Cultural Resource



Impact CUL-6: Potential to Eliminate Important Examples of the Major Periods of
California History or Prehistory



Environmental Checklist Section VI.a.iii: Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction



Environmental Checklist Section VI.a.iv: Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving
landslides



Environmental Checklist Section VI.d: Location on expansive soil, creating substantial
risks to life or property



Impact GHG-1: Generate Substantial GHG Emissions, Either Directly or Indirectly,
from Project Construction, Land Use Changes, and Operation



Impact GHG-2: Potential to Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies, or Regulations
Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions of GHGs



Impact GHG-3: Cumulative GHG Impact
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Environmental Checklist Section VIII.d: Located on a site that is included on a list of
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code section 65962.5
and, as a result, create a significant hazard to the public or the environment



Impact GRW-1: Potential to Lower the Groundwater Table and Adversely Affect
Nearby Existing Wells



Impact NOISE-1: Substantial Temporary or Periodic Increase in Ambient Noise Levels



Impact NOISE-3: Substantial Permanent Increase in Ambient Noise Levels

12.2.3
Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts of the
Proposed Project
The following impacts have been identified as significant and unavoidable in this EIR:


Impact AIR-7: Cumulative Impact on Air Quality



Impact GHG-2: Potential for Conflict with Applicable Plans, Policies or Regulations
Adopted for the Purpose of Reducing Emissions of GHGs



Impact GRW-4: Cumulative Contribution to Chronic Overdraft of Groundwater
Subbasin

The following impacts relevant to the Del Rio Tank and Wells Project were previously
identified as significant and unavoidable in the Program EIR (City of Modesto 2010):


Impact CUM-3: Emissions of Greenhouse Gases



Impact CUM-4: Result in a Cumulatively Considerable Net Increase of Any Criteria
Pollutant for which the Program Region is in Nonattainment under an Applicable
Federal or State Ambient Air Quality Standard

12.3 Alternatives Considered
The No Project Alternative is considered in this EIR, as required by CEQA, to allow decision
makers to compare the potential impacts of implementing the Proposed Project against the
impacts of not implementing it. In addition, the following alternatives were considered
because they meet most of the Proposed Project’s objectives, are feasible, and avoid or
substantially reduce one or more significant impacts of the Proposed Project:


Alternative 1 – Construct at Existing City Well Locations



Alternative 2 – Connect to the City’s Supply System
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No Project Alternative

Characteristics of this Alternative
CEQA requires analysis of the No Project Alternative. Under this alternative, no new water
supply infrastructure would be constructed. Existing system deficiencies would continue to
exist, and new development would be constrained by lack of water supply infrastructure.
Where alternative sources of potable water are available, new development might still occur.
This alternative would not meet the basic objective of the Proposed Project, namely, to
construct capital improvements needed to provide and maintain reliable water service to
existing and future customers in the Del Rio service area.

Impact Analysis
Aesthetics – Because no new physical structures would be built, there would be no impact
on visual resources under this alternative.
Air Quality – Because no new construction would occur, there would be no construction or
operational air pollutant emissions generated under this alternative.
Biological Resources – Since no new facilities would be built, there would be no
construction-related or operational effects on biological resources.
Cultural Resources – As no new facilities would be constructed, there would be no impacts
on cultural resources.
Global Climate Change – Because no new facilities would be built, there would be no
construction-related or operational emissions, and therefore no impacts on GHG emissions.
Groundwater – No new facilities would be constructed that could cause impacts on
groundwater levels or quality. However, existing system deficiencies in the Del Rio water
system would not be corrected; as such, these existing adverse conditions would continue.
This alternative, by constraining planned development, would eliminate the increase in
demand for groundwater.
Land Use and Planning – This alternative would not result in any development that would
have potential to physically divide an established community or potentially conflict with
relevant general plans by failing to provide the necessary infrastructure to support the
development envisioned in those plans.
Noise – No new facilities would be constructed; thus, new sources of noise would not be
generated by construction or operation. As such, there would be no impact.

12.3.2

Alternative 1 – Construct at Existing City Well Locations

Characteristics of this Alternative
The City currently owns property and operates groundwater wells at three locations in the
Del Rio service area:
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Well 289 located on Beltis Drive on the east side of Del Rio,



Well 271 on Country Club Drive and Del Rio Avenue on the southwest side of Del Rio,
and



Well 282 on Hillcrest Drive on the west side of Del Rio.

Under this alternative, in lieu of purchasing new property for the proposed wells and tank,
the City would design the proposed new facilities to fit within their existing well properties.
Well 271 is located near the country club golf course in a residential area, but the property
adjacent to Well 271 is vacant, and additional land could be secured to accommodate a new
well and storage tank. Well 271 is currently operating at 50 percent capacity due to the well’s
old age. Under this alternative, this well would be replaced onsite with a new well.
Well 289 is located in a residential neighborhood and adjacent to railroad tracks. If additional
property could not be secured adjacent to Well 271, the property at Well 289 could
accommodate a 0.25-million-gallon storage tank, and the existing well on site could be
expanded to meet the City’s pumping needs. The proposed storage tank at this site would
likely be smaller in diameter and taller than the tank in the Proposed Project.
Well 282 is located in a residential neighborhood.
This alternative would not require transmission pipelines, because the well sites would
already be connected to the existing water distribution system. This alternative would meet
all of the project objectives.

Impact Analysis
Aesthetics – Under this alternative, new aboveground facilities would be constructed that
could have adverse effects on visual resources. The existing sites currently support water
supply facilities, and these features would be expanded under this alternative. These impacts
would occur in different locations but, similar to the Proposed Project, would generally affect
nearby residential uses. Since this alternative includes expansion of existing water supply
infrastructure and may not incorporate landscaping or berms for screening purposes, this
alternative could result in greater aesthetic impacts than those of the Proposed Project.
Air Quality – Construction-related and operational emissions of air pollutants under this
alternative would be similar to those for the Proposed Project; nearby sensitive receptors
would be similar in nature but greater in number.
Biological Resources – Similar to the Proposed Project, the sites proposed under this
alternative are in residential areas with vacant land adjacent or nearby; impacts would be
similar.
Cultural Resources – Impacts on historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources
would be similar to those of the Proposed Project. No demolition of existing structures would
be required.
Global Climate Change – Under this alternative, facilities would be constructed and
operated in a similar manner to the Proposed Project. Construction and operation-related
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emissions would be similar to the Proposed Project, though to a lesser extent due to the
reduced need for pipeline construction activities.
Groundwater – This alternative proposes to install wells with similar capacity and
operational characteristics as the Proposed Project. Therefore, impacts on groundwater level
drawdown and the potential for related subsidence would be similar to those of the Proposed
Project.
Land Use and Planning – The alternative would involve construction on property currently
utilized for water supply and would not result in any development that would physically
divide an established community.
Noise – Under this alternative, new sources of noise would be generated by construction and
operation of additional facilities on sites currently supporting similar facilities. Operational
noise generated by the additional pumps at the sites could increase compared to existing site
conditions. These impacts would be similar to or greater than those of the Proposed Project
because more residential sensitive receptors are located adjacent to the existing well sites
compared to the sites in the Proposed Project.

12.3.3

Alternative 2 – Connect to the City’s Supply System

Characteristics of this Alternative
Under this alternative, the City would construct a 3-mile pipeline to directly connect the Del
Rio community to the City’s water supply system. The pipeline would extend along the
existing railroad track easement from the northern border of the City’s limits north to St. John
Road and Ladd Road, where the pipeline would connect to existing transmission pipes that
serve the Del Rio community. The pipeline would cross two Modesto Irrigation District canals
and two streets. Booster pump stations may be needed to transfer water from the City’s
system north to Del Rio.
Together with the City’s existing groundwater wells, the new pipeline connection would meet
the Proposed Project objectives related to water system pressure and operational flexibility,
and would improve water supply reliability particularly during prolonged drought years
when groundwater is less reliable. This alternative would utilize the City’s existing water
supply sources, including surface water supplies purchased from other water right holders,
such as Modesto Irrigation District.

Impact Analysis
Aesthetics – Under this alternative, construction of the pipeline would have adverse effects
on visual resources. However, the pipeline would be underground and would not be visible
once construction is completed. Construction impacts would occur in different locations but
at a similar level of effect compared to the Proposed Project. Permanent impacts of this
alternative would be similar to those of the Proposed Project because no aboveground well
facilities or tanks would be constructed, but pump stations would be constructed and
operated.
Biological Resources – Compared to the Proposed Project, the pipelines proposed under
this alternative would have less impact on biological resources because fewer facility
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operations would take place. However, pipeline crossings of Modesto Irrigation District
canals would have the potential to result in impacts on aquatic resources.
Cultural Resources – Impacts on historic, archaeological, and paleontological resources
would be similar to those of the Proposed Project. No demolition of existing structures would
be required; excavation would extend for a greater distance, expanding the area of potential
effects.
Global Climate Change – Under this alternative, fewer facilities would be constructed and
operated compared to the Proposed Project. Construction emissions would be similar to the
Proposed Project, although to a lesser extent due to the reduced need for construction of a
storage tank. Operational emissions would be similar to the Proposed Project due to the
booster pump stations, which would be similar to the pump facilities included in the
Proposed Project.
Groundwater – Impacts related to groundwater drawdown and the related potential for
subsidence would be reduced under this alternative because the expansion of water capacity
would originate in Modesto Irrigation District’s surface water supply rather than
groundwater wells.
Land Use and Planning – This alternative would not result in any development that would
have potential to physically divide an established community. This alternative would not
conflict with relevant general plans and would provide the necessary infrastructure to
support the development envisioned in those plans.
Noise – Under this alternative, new sources of noise would be generated by construction and
operation of facilities on a former railroad track and adjacent to farmland and single-family
residences as a result of pipeline construction and operation of the pump stations. If pump
stations are located in close proximity to sensitive receptors (residences), operational
impacts would be similar to those of the Proposed Project.
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Table 12-1. Summary of Alternatives and Comparison to the Proposed Project

Alternative
No Project Alternative

Characteristics
 No construction of new wells
or storage tank

Relationship to Project
Objectives

Impacts Compared to the Proposed Project

 Would not meet project
objectives

 All impacts related to Proposed Project
construction and operation would be avoided

 Would meet project
objectives

 Could result in increased aesthetic impacts

 Existing service deficiencies
would continue and future
growth would be constrained
Construct at Existing City
Well Locations

 Construction of new wells and
tank at existing City-owned
property with operating wells
 Transmission pipelines to
connect the new wells to the
existing system would not be
necessary

Connect to the City’s Supply
System

 Construct a 3-mile pipeline to
connect the Del Rio water
supply system to the City’s
system

 More residential sensitive receptors near the sites
would be exposed to noise-related impacts.
 All other environmental impacts would be similar
to the Proposed Project
 Would meet project
objectives

 Could result in reduced aesthetic impacts because
the pipeline would be underground
 Similar amount of GHG emissions would be
generated compared to the Proposed Project

 Encroachment approvals
would be needed from
Modesto Irrigation District to
cross their canals
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 Less GHG emissions would be generated due to
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 More residential sensitive receptors near the
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12.4 Alternatives Considered and Dismissed
The following alternatives were considered but ultimately dismissed from further analysis
for one or more of the following reasons: (1) they would not sufficiently meet most of the
Proposed Project objectives; (2) they were determined to be infeasible; or (3) they would not
avoid or substantially reduce one or more significant impacts of the Proposed Project.


Site A Well Only Alternative: Under this alternative, only the proposed well at Site
A would be constructed, and not the water storage tank. This alternative would
reduce aesthetic impacts at Site A, avoid all impacts at Site B, and reduce GHG
emissions overall. However, this alternative would not meet most of the Proposed
Project objectives. With only one well, the City could not accommodate system
pressure demands and supply reliability needs for firefighting and operational
reliability. Furthermore, without the storage tank and additional supply from a
second well, the City could not accommodate anticipated future growth in Del Rio.



Reduced Potable Demand Alternative: The City could increase water conservation
mandates and require Del Rio customers to reduce demands on potable water supply
by restricting swimming pool filling, assessing fines, and other methods. To meet the
project objectives, a substantial reduction in demand would be needed. There is no
guarantee that demand reductions would be realized to a level where system
pressures would improve through conservation efforts alone. Furthermore, such
demand reduction measures have already been implemented during the current
statewide drought, and water users are less willing to reduce demands during nondrought years. To meet project objectives, water demand reductions would need to
occur in all years, and such reductions are not believed to be feasible or likely. This
alternative would not meet supply reliability objectives or future buildout goals.



Partnership with the Del Rio Golf and Country Club Alternative: The Del Rio Golf
and Country Club operates its own groundwater wells. The City could provide the
country club recycled water for use in irrigating the golf course in exchange for its
groundwater supplies. This would involve establishing a formal agreement between
the two parties. Costs would be incurred by both parties for the water exchange.
Environmental impacts would be generated through construction of a 7-mile-long
recycled water pipeline from the City’s wastewater treatment plant to the country
club, and for connections between the country club’s supply system and the Del Rio
supply system. These impacts would likely be similar to, but more costly than, the
Proposed Project. The City has previously initiated discussions with the country club
related to a water exchange but the parties have not reached agreement. This
alternative was determine to be infeasible because of cost and because the quantity
of groundwater replaced would not be sufficient to achieve reliability objectives or
buildout goals.



Partially Buried Tank Alternative. Under this alternative, the City would construct
a new partially buried concrete tank at Site A to reduce adverse aesthetic impacts.
This alternative would, however require more excavation work and thereby result in
substantially greater air quality, GHG, and noise impacts. This alternative would also
generate more truck trips to off-haul and dispose of excavated soil. According to a
tank materials evaluation that was conducted by the City, a buried concrete tank
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would present operation-related difficulties with respect to inspection and repair due
to confined entry space (City of Modesto 2012). Typically, tanks of the size proposed
are manufactured of steel, but buried tanks are typically made of concrete to avoid
corrosion and accessibility issues. Concrete tanks are more costly than steel tanks.
Thus, while this alternative would reduce aesthetic impacts relative to the Proposed
Project, for the various reasons described above, this alternative was dismissed from
further analysis.

12.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative
Because each of the alternatives has fundamentally different characteristics, comparison of
their environmental impacts and benefits is not simple. Considering all aspects on balance,
the No Project Alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative as it would
avoid all of the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Proposed Project.
The CEQA Guidelines require that, if the No Project Alternative is the environmentally
superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.
Among the other alternatives considered, Alternative 1: Construct at Existing City Well
Locations is considered the environmentally superior alternative. This alternative would
achieve all the project objectives to a similar degree as the Proposed Project. As described
above, more sensitive receptors (residents) are located near the existing City well sites;
therefore, this alternative would result in increased impacts on aesthetics, operation-related
noise, and air quality because of the greater number of sensitive receptors near the well sites.
However, less GHG emissions and construction-related noise impacts would occur because
no pipelines would be constructed under this alternative. In summary, Alternative 1 would
result in the most reductions in environmental impacts among the alternatives considered.
The other alternatives were not selected as the environmentally superior alternative for the
following reasons:


Proposed Project. The Proposed Project is, by definition, not an alternative, and
therefore cannot be considered the environmentally superior alternative.



Alternative 2. Connect to the City’s Supply System. This alternative was not
considered environmentally superior because it would not substantially reduce GHG
emissions and would generate similar noise-related impacts on sensitive receptors.
This alternative would also generate significant impacts on the City’s water system
and water supply sources, such as increased demand for groundwater pumping in
other areas to meet demands of the Del Rio community. The cost to construct
pipelines connecting the community to the City’s supply system would be greater
than the cost of the other alternatives. Regulatory and permitting requirements for
crossing Modesto Irrigation District canals and construction within railroad track
easements would also add to the complexity and impacts of this alternative.
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